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 General Education Teachers’ Attitudes Regarding Disabilities and Inclusion: Implications for Teacher Education Programs 
	The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, amended in 2004), mandates that students with disabilities be educated in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE).  This means that, to the maximum amount appropriate, students with disabilities are educated with children without disabilities (Building the Legacy: IDEA, n.d.).  Using the LRE is an attempt to provide all students with the same access to academic programming.  By following the parameters listed within this law pertaining to the LRE, school districts have seen an influx of students with disabilities being included in the general education program.  Due to this shift, it has become important that all teachers, not just special education teachers, receive the appropriate training to work with individuals who have disabilities and to develop a positive attitude regarding these inclusive practices (Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen, 2012).  Furthermore, research by Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen (2012) has shown that teachers with a positive attitude towards inclusion adapt their teaching to meet the individual needs of students. 
Teachers have expressed that their attitude toward inclusion has an impact on the way they practice, as well as how they perceive their ability to teach individuals with disabilities.  Attitude is defined, within the context of this paper, as the positive or negative feelings a teacher may have toward individuals with disabilities, the education of individuals with disabilities, and the inclusion of individuals with disabilities in a general education setting.  Hsien (2007) stated that appropriate training has been found to have a positive effect on preservice teachers’ attitudes and tends to lead to greater efficacy when implementing inclusive programs.  A positive attitude can be the result of efficient training.  Since attitudes can play such an important role in special education, it is important to define 1) how teachers’ attitudes impact progress within the preservice general education curriculum; 2) factors that influence teacher attitudes; 3) the implications these findings have on teacher education programs; and 4) methods for assessing teacher attitudes.
Literature Review
	This literature review will attempt to synthesize the research that exists as it pertains to teacher attitudes, specifically those of general education preservice teachers, toward individuals with disabilities, and educating individuals with disabilities in an inclusive setting.  Research articles that emphasized teaching practices over attitudes were not included in this review.  In this review, I will begin by explaining how attitude impacts an individual’s ability to teach successfully. Then, I will discuss literature pertaining to how teacher training programs impact attitude, and the required supports to effectively increase positive attitudes toward educating individuals with disabilities.  The literature review will then describe potential obstacles, which may exist as a barrier for increasing positive attitudes as they pertain to educating individuals with disabilities.  The next section of the literature review will provide an overview of factors that influence teacher attitudinal change, followed by a synthesis of how these factors tie in to teacher education programs.  The final section of the literature review seeks to define methods of assessing teacher attitudes through quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods analyses.
Attitude and its Impact on Teaching
	A teacher’s attitude may impact not only their desire to adjust curriculum they teach, but may also impact their students’ success.  Wiest (1998) states “teacher attitudes and beliefs influence teaching behaviors, which affect student learning and behavior” (p. 358).  Hwang and Evans (2011) stated that their study yielded that 89.64% of general education teachers (n=29) did not feel as though they had sufficient training to implement successful inclusive programs.  A trend in the Lindsay, Proulx, Thompson, and Scott (2013) qualitative study, showed that the second largest barrier of including children with Autism Spectrum Disorder was the lack of training and education.  Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen (2012) utilized a pre and posttest Likert scale to measure preservice teacher attitude toward inclusion (n=777).  This study showed that the use of an introductory course on special education and accompanying field placement increased positive attitudes toward inclusive practices, with a statistically significant increase in 14 of the 20 questions from pre to posttest. 
Training.  Snyder (1999) states that attitude is multidimensional and different variables, such as exposure to students with disabilities and education/training for teaching individuals with disabilities can impact an individual’s attitude in either a positive or negative manner.  It is noted by Lohrmann and Bambara (2006) that the most successful form of preservice training results in dual certification.  Van Reusen, Shoho, and Barker (2001) found that those who have received training not only have better skills but better attitudes as well.  Of the 125 teachers surveyed, those who claimed to have adequate or high levels of training (n=57) had a statistically significant higher self-sore (p<.0001) as it relates to positive attitude responses.  Better attitudes will result in more confidence in their own teaching (Burton & Pace, 2009; Jung, 2007).  When teachers are being introduced to a new method or a variant on something they already know training or retraining is needed.  Training starts at the collegiate level and should continue throughout their careers.  According to research by Van Reusen, Shoho, and Barker (2001), teachers need additional support on the workforce as well.  By giving teachers support, such as through increased planning time or increased instructional time, they may develop better attitudes toward students with disabilities, which benefits those teachers’ who may not have had the appropriate training at the collegiate level.  An example of the need for further training was found by Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996), through synthesizing survey-based research of general education teachers from 1958-1995.  The results of the synthesis stated that general education teachers, as a whole, need more support to successfully implement inclusion programming.  The data from this analysis should change based on increased pre-service teacher training.  
General education teachers feel as though they do not have enough training to successfully include and develop inclusion programs for students with disabilities.  For example, Van Heusen, Shoho, and Barker (2001) found that over half of the general education teachers (n=113) surveyed reported having negative feelings toward inclusion programs, including their implementation, value, and lack of training.  The findings suggest that having negative feelings toward inclusion when implementing inclusionary practices will result in programmatic struggles for inclusion.  This feeling may be altered with increased training.  Collaboration can be integrated as part of the preservice teacher’s curriculum through teaching practices and principles related to inclusion in both special and general education programs.  Shade and Stewart (2001) stated that if more general education majors took special education coursework, they would better develop their skills and confidence pertaining to inclusion and willingness to collaborate.  Shade and Stewart (2001) surveyed 122 preservice general education teachers and a statistically significant positive change occurred in their attitudes after taking a special education overview course.  This willingness to learn may result in better programs and better education for their future students (Daane, Beirne-Smith, & Latham, 2001).  The Daane, Beirne-Smith, and Latham (2001) study showed that all three group, elementary general education teachers (n=324), elementary special education teachers (n=42), and administrators (n=15), reported that better preservice training and education programs need to exist to further benefit their students.  When measuring preservice teacher competencies, many factors may impact their success, such as the education they receive and their confidence in their own skills.  It is problematic that these issues are generally not something that educators can control.  
Support.  Preservice teachers need support in a manner much different than that of the already-teaching professional and vice-versa.  Preservice teacher attitudes will dictate how they feel toward teaching, students, and themselves (Mahlios & Maxson, 1995).  Because their attitudes play an important role in their future as professionals, preservice general education teachers need to develop a positive attitude toward inclusive practices.  A positive attitude toward inclusive practices may be aided by exposure to students with disabilities as well as their families.  An example of interacting with individuals with disabilities is found by Heflin and Bullock (1999), who view the exposure to individuals with emotional behavioral disorders as a method in which preservice teachers can learn more about the individual and decrease their fear of the diagnosis, thus increasing positive attitudes toward the individual.  This is exemplified by the Heflin and Bullock (1999) study that interviewed special education teachers (n=9) and general education teachers (n=9) in Texas, in which those individuals surveyed noted that by working more with individuals with disabilities, and through further training they would hopefully have a better attitude toward working with individuals with disabilities.    By going into teaching with a prejudice in the form of stereotypes, teachers may not be able to see past their own preconceived ideas and may maintain their prejudices. (Kavale & Forness, 2000), Carter and Hughes (2006) encourage educators to view these barriers as able to be overcome, with appropriate training and education.  
Preservice teachers benefit from interacting with a variety of students they may educate.  For instance, individuals who have had positive life experiences/interactions with individuals with disabilities while growing up will generally have greater confidence and a more positive attitude for working with individuals with disabilities (Miller, Gresham, & Fouts, 2011).  A continuing benefit of exposing general education teachers to individuals with disabilities is the further potential for an increase in confidence and positive attitude.
Obstacles.  Hsien (2007) states that many general education teachers, without exposure to individuals with disabilities, will continue to maintain prejudices and stalwart stances.  McHatton and McCray (2007) state these prejudices are a more common stance among secondary general education teachers (n=38) when compared to elementary education teachers (n=77) as described in the qualitative component of their study.  These unwavering beliefs can manifest as an unwillingness to support students with disabilities in inclusive settings.  Obstacles teachers may experience, such as their preconceived ideas, can also be exhibited through their teaching methodology by their willingness/unwillingness to adapt their teaching practices.  Gable, Tonelson, Sheth, Wilson, and Park (2012) compared special education teachers to general education teachers regarding their inclusion of multi-modal learning/testing.  Multi-modal learning/testing includes modifications and accommodations such as oral responses, written responses, or word banks as aspects of lessons and tests.  This multi-modal approach is an evidence-based practice that 75% of the special educators surveyed viewed as important in comparison to only 55% of general education teachers surveyed (Tonelson, Sheth, Wilson, and Park, 2012).  Similarly, special education teachers support more individualized plans, whereas general education teachers prefer a more standard, on-size fits all approach (Jordan, Glenn, & McGhie-Richmond, 2010; Young, 2011).  Additionally, general education teachers rank lower than special education teachers in their attitude toward inclusion according to the Cameron and Cook (2007) study.  
Educational Leadership.  Schools often have a hierarchy in which teachers must adhere to district standards and practices, as well as follow the guidance of administrators and supervisors.  Teachers may behave differently as a result of their administrators’ recommendations and may even change their own attitudes to better match their superiors’ (Snyder, 1999).  McLeskey and Waldron (2000) encourage support for the development of inclusive schools.  They further state that if supervisors and administrators support inclusion, then teachers who do not support inclusion may alter their attitudes to promote inclusion and thus overcome a potential obstacle (McLeskey and Waldron, 2000). This positive change in attitude can promote integrity and competence while encouraging a more accepting and fair school setting for all students (Dingle, Falvey, Givner, & Haager, 2004; Jung, 2007).  
Factors That Influence Attitudes  
Hsien (2007) expresses that positive attitudes toward students with disabilities begin during teacher education programs.  The fear that may accompany new teachers can be altered during this time and the preservice teacher attitude can move “from despair to hope” (Murray, Handyside, Straka, & Arton-Titus, 2013, p. 162).  Attitude toward including individuals with disabilities plays a very important role in the general education curriculum.  Attitude can be affected positively through information and knowledge gained through coursework and field experiences. By increasing positive attitudes of preservice and current teachers, students enrolled in inclusion programs may benefit from this change in attitude.  There are many ways to successfully influence attitudes of current and preservice teachers through training and education, which will be discussed in the remainder of this section (Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen, 2012; Gable, Tonelson, Sheth, Wilson, & Park, 2012).
Van Heusen, Shoho, and Barker (2001) go so far as to state that successful inclusive education is dependent on the attitude of teachers as based on the results of their survey.  If teachers have a positive attitude, then they are more willing to modify and adapt their program (Rojewski & Pollard, 1993; Shama, Forlin, Loreman, & Earle, 2006).  This claim is supported by their research syntheses and studies, which define this level of willingness.  In addition, having a more positive attitude impacts other teachers in other positive way such as by learning from one another, which can lead to a more accepting view of inclusion, whereby teachers are accepting of individuals with disabilities in the general education classroom.  By having a more accepting view of inclusion, collaboration between special education teachers and general education teachers can more easily occur (Voltz & Elliot, 1997).
	According to Hwang and Evans (2011), preservice teachers have a greater ability to alter their attitudes than teachers who may have already solidified their approach to special education.  One manner in which preservice general education teachers can further develop their confidence and increase their positive attitude is by receiving additional certifications with a focus on special education populations.  This will allow a general education major to also have all of the coursework of a special education teacher (Lohrmann & Bambara, 2006).  This is a drastic change in collegiate programming, but Lohrmann and Bambara (2006) and Snyder (2006) state that exposure and experience in special education coursework can increase confidence and attitude, as shown in their qualitative interviews.  MacFarlane and Woolfson (2013) encourage separate courses for general education majors.  These classes should focus solely on special education while developing the students’ self-efficacy as it pertains to the field of special education.  Shippen, Crites, Houchins, Ramsey, and Simon (2005) found that overall preservice teachers had a positive increase in attitude pertaining to teaching individuals with disabilities after taking an introduction to special education course.  Within this study, 326 preservice special and general education teachers from three universities took a pretest five-point attitude based Likert scale survey (Preservice Inclusion Survey) with an average score of 3.32 and a posttest average score of 3.68 which showed a statistically significant positive change in attitude.  
	Sharma, Forlin, Loreman, and Earle (2006, 2008) explicitly state that disability education does impact teacher attitude.  Cook (2002), Goodland and Field (1993), Rojewski and Pollard (1993), and Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen, (2012) support this claim by surmising that a lack of special education training has a “profoundly negative effect on teacher attitudes” (p. 76).  Van Reusen, Shoho, and Barker (2001) were able to show a distinct gap in confidence and attitude between those who had training and those who did not through a survey of current teachers with a statistical significance of p<.0001.  
	The incorporation of special education coursework in the general education program allows general education majors to experience aspects of special education; though coursework is much more successful when combined with field experience (Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen, 2012; Conderman & Johnston-Rodriguez, 2009; Van Reusen, Shoho, & Barker, 2001; Campbell et al., 2003; Pace, 2003). The use of field experience allows non-special education majors to interact with students who have disabilities versus just learning about this population within the collegiate classroom setting.  McCray and McHatton (2011) and Voss and Bufkin (2011) state that attitudes toward individuals with disabilities and inclusion is increased through using field experience, and Burton and Pace (2009) support this by stating that exposure gives increased confidence, which can then directly impact attitude.  The Burton and Pace (2009) three-year case study showed a mean change in their negative attitude toward individuals with disabilities (Likert rating 3.1 to 3.43, with 1 being the most negative), after a 20-hour field experience.   The Interaction Project, as described by Melekoglu (2013), requires integration of preservice general education teachers and individuals with disabilities to explicitly alter beliefs and attitudes.  Another approach teacher education models are taking is that of character education by impacting the beliefs of future teachers and, ultimately, their students (Beachum, McCray, Yawn, & Obiakor, 2013).  Character education incorporates a level of acceptance of all individuals and their differences.  Beachum et al. (2013) state that character education teaches positive values to students and is supported by the school.  If it is able to be placed in a school which uses character education, the practice-what-you-preach approach will allow students, preservice teachers, and teachers alike to have a more positive attitude toward individuals with disabilities through acceptance.
Attitudinal change can occur through educating preservice teachers about individuals with disabilities to alter any prejudices they may have.  Other methods that impact a positive attitude change include incorporating family members and their personal experience as well as the preservice teachers’ experiences into the coursework (Williams, 2012; Miller, Gresham, & Fouts, 2011); educational programs created to eliminate bias (Tochterman, Cooner, & Lehmann, 2005); and sensitivity training including disability simulation (Jung, 2007).  Dingle, Falvey, Givner, and Haager (2004) have stated that individuals should have a positive attitude regarding individuals with disabilities before being formally admitted into general education teacher preparatory programs.  
	With inclusive programs, general education teachers need to develop more positive attitudes for working not only with students who have disabilities, but with special education teachers as well.  Preservice general educators are encouraged to enroll in special education courses earlier in their degree program (Martinez, 2003), take as many courses in special education as possible (Leyser, Zeiger, & Romi, 2011; Shade & Stewart, 2001; Shippen et al., 2005), and have a focus on inclusion (McLeskey & Waldron, 2000; Jung, 2007).  In many inclusion programs, the model of co-teaching exists, and teacher education programs need to ensure they teach this model as well (Bennett & Fisch, 2013). More teaching opportunities for preservice teachers will result in increased confidence, according to Bishop, Brownell, Klingner, Leko, and Galman (2010), and will increase positive attitudes. The attitude and related confidence gained through these programs will help in guiding teachers’ future behavior (Berry, 2008).  
Implications for Teacher Education Programs
	Teacher education programs can impact teacher attitude through curriculum, exposure, and interactions.  Teachers within the field are able to express which components of educational programs had a positive effect on their attitudes and where gaps may have existed.  This exchange of experiences and attitudes creates a consistently evolving teacher education program (Sze, 2009).
	The implications for general teacher education programs are focused on how educational programs can change to positively impact teacher attitudes.  Vaughn, Klingner, and Hughes (2000), state that:
[T]here are three factors that influence teacher practice-which are teacher knowledge, teacher attitudes, and contextual factors-so by understanding preservice teachers’ perceptions of students with disabilities, it will allow teacher preparation programs to assist future educators in developing positive attitudes and effective research-based practices to include students with disabilities in their classrooms. (p. 165)  
Swain, Nordness, and Leader-Janssen (2012) state that one manner in which preservice general education teachers can develop a positive attitude is through mentoring from current teachers within the field throughout their educational program.  The preservice teacher preparation practice of working with both teachers and students enrolled in special education has a profound impact on preservice teachers’ attitudes (Cameron & Cook, 2007).  The lessons taught by current teachers, as well as their guidance, are not the only methods in which current teachers can benefit preservice teachers.  By opening their classrooms, current teachers can demonstrate and introduce preservice teachers to successful practices and, in turn, increase the preservice teachers’ positive attitudes (Burton & Pace, 2009).  Additional education at the college level will better prepare special education teachers to work with future general education teachers (Rojewski & Pollard, 1993; Sharma, Forlin, Loreman, & Earle, 2006; Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen, 2012).
	The lessons taught within the collegiate classroom, as well as field experience, are very important and can teach a variety of approaches and practices.  Bennett and Fisch (2013) suggest that, college programs need to incorporate learning successful incorporation of “interpersonal communication; physical arrangement; content familiarity; instructional presentation; classroom management; instructional planning; curriculum goals, modifications, and accommodations; and assessment” (pp. 22-23).  This incorporation can better prepare preservice teachers for a variety of potentially inclusive settings, including co-teaching. 
Cramer (2010) describes the trend toward co-teaching and explains its importance. By educating preservice general education teachers about the importance of co-teaching practices, future general education teachers will have a better grasp on the specific needs for a positive co-teaching environment (Bennett & Fisch, 2013; Voltz & Elliot, 1997; Cramer, 2010; Cramer & Nevin, 2006; and McHatton & Daniel, 2008).  This increase in knowledge will aid in developing a more positive attitude. The sharing of physical space may impact teachers’ attitudes negatively as they may feel as though there is a power struggle for the physical environment and a sense of propriety.  It is through learning to share the space that a positive attitude may develop.  Voltz and Elliot (1997) state that the use of physical space is meant to benefit the learner, and, in a co-teaching inclusion environment, the special educator and the general educator need to use the space to aid the student.  The physical and academic program’s separation of special education teachers and general education teachers begins at the collegiate level.  Bennett and Fisch (2013) state that educational programs at the collegiate level are in a vacuum, and that this separation of general education majors from special education majors should not exist.  Programs should work together by sharing both physical space and ideas.
	General education preservice teachers can also learn more by being immersed into the special education program.  One manner in which this can occur is through general education teachers not only interacting with special education teachers but also with those who have disabilities through field placement (Williams, 2012; Shade & Stewart, 2001; Swain, Nordess, & Leader-Janssen, 2012; Voss & Bufkin, 2011; Sander & Robinson, 1981).  Field placement can be in the form of student teaching, observation, and community learning experiences (Murray, Handyside, Straka, & Arton-Titus, 2013).  By allowing preservice teachers to work with a variety of students, they will be able to increase their positive attitude by being more comfortable with multiple populations (Brown, Welsh, Hill, & Cipko, 2008).  One of the methods of promoting learning through interactions is to introduce general education majors to a whole student approach.  This can be accomplished by introducing the preservice teacher to student-centered learning (Jordan, Glenn, & McGhie-Richmond, 2010).  By working from a student-centered approach, the preservice teacher will be able to not only teach the curriculum but also see the student as a person with needs and not just as a learner.  One method of working with a person with needs is by incorporating social goals as well as academic goals (Heflin, Bullock, & Lyndal, 1999). 
	When developing preservice teacher attitudes, it is important to, not only integrate the curriculum and social skills, but also to educate preservice general education teachers on all disabilities and accompanying behaviors.  Preservice general education teachers need to be aware that disabilities can present themselves in a variety of ways.  Some disabilities are covert and are not able to be immediately observed while other disabilities are overt and able to be seen.  Both covert and overt disabilities present different challenges, such as negative behaviors.  While working with students’ challenging behaviors, all teachers need to have at least some prior training in positive behavioral supports and applied behavior analysis (Loiacono & Valenti, 2010; Lohrmann & Bambara, 2006).  By teaching preservice general education teachers to better work with those who have challenging behaviors, their positive attitude and self-efficacy pertaining to these skills is improved through coursework and opportunities to practice (MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013; Bishop, Brownell, Klingner, Leko, & Galman, 2010).
	General education preparation programs must address multiple components of teaching students with disabilities.  Programs should include educating preservice teachers on the laws pertaining to special education with a focus on least restrictive environment/inclusion (Kavale & Forness, 2000; Daane, Beirne-Smith, & Latham, 2001).  By understanding these laws, a preservice general education teacher may have a better attitude and acceptance of different special education settings.   
A manner in which general education preparation programs can address many components at once while increasing positive attitudes is through simulations (Kiger, 1992).  General education majors can be exposed to special education paperwork and reporting through technology simulations (Desrochers, House, & Seth, 2001; Hall, 2007).  Another form of simulation is by watching films that depict individuals with disabilities (Flower, Burns, & Bottsford-Miller, 2007) or having individuals with disabilities come into the classroom to share their experiences (Wurst & Wolford, 1994).  The other simulation preservice teachers can experience is disability simulation.  Disability simulation is able to benefit preservice teachers’ attitudes by allowing them to experience aspects of having a disability.  To increase success, this form of simulation should include scenarios that incorporate social situations and interactions (Herbert, 2000; Lalvani & Broderick, 2013).  Social constructs and interactions are can be seen during everyday tasks, such as through hailing a taxi, going to the grocery store, or simply interacting with peers.  As French (2002) warns, you must have realistic expectations for these to be successful.  
	All preservice teachers have predisposed notions, both positive and negative, of individuals with disabilities and teaching (Miller, Handyside, Strake, & Anton-Titus, 2013).  It is the role of teacher education programs to hopefully alter and/or increase these beliefs through appropriate education.  Carter and Hughes (2006) state that barriers are created through predisposed beliefs and should be removed via the preservice teacher’s education programs.  One way teacher preparation programs are helping to change attitude and remove preconceived notions is by incorporating multiple methods of learning, ranging from field placement to parental involvement in the classroom (Patterson, Webb, & Krudwig, 2009; Williams, 2012).  During coursework, it is a beneficial practice for preservice teachers to have an open conversation about their beliefs regarding individuals with disabilities (Tochtermann, Cooner, & Lehrmann, 2005).  Many studies have discussed that more than one course in special education is needed to impact preservice general education teachers’ attitudes, and they encourage these courses earlier in their academic program to have a greater impact on teachers’ attitudes before continuing their programs (Leyser, Zeiger, & Romi, 2011; Sze, 2009; McCray & McHatton, 2011; Pfeiffer, 1992; Snyder, 1999).  According to the Snyder (1999) study, 75% of the general education teachers surveyed reported that they did not have an undergraduate course in special education, 85.7% did not have a graduate course, and 70% of them did not experience an in-service on special education.  These studies indicate that there is currently not enough preparation for general education teachers; and that to develop a more positive attitude toward inclusion programs, more preparation is needed (Van Reusen, Shoho, & Barker, 2001).
Methods for Assessing Teacher Attitudes 
	Through multiple approaches, general education collegiate programs try to instill positive attitudes on their preservice teachers. It is imperative to measure and assess preservice teachers’ attitudes, to appropriately modify and develop teacher education programs.  A variety of research designs can be used to measure attitudes of preservice teachers.  These designs are often qualitative, quantitative, or mixed method.  
	Qualitative.  The Oxford Dictionary of Media and Communication defines qualitative research as a form of research that “gathers information that might aim to understand the reasons why a behavior occurs” (Chandler & Munday, 2011, p. 222).  Qualitative research uses methods such as observation, in-depth interviewing, and focus groups.  A qualitative study by Carter and Hughes (2006) demonstrates how qualitative measures can be used to measure attitude.  Carter and Hughes (2006) utilized a qualitative interview to determine how individuals felt about the inclusion of children with severe disabilities.  General educators, special educators, paraprofessionals, and administrators were asked to share their perspectives and attitudes about whether individuals with severe disabilities should be included in the general curriculum (Carter & Hughes, 2006).  The results of the studies reviewed, showed a widely held belief that academic success was much more important for general education students than that of their significantly disabled peers.  Snyder (1999) conducted a qualitative survey that expressed the attitudes and concerns of individuals who attended an in-service on the educational placement of students with disabilities.  Snyder (2009) discovered a trend that indicated teachers need an “aggressive” approach to training for inclusion, such as multiple courses of study addressing inclusion.  Qualitative surveys measuring teachers’ attitudes pertaining to mainstreaming and inclusion were conducted between 1958 and 1995 and were reviewed by Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996).  One finding within this study showed that over two-thirds of those surveyed require more training as it pertains to inclusion.
	Qualitative measures are also used as a within-subjects model.  Burton and Pace (2009) completed a three-year case study in which it measured preservice math teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion.  The pretest of the study showed apprehension, and the posttest following exposure showed greater levels of confidence.  Many qualitative tests already exist to measure teachers’ attitudes.  The Supportive Effective Teaching Project and Beliefs about Learning and Teaching Questionnaire is utilized in the Jordan, Glenn, and McGhie-Richmond (2010) study, and measures attitudes pertaining to inclusion.  A more specific qualitative study can also be used, such as the Theory of Planned Behavior measure which examines teacher attitude toward children with social and emotional disabilities, as used in the MacFarlane and Woolfson (2013) study.  
Quantitative.  Quantitative research as defined by the Oxford Dictionary of Media and Communication are “methods of investigating phenomena which involve the collection and analysis of numerical data.  Such methods are particularly associated with surveys and experiments” (Chandler & Munday, 2011, p. 223). When comparing two groups, one experimental and one control, a between-group design can be used to compare one group to another.  If all participants are receiving the intervention, then a pretest and posttest can occur as a within-subjects design.  In addition, both between-group and within-subjects can be used to compare growth from the pretest to the posttest of each of the groups.  
Quantitative attitudinal measures exist as well.  Schumm et al. (1994) created the Teachers’ Beliefs and Attitudes toward Planning for Mainstreamed Students (TBAP) and was modified as the P-TBAP for the Cameron and Cook (2007) study, which studied preservice teachers and excluded those questions only practicing teachers would be able to answer.  Competencies, as listed in an online survey used by Cooper, Kurtts, Baber, and Vallecorsa (2008) measure the attitudes of preservice and current educators as they pertain to special education.  The results of this measure can be used for the betterment of the general education programs at colleges and universities.  Areas where preservice and current teachers list a negative attitude can be further addressed in the general education programs in an attempt to increase positive attitudes.	
Mixed methods:  The Oxford Dictionary of Human Geography (2014) defines mixed methods research as “the use of both quantitative and qualitative methods within a single methodology” (Castree, Kitchin & Rogers, 2013, p. 120). Both qualitative and quantitative measures were used in Swain, Nordness, and Leader-Janssen (2012) by using a Likert scale that encouraged discussion pertaining to inclusion and misconceptions about individuals with disabilities.  Another mixed method approach was used in the Forlin, Earle, Loreman, and Sharma (2011) study, which used a measure, entitled the Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusive, Education – Revised Scale.  This method measured preservice teachers’ perceptions about inclusion and is able to be used as a pretest and posttest to measure differences in perception.  
Disability Simulation
Approaches and Descriptions
	As described in the previous section, disability simulations are one of the many ways to impact preservice teachers’ attitudes.  Disability simulations exist as a method in which preservice teachers are able to experience aspects of having a disability (Colwell, 2012); and multiple methods of disability simulation exist.  Some examples of disability simulations are wearing glasses which inhibit vision to simulate vision impairment; wearing earplugs to simulate a hearing impairment; using a wheelchair to simulate a physical disability; and using a distortion such as a mirror or overhead projector to simulate reading and writing disabilities (Wurst &Wolford, 1994; Leo & Goodwin, 2013; and Stamou & Padeliadu, 2009).  
Disability simulations promote a positive attitude for working with those who have disabilities (Herbert, 2000).  Preservice teachers need to have a positive attitude and disability simulations help foster these attitudes (Stamou & Padeliadu, 2009).
Disability simulations are utilized in a variety of ways.  Though the basic ideas stay the same, there is a difference in their construct.  To simulate challenges associated with disabilities, preservice teachers may experience the simulations within the classroom setting.  Preservice teachers should be prepared for both the simulation by their teacher and by an individual who has a disability (Flower, Burns, & Bottsfors-Miller, 2007; Wurst & Wolford, 1994).  This approach allows preservice teachers to not only experience an aspect of having a disability but allows for a human component as well.  In conjunction with disability simulation, observation should also be incorporated, such as through watching movies that accurately depict individuals with disabilities (Eichinger, Rizzo, & Sirotnik, 1992).  The pairing of accurate depictions of disabilities and disability simulations may help increase preservice teachers’ positive attitudes (Pfeiffer, 1992; Sandler & Robinson, 1981).  This allows preservice teachers to view individuals with disabilities as a whole and not just define an individual based on their disability.  Stamou and Padeliadu (2009) encourage preservice teachers to view disabilities as a part of a person’s life, not just as a deficiency.  Stamou and Padeliadu (2009) encourage this process, as it should act as a “progressive discourse” (p. 510) that will continue to develop the ideas individuals have about those with disabilities.  Utilizing disability simulations allows for further discussion, by giving preservice teachers a potentially new or unique point of view and attitude.
A variant on disability simulation occurs within the community setting.  This allows individuals to not only experience one component of having a disability but will also include components of social and societal issues surrounding disabilities by experiencing the simulations within a community setting, such as at a grocery store or a party (Stamou & Padeliadu, 2009).  The impact disability simulations have on positive attitudes for equality is defined by Lalvani and Broderick (2013), who express that this societal integration will give “power and privilege to social equality” (Lalvani & Broderick, 2013, p. 468).  Social aspects of disability simulation are meant to promote awareness of those with disabilities and the manner in which individuals with disabilities interact within social settings.  Utilizing a wheelchair in a classroom simulation does not give the preservice teacher the appropriate context of being in a wheelchair during daily activities.  Suggestions of greater benefit to preservice teachers would be for them to use a wheelchair in the community and perform tasks such as attempting to hail a cab or emulate communication disorders by only being able to text those you are with one word per second (Lalvani & Broderick, 2013). These suggestions would greater educate preservice teachers on social aspects of having a disability as well as increase their levels of empathy (Leo & Goodwin, 2013).  Some studies show that using a social component is the only method that benefits preservice teachers when utilizing disability simulations (Kiger, 1992; Lalvani & Broderick, 2013).  This study attempts to further show how beneficial disability simulations are by comparing disability simulations with and without a social component.     
Negative Perceptions of Disability Simulations
There is much debate as to whether or not disability simulations improve attitudes toward individuals with disabilities.  In fact, Lalvani & Broderick, (2013) state that disability simulations are “condemned by disability rights activists” (p. 269).  One point of contention is that disability simulations have been used as a teaching tool for children to better understand their peers with disabilities.  This idea is widely held as being inappropriate as it creates stereotypes, and children may view it as negative (French, 1992; Lalvani & Broderick, 2013).  Research also shows that preservice teachers may choose the easiest way to experience disability simulations and thus not have the appropriate results.  Preservice teachers may choose disabilities that have the least social implications to avoid embarrassment or choose the easiest simulation to accomplish as quickly as possible (Wilson & Alcorn, 1969). 
 There is also a level of discomfort or fear that preservice teachers may possess since disability simulations alter their ability to be in control of situations (Valle & Connor, 2011).  Lalvani and Broderick (2013) found that students were initially excited about the simulations but then responded during the posttest that they viewed the practice as insulting, since disability simulations allow preservice teachers to experience struggles, but not embrace the diversity and gain a full picture (French, 1992).  By using simulations in conjunction with educational programs, preservice teachers will be able to experience the full picture.  Lalvani and Broderick (2013) express concern that during disability simulation, preservice teachers may act in a stereotypical manner.  Lalvani and Broderick (2013) compare stereotyped disability simulations to acting flamboyant to simulate being gay or wearing blackface to simulate being African American.  Preservice teachers often view the disability simulations not as a teaching tool but as a manner in which they evaluate their lives and express that they are grateful not to have a disability (Leo & Goodwin, 2013).  Wilson and Alcorn (1969) also reported data that showed mixed results pertaining to attitudes after the disability simulation.
Disability Simulations as a Positive Practice
	There are studies that support the use of disability simulations to increase preservice teachers’ positive attitudes toward inclusion.  Flower, Burns, and Bottsford-Miller (2007) indicate that disability simulations do not negatively impact adults in the same way they may with children.  Disability simulations can be used to accept diversity by allowing preservice teachers to learn about disabilities and develop a stronger sense of how individuals with disabilities interact in social settings, versus mere classroom-based learning (Lalvani & Broderick, 2013).  
To combat stereotyped behaviors, disability simulations need to be well thought out and utilize ethical precautions (Kiger, 1992).  Multiple workshops or courses including disability simulations combined with multiple educational approaches such as in class technology, lectures, and field experience prove to be the most successful at fostering positive attitudes (Hall, 2007; Colwell, 2012).  Disability simulations are just one aspect of preservice teachers’ education (French, 1992).  
Herbert’s (2000) study states:
Disability simulation offers a promising intervention when used in conjunction with other learning methods.  Educators who use simulations to develop awareness and facilitate positive attitudes toward persons with disabilities should include orienting activities that increase awareness and provide a proper context in which personal values and biases are examined.  In particular, educators must address how persons without disabilities often apply a comparative framework when evaluating the capabilities of persons with disabilities.  Providing opportunities for learners to appreciate and value the diversity of challenges that may be experienced through disability simulation may promote positive attitudinal changes.  When used in combination with other learning methods, simulations represent an intervention to confront and reduce attitudinal barriers that often result in persons being less valued simply because of disability.  (p. 10) 
 Utilizing and Measuring Disability Simulations
	Kiger (1992) noted that disability simulations are closely aligned with social/behavioral science theory.  To help implement some of these practices, preservice education programs need to develop a list of appropriate disability simulations that include simulations within the social setting.  Additionally, to assess the effectiveness of disability simulations, programs must incorporate a qualitative or quantitative measure such as the SACIE-R.  Multiple studies within the Flower, Burns, and Bottsford-Miller (2007) meta-analysis used both between-group and within-subjects measures.  This study will utilize these two measures as well.   
To accomplish the between-group and within-subjects measure, a comparison should be made between all test groups, pre and posttests, as well as within each group from the pre to posttest.  One method of comparison is the within-group measure, which would have the preservice teachers take a pretest, experience the disability simulation, and then complete a posttest.  Another comparative assessment is the between-groups measure in which one set of preservice teachers experience the disability simulation while another does not, and the results of a posttest are then compared.  A dual within-subjects and between-group measure would not only demonstrate the differences between the two groups of students but would also show any increase in positive attitudes from the pretest to the posttest.
When assessing attitudes of preservice teachers, qualitative and quantitative measures can be used.  A preservice teacher scale for measuring the Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusive Education – Revised (SACIE-R) measures sentiments, attitudes, and concerns through a quantitative measure (Forlin, Earle, Loreman, & Sharma, 2011).  This scale can be given to preservice teachers as a pretest and as a posttest.  An assessment that measures comfort levels pertaining to interacting with individuals who have disabilities is the Interaction with Disabled Persons Scale (IDP) (Gething & Wheeler, 1991).  The incorporation of disability simulations can alter the attitudes of preservice teachers as they pertain to interacting and working with those who have disabilities (Hall, 2007).  Many other measures exist that also assess teacher knowledge, but are not included as part of this study, as this study seeks to measure preservice teacher attitudinal change not skills.  
Using qualitative measures can also assess the benefits of how a disability simulation can positively impact preservice teacher attitudes.  A pre and post questionnaire can be given to the preservice teachers so that they may express their attitudes as they pertain to working with those who have disabilities.  This method can allow preservice general education teachers to express their personal attitudes toward inclusion.  The variants of their responses can be used to define the level of success of the simulation (Colwell, 2012).  Interviews of preservice teachers before and after the disability simulation can also assess their attitudes toward disabilities.  The interview process can allow the preservice teacher to speak freely and not be confined by a specific written questionnaire.  The interview model also allows for appropriate immediate follow-up questions based upon preservice teacher responses.  Open-ended written reflections can also show a change in attitude of preservice teachers as they can initially reflect on their own predisposed beliefs and then discuss any changes in their attitudes after the simulation (Lalvani & Broderick, 2013).  It is important to note that quantitative measures and qualitative measures can be used in conjunction to measure preservice general education teachers’ attitudes as they pertain to working with those who have disabilities, specifically in an inclusion setting.  Both the SACIE-R and the IDP will be incorporated into this study with an added qualitative component to the IDP.   
Research Proposal
Research Questions
	The effectiveness of disability simulations is a widely debated topic.  There are individuals who support the use of disability simulations to impact preservice general educator attitudes and those who do not.  The research that condemns disability simulations (Valle and Connor, 2011) argues that it is stereotypical, offensive, and that the results do not benefit preservice teachers, as they do not increase their positive attitude.  The research that supports disability simulations (Herbert, 2000) argues that it celebrates diversity, develops empathy, and results in preservice teachers increasing their positive attitudes.  A common question from both sides of the debate is how disability simulations can be effective and appropriate.  This study seeks to answer a) Whether disability simulations improve preservice teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusion of individuals with disabilities in the general education program, b) Whether disability simulations improve perservice teachers’ overall attitudes toward individuals with disabilities, c) To what extent do disability simulations, under different conditions, improve attitudes of preservice teachers as they pertain to including individuals with disabilities in the general education program, and d) To what extent do disability simulations, under different conditions, improve overall attitudes of preservice teachers toward individuals with disabilities
A reoccurring theme in the research is the need for social interaction and integration during disability simulations.  Social interactions and integration deal with “power and privilege” in society since individuals with disabilities may be treated unfairly (Lalvani & Broderick, 2013 pg. 473).  Even though this theme exists through recommendations, few studies actually incorporate this important social component.  Lalvani and Broderick (2013) stress the significance of disability simulations acting as a vehicle for learning how individuals with disabilities interact within different social settings.  This interaction directly impacts preservice teachers’ attitudes.  This study will seek to answer how integrating disability simulations within the community (i.e. social interaction and integration in a variety of ways, such as hailing a taxi while in a wheelchair) will increase preservice general education teachers’ positive attitudes as they pertain to disabilities and inclusion.  
Participants
	Individuals participating in this study will be preservice teachers enrolled in a general education program at the collegiate level.  Individuals will participate in this study during the semester in which they are enrolled in an introductory special education course.  Since this study sets forth to measure attitudinal change, those with a prior knowledge of disabilities or other related factors (friends/family with disabilities) may have a higher pretest score but should have a comparable increase in posttest scores.  Many colleges and universities require all education majors to take an introductory special education course, often in a heterogeneous setting, with both general and special education teachers enrolled.  An introductory special education course is offered at Kent State University, Kent Campus, and is entitled Introduction to Exceptionalities.  This course is offered online and face-to-face and includes various class sizes.  Assuming the education programs are a microcosm of the university’s demographics, the students participating in this study should be 59% female and 41% male (Excellence in Action, 2014).  Undergraduate education majors will take this course between the ages of 17 and 21, but students of all ages may be enrolled.  
Since this study is measuring the attitudes of general and special education majors, those enrolled in the course will need to be identified based upon their major.  This study will seek participants in three sections of the course, during with the summer semester 2015.  All participation in this study will be voluntary.  Students will be informed of the purpose of this study and the potential benefits (positive change in attitude), as well as potential risks (an additional component to the course).  Those who choose to participate in this study will be split between three groups, based on the section of the course in which they are enrolled, into 1) those that experience a disability simulation independently, 2) those that experience disability simulation in the community, and 3) those that do not participate in any form of disability simulation.  Each participant will take the same pretests and posttests.  Those participating in the study will be able to leave the study at any time, and their participation in this study will not positively or negatively impact their progress/grades within the Introduction to Exceptionalities course. 
Measures
	The individuals participating in this study will be assigned two separate pretests.  One pretest is the Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusive Education – Revised (SACIE-R; Forlin, Earle, Loreman, & Sharma, 2011) (appendix B), a quantitative measure specifically designed for preservice teachers.  Forlin, Earle, Loreman, and Sharma (2011) state “pre-service teacher sentiments towards people with disabilities clearly impacts the way in which they treat children who have disabilities in their classroom” (p. 53).  The second pretest will be in the form the Interaction with Disabled Persons Scale (IDP) (Gething & Wheeler, 1991) with an additional qualitative open ended response component (appendix C).  Respondents of this survey will utilize a Likert scale as well as open format interview questions, which will be responded to in a qualitative manner.  These pretests, in their same format, will also be used as the posttests.
	The use of these measures will allow for students to rate themselves in an anonymous manner, only labeled by their experimental group based on their course section: community disability simulation, classroom disability simulation, or no disability simulation, and whether they are a preservice special education teacher or a preservice general education teacher.  This anonymity will aid the validity of the responses by helping to negate any halo effect, wherein the preservice teachers respond in a manner they believe the researcher wants or expects (Malouf, Emmerton, & Schutte, 2013).  In addition, the validity of the assessments themselves will occur through piloting this study during the summer 2015 Introduction to Exceptionalities course.  Students enrolled in three sections of the 2015 summer session of Introduction to Exceptionalities will be asked to volunteer to take both assessments.  Their feedback will be taken in to consideration to alter and, in turn, increase the construct validity of the measures. 
The construct validity of the original SACIE has been repeatedly measured and altered, with the newest iteration’s validity being measured in 2011 to become the SACIE-R. In four separate phases, the SACIE was changed to increase the validity of the measure.  The first phase included administering the SACIE to 297 preservice teachers and removing any questions that were flagged as able to be misinterpreted.  The second phase utilized the revised measure and was given to a different group of 227 preservice teachers.  The third phase included further testing of the phase two measures with additional questions to aid in evenly distributing responses over three main constructs, and was administered to a new group of 186 preservice teachers.  The final phase used the current iteration of the SACIE-R and was administered to 542 preservice teachers.  After the creation, further testing and editing of the SACIE-R aided in ensuring its validity as a measure (Forlin, Earle, Loreman, and Sharma, 2011).  
The construct validity of the IDP was measured by being compared directly with the Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale (ATDP).  The IDP was created to measure the same attitudes as the ATDP, which at the time was the most widely used attitudinal scale.  According to Thomas, Palmer, Coker-Juneau, and Williams (2003) the construct validity of the ATDP was not strong, as manipulation of the measure could occur and participants gave the answers they believed to be the most socially acceptable and appropriate.  The IDP continues to need testing and alteration, which is why this study also includes the qualitative open-ended questions, in an attempt to increase the construct validity of this measure.  Since the measures will be the same during the pretest and the posttest, the measures’ reliability will be maintained. 
Study Design	
	This study is attempting to measure the effectiveness of disability simulations on preservice teachers’ attitudes as they pertain to individuals who have disabilities and their attitudes as they pertain to an inclusive general education setting.  The study is designed to use within-subjects and between-group mixed methods design.  Each participant will complete both pretest assessments and posttest assessments.  The results of the participants’ pretests will be compared to their posttests to measure any increase in positive attitudes.  The pretests and posttests will be separated based on the experimental group in which the students participated.  The results will be tabulated and compared to one another: community disability simulation groups compared to independent disability simulation group; community disability simulation groups compared to the group that does not have disability simulations; and independent disability simulation group compared to the group that does not have disability simulations.  This will allow for a between-group measure to discern which experimental group had the greatest increase in positive attitudes.  The quantitative data will be analyzed using Pearson’s chi-squared test of statistical analysis.  The open-ended responses will be analyzed using a qualitative grounded theory to determine main points presented.  These points will then be statistically analyzed using a factor analysis.  This will allow for a comparison of the theoretical responses and the actual responses.  
	The results of this analysis will allow for an accurate depiction of the feelings and attitudes reported by the participants.  Multiple studies measuring disability simulations utilize qualitative measures (Snyder, 1999; Wilson & Alcorn, 1969).  By combining quantitative and qualitative measures, this study is able to quantify the responses from both perspectives by utilizing the analyses listed above.    
It is important to note that validity of the quantitative and mixed methods surveys will be maintained by these assessments having only one specific mode of response, which will be quantified and measured.  By allowing the participants to respond to the open-ended interview questions, the validity will be maintained through quantifying the responses and analyzing the results.  To reduce threats to internal validity, the measures of assessment are the same during pretests and posttests. In addition, individuals overgeneralizing how disability simulations impact attitudinal change may threaten external validity.  All aspects of this study will be able to be replicated.  The disability simulations should not have variability from study to study, but each participant will have their own experiences during the simulation which may impact their self-scoring on the posttest.  The fidelity of this test will able to be measured, as individuals will be given explicit directions as to how to carry out the tasks, identical pre and posttests, and the exact lesson plan to replicate.
Procedures
	At Kent State University, all education majors are required to take the Introduction to Exceptionalities course.  This course functions as an overview of disabilities, educational history, and best practices.  Students in each section will be informed that this study (appendix D) will be occurring as part of a Ph.D. dissertation; that it will not impact their progress or grade within the course; and that the assessments will be reported anonymously.  The research question and a description of the study will be presented to all students enrolled in the introductory course.  The professors will read a recruitment script and the students will be provided with written informed consent forms, which they can sign if they choose to participate.  All students enrolled may participate, and those students, who are special education majors, will function as the control group.  
All participants will be placed into three heterogeneous groups based on the section of the course in which they are enrolled.  Group one will complete two pretests, a community-based disability simulation, and two posttests.  Group two will complete two pretests, an independent disability simulation, and two posttests.  Group three will complete two pretests, not participate in any disability simulation, and complete two posttests.  Once placed into one of the three groups, each student will be given a three digit identifier.  The number is randomly selected as to maintain the students’ anonymity.  The students will use this number as their identifier throughout the study.  
All students in each group will be given the same two pretests.  Each participant will complete the Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusive Education – Revised (SACIE-R) scale, as well as a mixed methods survey based on the IDP, which measures preservice teachers’ attitudes as they pertain to individuals with disabilities.  The students will be given the pretests during the first two weeks of the semester in which they are enrolled in the introductory course.  The pretests will be available for all participants using the online assessment website quizstar.4teachers.org.  This website allows for mixed-method input, both in a quantitative (Likert) and qualitative (open-ended questions) manner on the same screen.  Additionally, specific permissions exist that allow the evaluator to grant access to the results to other evaluation team members.  Since individuals are choosing to participate in this study, a high return rate of pretests is expected.  
  Upon completion of pretests, participants in group one will be assigned community-specific tasks that utilize disability simulations.  The simulations are a) wearing blinding goggles and using a cane to navigate throughout a convenience store and purchase three desired and different items, b) using a wheelchair and hailing a taxi and transferring in and out of the taxi without (to the extent possible) using your legs, or c) communicating in a social situation for 20 minutes solely using the text/image feature on a smartphone/assistive communication device..  Group two will be assigned independent tasks that utilize disability simulations.  Group two participants will experience one of the following: a) wearing blinding goggles during an online PowerPoint presentation and relying on your sense of hearing, b) using an assistive technology device to navigate through an online article without use of your hands, or c) writing a short reflection using an assistive communication tool which utilizes speech to text software.  The third group will not participate in any form of disability simulation.  It is anticipated that a large group of students will follow through with their disability simulation assignment, as they are aware of the research question, have completed the pretest, and volunteered to participate in this study.  Since participation in this study will not negatively impact the student, except by adding a non-curriculum based component, they may view this as a potential learning opportunity increase their attitude toward individuals with disabilities.  The participants will be instructed to complete their simulations before the last two weeks of the semester.
All students in each grouping will be given the same two posttests.  Each participant will complete the SACIE-R scale, as well as the modified IDP, which measures preservice teachers’ attitudes as they pertain to individuals with disabilities in general.  These are the same two measures that the students completed in their pretests.  The students will be given the posttests at the end of the semester in which they are enrolled in the introductory course.  The posttests will be available for all participants using the online assessment website, quizstar.4teachers.org.  The participants will be instructed to complete the posttests during the last two weeks of the semester.  A high rate of return is expected for the posttests as well since participants volunteered, have already completed their pretests and disability simulation, and are aware of the research question this study is hoping to answer.
The data from the pretests and posttests will be provided to the researcher via reports from the website, quizstar.4teachers.org.  The data from the pretests will be matched with their pair from the posttests based upon the color/number identifier.  An independent t-test will be used as the analysis for the between-group measure to compare the averages of the test scores. Using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), an independent t-test will occur to compare the results of each group’s pretests to one another.  An independent t-test will also be used to compare the results of each group’s posttest to one another.  A paired t-test will be used as the analysis for the within-subjects measure.  Using SPSS, a paired t-test will occur to compare each participants pretest with their own posttest.  The results of all comparisons will be visually depicted in both chart and graph formats.  
To reduce research bias, this study uses identifiers that keep the data organized but the participants anonymous.  The website, quizstar.4teachers.org, allows the participant to review their responses and submits a correct non-editable report to the researcher.  The researcher is then able to input the information directly in to SPSS and have the results automatically created versus the researcher processing the needed statistical analysis themselves.  This should eliminate data processing errors.  It is hypothesized that participants in group one should have the biggest increase in positive attitudes towards working with individuals with disabilities from their pretests to their posttests, due to their community-based application of disability simulations.  The participants in group two should have some increase in positive attitudes from their pretest to posttest but not as great of a change as those in group one.  This may be due to the difference in disability simulation setting.  Those in group three should have a small increase in their attitudes, not due to simulations, but due to enrollment in the introductory course itself.  It is also hypothesized that there will not be any differences between the three group’s pretest scores; All groups will complete the pretests prior to completing any form of disability simulation.  It is believed that the group that will have the highest posttest rating of their attitudes towards working with individuals with disabilities will be group one; the second highest rating will be group two; and the lowest overall rating will be group three.  Additionally, it is hypothesized that preservice special education teachers will have a higher positive attitude toward individuals with disabilities and inclusion than that of their general education group peers. 
Limitations
	The limitations of this study include 1) sampling; 2) timeline; 3) methods; 4) dependability; and 5) design.  The sample population within this study is limiting in that all participants are enrolled in one specific university, in one region of America, and volunteer to participate in the study.  Future studies could incorporate the simulation program as a required aspect of the introductory course to be used at colleges and universities across the country.  The timeline of this study only spans twelve months, and each participant is only involved for the course of one semester.  For further evaluation, students should participate in multiple simulations across many semesters.  Additionally, the posttest could be given throughout a students’ collegiate career to examine whether or not their positive attitude has increased over time.  Since this study is volunteer-based and individuals are able to leave at any time, the dependability of the students participating may be limiting.  Another manner, in which this study may be limited, is crossed between both the dependability of the student and the construction of the design.  Since behaviors during disability simulations are not defined, the student may not meet the expectations of the researcher during the disability simulation.  The student may also take liberties with the pretest and posttest, as they complete them independently and are not under supervision, such as not taking the surveys seriously.  The researcher does not have control over the students’ actions and therefore cannot control whether the students will take all components seriously.
Summation
	It is the purpose of this study to discern how disability simulations impact preservice general education teachers’ attitudes toward students with disabilities and their inclusion in the general education setting.  Between-group and within-subject comparisons will be made through analyzing data collected using the SACIE-R and the modified IDP pretests and posttests of three different groups, 1) no disability simulation, 2) in-class disability simulation, and 3) disability simulations in the community.  In studies, which discuss disability simulations and their impact of teacher attitude, many of the discussion sections state that further research is needed based on disability simulations within the community.  This idea is discussed in articles that support disability simulations as an effective practice to improve preservice teacher attitudes, as well as articles that do not support this claim.  This study seeks to describe the impact of disability simulations on preservice teachers’ attitudes toward individuals with disabilities and inclusion.
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Appendix C
Identifier number:
The below survey is a variation on the Gething & Wheeler (1992) Interaction with Disabled Persons Scale. Below you will find 20 statements.  You are tasked with answering the questions honestly.  You will rank these statements on a one-point to six-point Likert Scale.  Each statement is able to elicit a further response, since neutrality is not an option.  Please rank the statements below and then write a short statement which supports your response.  

The below 20 statements are about your attitude as they pertain to interacting with individuals who have disabilities.  The Likert Scale ranking is:
1) Strongly Disagree – Strongly Negative
2) Disagree - Negative
3) Somewhat Disagree – Somewhat Negative
4) Somewhat Agree – Somewhat Positive
5) Agree - Positive
6) Strongly Agree – Strongly Positive
	Statement
	Likert Scale Response
	Comments

	It is rewarding when I am able to help
	
	

	It hurts me when they want to do something and can’t
	
	

	I feel frustrated because I don’t know how to help
	
	

	Contact with a disabled person reminds me of my own vulnerability
	
	

	I wonder how I would feel if I had this disability
	
	

	I feel ignorant about people with disabilities
	
	

	I am grateful that I do not have such a burden
	
	

	I try to act normally and ignore the disability
	
	

	I feel uncomfortable and find it hard to relax
	
	

	I am aware of the problems that people with disabilities face
	
	

	I can’t help staring at them
	
	

	I feel unsure because I don’t know how to behave
	
	

	I admire their ability to cope
	
	

	I don’t pity them
	
	

	After frequent contact, I find I just notice the person not the disability
	
	

	I feel overwhelmed with discomfort about my lack of disability
	
	

	I am afraid to look at the person straight in the face
	
	

	I tend to make contacts only brief and finish them as quickly as possible
	
	

	I feel better with people who have disabilities after I have discussed their disability with them
	
	

	I dread the thought that I could eventually end up like them
	
	

	Posttest only
	Did you participate in a disability simulation?
	
Yes or No




Appendix D
Hello student enrolled in Introduction to Exceptionalities at Kent State University.  My name is Seth Ringold and I am working on my Ph.D. dissertation in special education at Kent State University.  It is my hope that you choose to participate in my research study.  I would like to first of all state that participation in this study is entirely voluntary and your participation will not count toward any grade or credit for this class.  In addition, your responses will be entirely anonymous, and you will be given a random three digit identifier number.  Special education majors will be given a number which starts with the numeral one or two and general education majors will be given a number which starts with the numeral three or four.  
I am seeking to measure your attitude as it pertains to individuals with disabilities and inclusive education.  You will receive two surveys at the beginning of the semester and then the same two surveys will be used at the end of the semester.  The first survey is the Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusive Education – Revised (SACIE-R) measures sentiments, attitudes, and concerns through a quantitative measure (Forlin, Earle, Loreman, & Sharma, 2011).  The second survey is an assessment that measures comfort levels pertaining to interacting with individuals who have disabilities and is the Interaction with Disabled Persons Scale (IDP) (Gething & Wheeler, 1991).  This survey is traditionally quantitative, but qualitative open-ended responses have been added for a mixed methods approach.         
1) Those participating in this study in your section of Introduction to Exceptionalities will take these surveys as a pretest and posttest and will measure how their/your attitude has changed throughout the course, based on the current course curriculum.  The responses to these surveys will be online through a website called quizstar.4teachers.org.  Participants will have a two week timespan to complete these pretest surveys at the beginning of the semester and another two week timespan to complete these posttest surveys at the end of the semester.
2) Those participating in this study in your section of Introduction to Exceptionalities will take these surveys as a pretest and posttest and will measure how their/your attitude has changed throughout the course, based on the current course curriculum and a disability simulation which participants will complete/schedule independently.  The responses to these surveys will be online through a website called quizstar.4teachers.org.  Participants will have a two week timespan to complete these pretest surveys at the beginning of the semester and another two week timespan to complete these posttest surveys at the end of the semester.  Participants will be randomly selected based on identifier numbers to experience one of the following three disability simulations during the course of the semester a) wearing blinding goggles during an online PowerPoint presentation and relying on your sense of hearing, b) using an assistive technology device to navigate through an online article without use of your hands, or c) writing a short reflection using an assistive communication tool which utilizes speech to text software.   
3) Those participating in this study in your section of Introduction to Exceptionalities will take these surveys as a pretest and posttest and will measure how their/your attitude has changed throughout the course, based on the current course curriculum and a disability simulation which will take place within the community.  The responses to these surveys will be online through a website called quizstar.4teachers.org.  Participants will have a two week timespan to complete these pretest surveys at the beginning of the semester and another two week timespan to complete these posttest surveys at the end of the semester.  Participants will be randomly selected based on identifier numbers to experience one of the following three disability simulations during the course of the semester a) wearing blinding goggles and using a cane to navigate throughout a convenience store and purchase three desired and different items, b) using a wheelchair and hailing a taxi and transferring in and out of the taxi without (to the extent possible) using your legs, or c) communicating in a social situation for 20 minutes solely using the text/image feature on a smartphone/assistive communication device.
Participation is voluntary and participants can choose to exit the survey at any time for any reason.  The qualitative component of the posttest may function as a reflection of your experiences throughout the semester.  By participating in this study, a potential benefit is an increase in positive attitudes toward individuals with disabilities and inclusion.  A potential risk is that this study does add extra tasks to the academic program without impacting the participants’ grades or curriculum.  Results of this study can be requested by emailing me at srhaas1@kent.edu.   Full documentation is on file with the IRB and CITI certification (appendix A) and can be requested at any time.  I look forward to reviewing your surveys and seeing how your attitude changed from the beginning to the end of the Introduction to Exceptionalities course.

Sincerely,
Seth Irwin Ringold
srhaas1@kent.edu
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