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ABSTRACT 
General Education teachers don’t have exceedingly specialized capabilities in special education. We don’t have much 
encounters in an inclusive classroom. Not continuously, but regularly, it appears that teachers feel unequal to the 
errand of educating students with special needs. This study used a phenomenological approach, which explains how 
people interpret their lived experiences with a concept or phenomenon (Creswell, 2020). The objective of a 
phenomenological investigation is to understand and explain an event from the point of view of the participants. Many 
professionals in the literature express concerns about whether full inclusion is appropriate for all students with 
disabilities and emphasize the importance of maintaining a continuum of services. Supporters for a continuum of 
services for students with disabilities cite two main reasons. First, they believe there is an inadequate research base to 
advocate such a drastic change to the current educational system believes, the research evidence on the relative efficacy 
of one special education service delivery model over another is scarce, methodologically flawed, and inconclusive. A 
number of recommendations for future studies emerged from the data. This study was restricted to fifteen elementary 
general education classroom teachers from Davao City The first recommendation would be to expand this study’s 
sample size and the geographic area of the participants. Another recommendation would be to study the perspectives 
of participants not included in this study: middle and high school teachers, specials teachers, and special education 
teachers. 

KEYWORDS: Implicit Strategies, Elementary General Education Teachers, Inclusive Classrooms, A 
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INTRODUCTION 
General Education teachers don’t have exceedingly specialized capabilities in special education. We don’t have much 

encounters in an inclusive classroom. Not continuously, but regularly, it appears that teachers feel unequal to the 

errand of educating students with special needs. It may be a characteristic of the calling that General Education 

teachers need certainty with such understudies, and feel incapable since we think we lack the skills. This can be 

something of a myth to be refuted. But teachers know more than they think they know. The challenge is getting these 

students to appreciate, engage, and keep them on task as much as possible without ruining the usual flow of the classes. 

 

In the United States of America, the evolution of inclusion with emphasis on the general education teacher and 

instruction in the general education classroom during the pandemic is very evident. That is the reason why this study 

wanted to explore and analyze how general education teachers describe and interpret the instructional strategies that 

they use in their inclusive classrooms when teaching students with disabilities. The supports and barriers teachers 

describe when planning instruction for students with disabilities were also examined (Magiera, 2019). 

 

For thirty years the placement of students with disabilities in the general education classroom has been a controversial 

issue in the public schools. Despite numerous studies over the past three decades, the literature on the effectiveness of 

full inclusion versus pullout special education programs is inconclusive. The practice of inclusion continues to grow 

in the public schools despite teachers’ lack of preparation, training, and support for inclusion (King-Sears, 2020). 
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Recently, it has become evident that it is not the placement in the general education classroom, but the instructional 

strategies used by the general education teacher that makes the difference for students with disabilities in inclusive 

classrooms. Even with an abundant amount of effective instructional strategies in the literature, studies continue to 

find that teachers minimally change their instruction when students with disabilities are in their classrooms (Baker, et. 

al., 2020). 

 

It is evident research based instructional methods are important to the success of students with disabilities in inclusive 

classrooms, but we have not extensively explored or studied general education teachers’ perspectives and experiences 

with incorporating these instructional practices into their regular classroom instruction. Numerous qualitative and 

quantitative studies have revealed there is a gap between the research on effective instruction and actual classroom 

practice, but few studies have explored the deeper perspectives of general education teachers to understand how they 

interpret their instruction for students with disabilities.  

 

Mercer (2021) has a very little experience about how general education teachers adapt the ways they plan their 

instruction when students with disabilities are in their classrooms. This study responded to this gap in the literature by 

exploring how general education teachers describe their instructional planning, strategies, and outcomes when 

teaching students with disabilities. This study also investigated what supports and barriers general education teachers 

describe when planning and implementing instruction for students with disabilities. 

 

Many researchers believe a lack of teachers prepared to provide quality inclusive services to students with disabilities 

is one of the primary barriers to serving students with disabilities in the general education classroom (Evans, et. al., 

2021). Proponents of inclusion have advocated for drastic changes in the responsibilities of general education teachers 

without seeing if general education teachers are prepared or if they support teaching students with disabilities in the 

general education classroom (Kauffman, et. al., 2019). 

In the last two decades, considerable progress had been made in designing, implementing, and evaluating effective 

interventions for students with learning disabilities (Gersten, 2018). A number of studies have focused specifically on 

the best instructional strategies for students with disabilities in inclusive classrooms (Kame’enui & Simmons, 2020). 

In addition, several meta-analyses and research syntheses studies regarding intervention strategies for students with 

learning disabilities were completed with support from the U.S Department of Education, Office of Special Education 

Programs, and with the National Center for Learning Disabilities, which have further added to the body of literature 

on effective instruction for students with disabilities (Elbaum, et. al., 2021). 

 

After reviewing this comprehensive body of literature regarding the instruction of students with disabilities in the 

general education classroom, a number of instructional themes emerged. These instructional themes for inclusion will 

be described and examined thoroughly in Chapter II in order to develop a lens through which to view this study 

through. These themes include: teacher directed instruction, instructional grouping, and collaboration. The key to 

success for students with disabilities in the general education classrooms is the general education teacher (Keogh, 

2020).  

 

Despite the overabundance of effective instructional strategies for students with disabilities, numerous researchers and 

practitioners have found that few strategies are systematically and frequently implemented in inclusive classrooms by 

general education teachers (Malouf & Schiller, 2020). Individualized instruction typically does not occur in the general 

education classroom and many teachers make few or no adaptations for students with disabilities (Baker & Zigmond, 

2020). Regular education tends to be dominated by instructional practices that are designed to teach to the “average” 

student instead of a wide range of students with diverse backgrounds and characteristics (Stainback & Stainback, 

2018).  

 

General education teachers minimally change their instructional methods when students with disabilities are placed in 

their classrooms (Vaughn & Schumm, 2023). A major problem with the inclusion movement is the limited attention 

devoted to planning and preparing general education teachers for inclusion (Simpson & Myles, 2020). Numerous 

studies have found that regular education teachers perceive themselves to be unprepared to teach children with 

disabilities (Salvia & Munson, 2019). Most states require general education teachers to take only one introductory 

course in special education in order to receive a teaching degree (Peterson & Beloin, 2021).  
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Usually, this course provides an overview on the different disabilities, but lacks in teaching a variety of instructional 

strategies for teaching students with disabilities (Reiff, et. al., 2021). Also, the reauthorization of IDEIA stresses the 

use of scientific based interventions in the general education classroom to ensure students’ learning difficulties are not 

due to a lack of adequate instruction. 

 

In the Philippines, Ecoben (2019), concluded that public-school teachers in the Department Education have not fully 

embraced the inclusive education due to the following reasons: Teachers were more aware of the need for updated 

special education training that would equip them in handling pupils’ behavior and would provide them teaching 

strategies in imparting lessons to the mainstream pupils;  Teachers were having difficulty in collaborating with the 

special education teachers since the latter did not monitor or evaluate the progress of the mainstream pupils; Teachers 

were skilled on a personal level. However, Teachers needed teaching strategies in handling the mainstream pupils.  

 

Inclusion has already penetrated private education in the Philippines, but whether high-quality IE is implemented in 

Quezon City is an entirely different matter. The participants in his study believed that they practiced or are involved 

in IE, but they admit that they operate only within the scope of their limited and very general knowledge of inclusion. 

It has been observed that the participants are worried about the lack of IE knowledge and training among many teachers 

of inclusive schools, (Muega 2019). The lack of IE training among general education teachers is indicated by their 

admission that they are wanting in competence to facilitate high level inclusion of CSN. The malaise they have 

registered regarding this admission is not without reason, for even the best-equipped inclusive education system in the 

world finds real challenge in its own practice of inclusion.  

 

Inclusion in Davao City, as cited by Gomez 2022, inclusive education is not clear and not well grasped by teachers in 

school districts of Davao City and Digos City, (Ignacio & Jawati 2018). In their study, it was recommended that 

teachers should be oriented on their roles in an inclusive education setting. Furthermore, collaboration between the 

school and families of children with special needs should be done and implemented. 

 

Orogo (2019) in her study proved that the Davao City schools division has only partially implemented the inclusive 

education because of their limited access to school facilities such as ramps to accommodate students on wheelchair. 

Moreover, it was found out that teachers have positive attitude about inclusive education. 

 

Research Questions 

Few studies have explored the deeper perspectives of general education teachers to understand how they interpret their 

instruction for students with disabilities. Very little is known about what effective instructional strategies general 

education teachers use or how they plan their instruction when students with disabilities are in their classrooms. This 

study examined these issues through the following research questions: 

 

1. What are the strategies used by general education teachers to facilitate SPED learners? 

2. How do general education teachers cater the needs of SPED learners in an inclusive classroom? 

3. What are the interventions used by the teachers in order to improve the inclusion of students with disabilities? 

 

METHODOLOGY 
Research Design  

The specifics of the research methods will be explained in the next part so that researchers in the future might 

extrapolate the findings of this study to different contexts. Transferability, the qualitative equivalent of external 

validity in postpositivist research, will be developed by detailed and meticulous discussions of the study's time, place, 

environment, and culture (Mertens, 2005) as cited in Foster, et. al., (2018). This section will address the following 

topics: (a) the interview technique; (b) the researcher's function; and (c) the sample strategy and ethical issues. 

 

Participants and Sampling 

Fifteen participants who are all Elementary Teachers in both public and private schools in Davao City are the focused 

in this study. The said participants are chosen through random sampling; eight from private school (four males and 

four females) and seven from public schools (three males and four females). All of them are licensed teachers and has 

experience teaching for almost two years to learners with disabilities.  
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Participant 1 is a licensed professional teacher in a private school in Davao City. She is an experienced teacher for 

almost 14 years and she taught general education subjects among learners with disabilities. Currently, she is pursuing 

her Masters Degree in Educational Management (thesis writing). 

 

Participant 2 is a male teacher in one of the private schools in Davao City. He is a licensed professional teacher. He 

experienced teaching for almost two years and he taught general education subjects among learners with disabilities. 

He is currently enrolled in his Master’s Degree in Educational Management. 

Participant 3 is considered as a mother of learners with disabilities. A teacher for almost fifteen years handling general 

education subjects under special education program. Some of her students are deaf, mute and blind. She obtained her 

Masters Degree in Guidance and Counselling three years ago. 

 

Participant 4 is a female licensed teacher from private school in Davao City. She is currently teaching general 

education subjects to learners with disabilities such as deaf and mute. She is currently pursuing her MA in education 

specializing guidance and counselling. 

 

Participant 5 is a male licensed teacher from private school teaching for almost three years in the elementary program 

handling general education subjects to learners with disabilities. Currently, he is pursuing his Master’s Degree in 

Education Management. 

 

Participant 6 is a licensed professional teacher. She obtained her Masters Degree in Early Childhood Education two-

years ago. Currently, she is handling general education subjects in the elementary program in one of the private schools 

in Davao City. 

 

Participant 7 is a male licensed teacher from private school in Davao City. He is currently teaching general education 

subjects to learners with disabilities such as deaf and mute. He is currently pursuing his MA in education specializing 

guidance and counselling. 

 

Participant 8 is a male teacher in one of the private schools in Davao City. He is a licensed professional teacher. He 

experienced teaching for almost six years and he taught general education subjects among learners with disabilities. 

He is currently enrolled in his Master’s Degree in Educational Management. 

 

Participant 9 is a licensed professional teacher in a public school in Davao City. She is an experienced teacher for 

almost 5 years and she taught general education subjects among learners with disabilities. Currently, she is pursuing 

her Master’s Degree in Educational Management. 

 

Participant 10 is a licensed professional teacher. She obtained her Master’s Degree in Early Childhood Education two-

years ago. Currently, she is handling general education subjects in the elementary program in one of the public schools 

in Davao City. 

 

Participant 11 is a female licensed teacher from public school in Davao City. She is currently teaching general 

education subjects to learners with disabilities such as deaf and mute. She is currently pursuing her MA in education 

specializing guidance and counselling. 

Participant 12 is a male licensed teacher from public school teaching for almost three years in the elementary program 

handling general education subjects to learners with disabilities. Currently, he is pursuing his Master’s Degree in 

Education Management. 

 

Participant 13 is a female teacher in one of the public schools in Davao City. She is a licensed professional teacher. 

He experienced teaching for almost six years and he taught general education subjects among learners with disabilities. 

She is currently enrolled in his Master’s Degree in Educational Management. 

 

Participant 14 is a licensed professional teacher. He obtained her Master’s Degree in Early Childhood Education one-

year ago. Currently, he is handling general education subjects in the elementary program in one of the public schools 

in Davao City. 
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Participant 15 is a licensed professional teacher in a public school in Davao City. He is an experienced teacher for 

almost 5 years and she taught general education subjects among learners with disabilities. Currently, he is pursuing 

her Master’s Degree in Educational Management. 

 

Data Analysis 

Qualitative data analysis begins with the process of organizing, reducing, and describing the collected data (Schwandt, 

2021). Unlike quantitative analysis there are no prescribed formulas for qualitative analysis. It reminds researchers 

that qualitative analysis does not proceed in a linear fashion and it is not neat. However, good practice and procedures 

enhance the credibility of qualitative research. In this last section, the data analysis procedures will be explained and 

the steps taken to ensure the results from this study are credible, transferable, dependable, and authentic will be 

thoroughly described. To guide the data analysis, the researcher used the seven phases of data analysis as a means to 

reduce data, create manageable pieces, allow for interpretation, and find meaning in the words of the participants. The 

seven phases included; organizing the data; immersion in the data; generating categories and themes; coding the data; 

offering interpretations through analytic memos; and searching for alternative understandings. 

 

Data analysis first begins with organizing the data. Organization of the data involved keeping information provided 

by each participant separate and in sequence with the order of the interviews. The process of organizing the data 

allowed it to remain manageable, easily accessible, and readily available. The digital audio files from the interviews 

were carefully transcribed into written form. Electronic folders were established to create organization for the data 

collected from each individual participant. 

 

Next, the researcher became familiar with the data through extensive reading of the interviews to gain an 

understanding of the content. This involved reading through the interviews at least three times. Following Hatch’s 

(2022) recommendations for qualitative analysis, the researcher created a sheet of notes for each participant. The 

summary sheets were a quick way to refer back to the original data as the data analysis continued. 

 

After the initial readings, Hatch (2022) recommends researchers read data through completely with one typology in 

mind. They define typologies as classification systems made up of categories that divide some aspect of the world into 

parts. Typologies are generated from the theory, common sense, or research objectives. For this study, the researcher 

used the typologies or themes from the literature review as the constructs through which to view the data. 

 

After reading through the data with each construct or typology in mind, the researcher coded the data into five 

categories from the literature by taking excerpts of text from the data and identifying it within a particular category. 

 

After everything was coded, the researcher read through the data again while writing analytic memos on her thoughts 

and insights and began the process of offering interpretations. During this stage the researcher began to interpret the 

data to find significance and meaning in the teachers’ instructional experiences through pulling salient themes, 

reoccurring ideas, and patterns of belief that resonated collectively throughout the interviews. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Maximizing the participation of students with disabilities in the general education classroom has been a continuous 

theme in the field of education under K12 curriculum. Although well intended, some studies found mainstreaming had 

a number of negative effects on children. Sometimes students were stigmatized when placed in special education 

placements that separated them from their normally achieving classmates.  

 

Implications 

Through inclusion, general education teachers take more responsibility for students with disabilities instead of sending 

them to resource rooms. Students with disabilities enjoy increased instruction time due to inclusion, because students 

are no longer traveling to the resource room for instruction and missing key content in the general education classroom. 

Studies have found that students with learning disabilities can be supported in the general education settings for the 

entire school day with academic achievement at least as high, if not higher than those achieved in separate class 

settings.  
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Many professionals in the literature express concerns about whether full inclusion is appropriate for all students with 

disabilities and emphasize the importance of maintaining a continuum of services. Supporters for a continuum of 

services for students with disabilities cite two main reasons. First, they believe there is an inadequate research base to 

advocate such a drastic change to the current educational system believes, the research evidence on the relative efficacy 

of one special education service delivery model over another is scarce, methodologically flawed, and inconclusive. 

Some studies support positive trends with inclusion programs; however, others have reported disappointing or 

unsatisfactory academic and social achievement through inclusion models. 

 

Secondly, many students with learning disabilities need individualized teaching and explicit instruction, which some 

professionals believe is extremely complex and difficult to provide in the general education most especially conducting 

classes using different online platforms. Advocates of a continuum of services believe inclusion ignores the notion of 

individual planning and that students with disabilities need more intensive instruction then can be provided in a general 

classroom. Full inclusion threatens the varied and intense service delivery options that advocates have spent years 

obtaining for students with disabilities. The availability of a continuum of services has been mandated in the law and 

reflects the wishes of many parents, educators, and legislators and the loss of these service options would violate the 

civil rights of students with disabilities. 

 

The different inclusion philosophies have overwhelmingly been disputed and discussed by leading researchers in the 

field through numerous books, journals, and position papers. It is evident that a division still exists between supporters 

of full inclusion. However, teachers can be better served the learners with disabilities by using different strategies. 

 

 No intervention eliminates the impact of having a disability and there is not one placement or program model that is 

effective for all students with disabilities. The placement or setting is not a treatment, but it is what goes on in that 

setting for student with disabilities that is important. The one thing that makes the difference for students with 

disabilities is the level and quality of instruction. It is not the placement in the general education classroom, but the 

instructional strategies used by the general education teacher that makes the difference for students with disabilities 

in inclusive classrooms.  

 

The key to success for students with disabilities in the general education classrooms is the general education teacher. 

Despite the overabundance of effective instructional strategies for students with disabilities in this time of pandemic, 

numerous researchers and practitioners have found that few strategies are systematically and frequently implemented 

in inclusive classrooms by general education teachers. Individualized instruction typically does not occur in the 

general education classroom and many teachers make few or no adaptations for students with disabilities. Regular 

education tends to be dominated by instructional practices that are designed to teach to the “average” student instead 

of a wide range of students with diverse backgrounds. With a holistic approach to support children’s early cognitive, 

physical, social and emotional development and encourages them to explore their surrounding world and environment. 

 

Future Directions 

A number of recommendations for future studies emerged from the data. This study was restricted to fifteen elementary 

general education classroom teachers from Davao City The first recommendation would be to expand this study’s 

sample size and the geographic area of the participants. Another recommendation would be to study the perspectives 

of participants not included in this study: middle and high school teachers, specials teachers, and special education 

teachers. In order to collect more data on the lived experiences of general education teachers, follow-up classroom 

observations are recommended.  

 

Studying the instructional strategies for inclusion as described by the participants using a quantitative approach would 

also be beneficial. One of the findings from this study was the lack of collaboration between the general education 

and special education teachers. Further research is recommended to explore what type of co-teaching and alternative 

school program models increase the collaboration between general education and special education teachers and better 

serve students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 

 

Moreover, educators, parents and individual students assess each student’s situation and discuss adjustments needed 

for remote learning. Some examples include using alternatives to print, such as audio or other formats in instruction, 

as well as pictures, flexible scheduling and deadlines, and assistive technology. 

https://doi.org/10.36713/epra0414


   EPRA International Journal of Environmental Economics, Commerce and Educational Management 
   Journal DOI: 10.36713/epra0414 |ISI I.F Value: 0.815|SJIF Impact Factor (2024): 8.481        ISSN: 2348 – 814X 

Volume: 11 | Issue:7 |July 2024 

  

---- 2024 EPRA ECEM     |     https://eprajournals.com/   |    Journal DOI URL: https://doi.org/10.36713/epra0414 -------47 

 

Learning in a remote setting may differ from mainstream, classroom-based environments. This includes expectations 

for students and course methodology. Curricula must often be adjusted. For example, homework can be simplified, 

allowing students to dictate rather than type, and audio materials can be provided for reading assignments during 

online class. 

 

Finally, more time and resources are required for students with disabilities to actively participate in learning. This 

includes equipment, internet access and specially designed materials and support.  

 

REFERENCES  
1. Baker, E. T., Wang, M. C., & Walberg, H. J. (2020). The effects of inclusion on learning. Educational Leadership, 52, 

33-35.  
2. Beati, R. A. (2019). A study of the effects of an inclusion model on students with specific learning disabilities. Journal 

of Learning Disabilities, 28, 511-522. doi:10.1177/002221949502800806 
3. Bartoli, J., & Botel, M. (2018). Reading/learning disability: An ecological approach. New York: Teachers College 

Press. 
4. Bauwens, J., & Hourcade, J. J. (2021). Making co-teaching a mainstreaming strategy. Preventing School Failure, 35, 

19-24. doi:10.1080/1045988X.1991.9944254 
5. Bender, W. N., Vail, C. O., & Scott, K. (2020). Teacher’s attitudes towards increased mainstreaming: Implementing 

effective instruction for students with learning disabilities. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 28, 87-94. 
doi:10.1177/002221949502800203 

6. Buell, M. J., Hallam, R., Gamel-McCormick, M., & Scheer, S. (2019). A survey of general and special education 
teacher’s perceptions and in-service needs concerning inclusion. International Journal of Disability, Development and 
Education, 46, 143-156. doi: 10.1080/103491299100597 

7. Collins, J. (2023). The effects of gender and years of experience on explanatory style of secondary vocational teachers. 
Journal of Vocational Education Research, 25(1), 21-33.  

8. Carnine, D. W., Silbert, J., Kame’enui, E. J., & Tarver, S. G. (2024). Direct instruction reading (4th ed.). Upper Saddle, 
NJ: Merrill-Prentice Hall.change in the educational system largely depends on the construction of a strong  

9. Cooper, J. M., & Sayeski, K. (2023). An educator’s guide to inclusion. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin Company. 
10. Creswell, J. W. (2020). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approach (2nd ed.). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 
11. DE Bettencourt, L. U. (2019). General educator’s attitudes toward students with mild disabilities and their use of 

instructional strategies: Implications for training. Remedial and Special Education, 20, 27-35. 
doi:10.1177/074193259902000104 

12. Deped (2019). Secondary classes can be inclusive, too. Educational Leadership, 52, 50-51. 
13. Deshler, D., Schumaker, J., Bulgren, J., Lenz, K., Jantzen, J., Adams, G., Carnine, D., Grossen, B., Davis, B., & 
14. Marquis, J. (2021). Making learning easier: Connecting new knowledge to things students already know. Teaching 

Exceptional Children, 33, 82-85. 
disabilities. is problem is further aggravated by the di culty of meeting other document called, Education White Paper 
6 on Special Needs Education: Building an  

15. Dole, J. A., Brown, K. J., & Trathen, W. (2019). The effects of strategy instruction on the comprehension performances 
of at-risk students. Reading Research Quarterly, 31, 62-88. doi:10.1598/RRQ.31.1.4 

16. Ecoben, Michael E., Readiness of Public-School Teachers in Handling Inclusive Education (2019). IOER International 
Multidisciplinary Research Journal, education teachers in the Philippines doubt their capacity to teach in an inclusive  

17. Elbaum, B., Vaughn, S., Hughes, M. T., & Moody S.W. (2021). How effective are oneto-one tutoring programs in 
reading for elementary students at risk for reading failure?: A meta-analysis of the intervention research. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 92. doi:10.1037/0022-0663.92.4.605 

18. Elbaum, B., Vaughn, S., Hughes, M. T., & Moody, S. W. (2022). Grouping practices and reading outcomes for students 
with disabilities. Exceptional Children, 65, 399-415. doi: 199910603306008 

19. Evans, D., Townsend, B. L., & Duchnowski, A. (2021). Addressing the challenges of inclusion of children with 
disabilities. Teacher Education and Special Education, 19, 180-191. doi:10.1177/088840649601900209 

20. Fontana, J., Mastropieri, M.A., Scruggs, T.E. (2018). Mnemonic strategy instruction in inclusive secondary social 
studies classes. Remedial and Special Education, 28, 345-355. 

21. Foster, G. G., Ysseldyke, J. E., & Reese, J. (2018). I never would have seen it if I hadn't believed it. Exceptional 
Children, 41, 469-474. 

22. Friend, M. (2023). Special education: Contemporary perspectives for school professionals. Boston, MA: Pearson 
Education 

https://doi.org/10.36713/epra0414


   EPRA International Journal of Environmental Economics, Commerce and Educational Management 
   Journal DOI: 10.36713/epra0414 |ISI I.F Value: 0.815|SJIF Impact Factor (2024): 8.481        ISSN: 2348 – 814X 

Volume: 11 | Issue:7 |July 2024 

  

---- 2024 EPRA ECEM     |     https://eprajournals.com/   |    Journal DOI URL: https://doi.org/10.36713/epra0414 -------48 

23. Friend, M., & Cook, L. (2019). Interactions: Collaboration skills for school professionals. Boston, MA: Pearson. 
24. Friend, M., & Pope, K. L. (2019). Creating schools in which all students can succeed. Kappa Delta Pi Record, 41(2), 

56-61. doi: 200500105886003 
25. Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, L. S., (2020). Sometimes separate is better. Educational Leadership, 52, 22-26. 
26. Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, L. S., (2018). Use of curriculum-based measurement in identifying students with disabilities. 

Focus on Exceptional Children, 30, 1-14. 
27. Gartner, A., & Lipsky, D. K. (2020). Beyond special education: Toward a quality system for all. Harvard Educational 

Review, 57, 367-395. 
28. Gately, S., & Hammer, C. (2019). An exploratory case study of the preparation of secondary teachers to meet special 

education needs in the general education classroom. The Teacher Educator, 40(4), 238-256.  
doi:10.1080/08878730509555364 

29. Gelman, R., Meck, E., &Merkin, S. (2018). Young children’s numerical competence. Cognitive development, 1, 1-29. 
30. Gersten, R. (2018). Recent advances in instructional research for students with learning disabilities. Learning 

Disabilities Practice, 13(3), 162-170. 
31. Gersten, R., Vaughn, S., & Deshler, D. D. (2021). What we know about using research findings: Implications for 

improving special education practice. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 30, 466-476. 
doi:10.1177/002221949703000501 

32. Goetz, L. S. (2020). Teaching reading comprehension strategies to students with learning disabilities: a review of 
research. Review of Educational Research, 71(2), 279-320. doi:10.3102/00346543071002279 

33. Gomez, Robert. On Special Education: Academic Measures for Inclusion of Students with Special Needs (2020) 
https://www.academia.edu/22753575/On_Special_Education_Academic_Measures_for_Inclusion_of_Students_wit 
_Special_Needs 

34. Good, T. and Brophy, J. (2023). Looking in classrooms (9th ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 
35. Hallahan, D. P., Kauffman, J. M., & Lloyd, J. W. (2022). Introduction to learning disabilities. Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 
36. Hallahan, D. P., Keller, C. E., McKinney, J. D., Lloyd, J. W., & Bryan, T. (2018). Examining the research base of the 

regular education initiative: Efficacy studies and the adaptive learning environments model. Journal of Learning 
Disabilities, 21, 29-35. 

37. Hatch, J. A. (2002). Doing qualitative research in education settings. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press. 
38. Hughes, C. A., &Schumaker, J. B. (2021). Test-taking strategy instruction for adolescents with learning disabilities. 

Exceptionality, 2, 205-221. doi: 10.1080/09362839109524784 
39. IE and Training System. Naicker (2006) acknowledges that the rst four years of its implementation proved that it is 

far from perfect in form and substance. A favorable in general education classrooms, but their overall response indicates 
they are In Guyana, supporters of inclusi In July 2001, South Africa institutionalized IE with the publication of the 
policy  In the Philippines, both in the cities and remote or rural areas, many public  

40. Ignacio & Jawati (2018). Effects of cooperative, competitive, and individualistic learning experiences on social 
development. Exceptional Children, 49, 323-329. 

41. Kame’enui, E. J., & Simmons, D. C. (2020). Towards successful inclusion of students with disabilities. The 
architecture of instruction. Reston, VA: The Council of Exceptional Children. 

42. Kamps, D., Leonard, B., Potucek, J., & Garrison-Harrell, L. (2020). Cooperative learning groups in reading: An 
integration strategy for students with autism and general classroom peers. Behavioral Disorders, 21(1), 89-109. 

43. Karpov, Y. V., & Haywood, H. C. (2018). Two ways to elaborate Vygotsky’s concept of mediation implications for 
instruction. American Psychologist, 53, 27-36. 

44. Kauffman, J. M., & Pullen, P. L. (2019). An historical perspective: A personal perspective on our history of service to 
mildly handicapped and at-risk students. Remedial and Special Education, 10(6), 12-14.  
doi: 10.1177/074193258901000605 

45. Kaufman, J. M. (2019). How we might achieve the radical reform of special education. Exceptional Children, 60, 6 
16. 

46. Mancolm & Knowlwes (2018). Why we must celebrate a diversity of restrictive environments. Paper presented at the 
meeting of the Council of Exceptional Children, Indianapolis, IN 

47. Kemple, K. M., Hartle, L. C., Correa, V. I., & Fox, L. (2024). Preparing teachers for inclusive education: The 
development of a unified teacher education program in early childhood and early childhood special education. Teacher 
Education and Special Education, 17, 38-51. 

48. King-Sears, M. E., & Cummings, C. S. (2020). Inclusive practices of classroom teachers. Remedial and Special 
Education, 17, 217-225. doi: 10.1177/074193259601700404 

49. Hers, et. al., (2018). Collaborative strategic reading during social studies in heterogeneous fourth-grade classrooms. 
Elementary School Journal, 99, 3-22. doi: 10.1086/461914 

50. Koegh, B. K. (2020). Narrowing the gap between policy and practice. Exceptional Children, 57, 186-190. 

https://doi.org/10.36713/epra0414
https://www.academia.edu/22753575/On_Special_Education_Academic_Measures_for_Inclusion_of_Students_wit


   EPRA International Journal of Environmental Economics, Commerce and Educational Management 
   Journal DOI: 10.36713/epra0414 |ISI I.F Value: 0.815|SJIF Impact Factor (2024): 8.481        ISSN: 2348 – 814X 

Volume: 11 | Issue:7 |July 2024 

  

---- 2024 EPRA ECEM     |     https://eprajournals.com/   |    Journal DOI URL: https://doi.org/10.36713/epra0414 -------49 

doi:EJ420003 
51. Lenz, B., Alley, G. R., &Schumaker, J. B. (2018). Activating the inactive learner: Advance organizers in the secondary 

content classroom. Learning Disability Quarterly, 10, 53-67. doi:10.2307/1510755 
52. Lerner, J. W. (2019). Learning disabilities: Theories, diagnosis, and teaching strategies. Boston: Houghton Mifflin 

Company. 
53. Lieberman, L. M. (1985). Special education and regular education: A merger made in heaven? Exceptional Children, 

51, 513-516. 
54. Lee, N.B. (2020). A bridge between research and practice: Building consensus. Exceptional Children, 63, 535-538. 
55. Lilly, M. S. (2020). The relationship between general and special education: A new face on an old issue. Counterpoint, 

10. 
56. Lilly, M. S. (2021). The regular education initiative: A force for change in general and special education. Education 

and Training in Mental Retardation, 23, 253-260. 
57. Lipsky, D. K. (2023). The coexistence of high standards and inclusion. School Administrator, 60 (3), 32-35. 
58. Lloyd, J. W., Weinstraub, F. J., & Safer, N. D. (2019). A bridge between research and practice: Building 

consensus.Exceptional Children, 63, 535-538. 
59. Locke, L. F., Spirduso, W. W., & Silverman, S. J. (2020). Proposals that work: A guide for planning dissertations and 

grant proposals (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 
60. Magiera, K., &Zigmond, N. (2019). Co-teaching in middle school classrooms under routine conditions: Does 

The instructional experience differ for students with disabilities in co-taught and solo-taught classes?  
Learning Disabilities Research and Practice, 20(2), 79-85 

61. Maheady, L., Harper, G. F., &Sacca, M. K. (2018). Peer-mediated instruction: A promising approach to meeting the 
62. diverse needs of LD adolescents. Learning Disabilities Quarterly, 11, 108-113. doi: 10.2307/1510988 
63. Malouf, D. B., & Schiller, E. P. (2020). Practice and research in special education. Exceptional Children, 61, 414-424. 
64. Marshall, C., & Rossman, C. B. (2006). Designing qualitative research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 
65. Marzano, R. J. (2018). The art and science of teaching: A comprehensive framework for effective instruction. 

Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
66. Brownell, T. E. (2019). Best practices in promoting reading comprehension in students with learning disabilities: 

1976-1996. Remedial and Special Education, 18(4), 197-213. 
67. McIntosh, R., Vaughn, S., Schumm, J., Haager, D., & Lee, O. (2023). Observations of students with learning 

disabilities in general education classrooms. Exceptional Children, 60, 249-261. 
68. McLeskey, J., & Pugach, M. (2024). The real sellout: Failing to give inclusion a chance. A response to Roberts and 

Mather. Learning Disabilities Research and Practice, 10, 233-238. 
69. McLesky, J. Henry, D., & Axelrod, M. L. (2022). Inclusion of students with learning disabilities. An examination of 

data from reports to congress. Exceptional Children, 66, 55-66. 
70. Mercer, J. R. (2021). Labeling the mentally retarded. Los Angeles, CA: University of California Press. 
71. Merriam, S. B. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass 

Inc. 
72. Mertens, D. M. (2005). Research and evaluation in education and psychology: Integrating diversity with quantitative, 

qualitative and mixed methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 
73. Messinger, J. F. (2020). Commentary on “A rationale for the merger of special and regular education” or “Is it time 

now for the lamb to lie down with the lion?” Exceptional Children, 51, 510-512. 
74. Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded sourcebook (2nd ed.). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage. 
75. Miller, S. E., Leinhardt, G. &Zigmond, N. (2018). Influencing engagement through accommodation: An 

ethonographic study of at-risk students. American Educational Research Journal, 25(4), 465-487. 
more than one lesson plan. While inclusion policy has been already adopted in  

76. Muega, M.A. (2019). Inclusive Education in the Philippines: Through the Eyes of Teachers, Administrators, and 
Parents of Children with Special Needs, Social Science Article, Diliman. 

77. Newton, R. R., & Rudestam, K. E. (2021). Surviving your dissertation: A comprehensive guide of content and process. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.not prepared to take on the challenge of handling students with disorders 
or of IE. However, it would later be found in various parts of the world, however, the  

78. Orogo, J. N. (2019). Academic experiences of secondary students in special education and regular education classes, 
unpublished doctoral dissertation. Pittsburg, PA: University of Pittsburg. 

79. Patton, M. (2005). Understanding research methods: An overview of the essentials. Glendale, CA: Pyrczak Publishing. 
80. Patton, M. Q. (1990). Qualitative evaluation and research methods. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 
81. Peterson, M., & Beloin, K. S. (2021). Teaching the inclusive teacher: Restructuring the mainstreaming course in 

teacher education. Teacher Education and Special Education, 21, 306-318. 

https://doi.org/10.36713/epra0414


   EPRA International Journal of Environmental Economics, Commerce and Educational Management 
   Journal DOI: 10.36713/epra0414 |ISI I.F Value: 0.815|SJIF Impact Factor (2024): 8.481        ISSN: 2348 – 814X 

Volume: 11 | Issue:7 |July 2024 

  

---- 2024 EPRA ECEM     |     https://eprajournals.com/   |    Journal DOI URL: https://doi.org/10.36713/epra0414 -------50 

82. Piaget, J. (1954). The construction of reality in the child. (M. Cook, Trans.). New York: Basic Books. 
83. Pugach, M. C., & Johnson, L. J. (2021). Collaborative practitioners: Collaborative schools. Denver, CO: Love 

Publishing Company.pursuit of high-quality IE poses many challenges. Many school systems are unable  
84. Reiff, H. B., Evans, E. D., & Cass, M. (2021). Special education requirements for general education certification: A 

national survey of current practices. Remedial and Special Education, 12(5), 56-60.  
doi:10.1177/074193259101200508 

85. Reynolds, M. C., & Wang, M. C. (2022). Restructuring “special” school programs: A position paper. Policy Studies 
Review, 2 (1), 189-212. 

86. Rosenberg, M., Westling, D., &McLeskey, J. (2018). Special education for today’s teachers. Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Prentice Hall. 

87. Rosenshine, B. (2023). Advances in research on inclusion. Journal of Educational Research, 88, 262-268. 
88. Rosenshine, B. (2022). Advances in research on instruction. In J. Lloyd, E. Kame’enui, & D., Chard (Eds.), Issues in 

educating students with disabilities, 197-220. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 
89. Rudestam, K. E. & Newton, R. R. (2001). Surviving your dissertation: A comprehensive guide of content and process. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 
90. Salvia, J., & Munson, S. (2019). Attitudes of regular education teachers toward mainstreaming mildly handicapped 

students. In C.J. Meisel (Ed.), Mainstreaming handicapped children: Outcomes, controversies, and new directions, 
111-128. Hills-dale, NJ: Eribaum.  

91. Schensul, S. L., Schensul, J. J., and LeCompte, M. D. (2019). Essential Ethnographic Methods. In J.J. Schensul and 
M.D. LeCompte, Eds. The Ethnographer's Toolkit. Baltimore, MD: Altamira Press of Rowan and Littlefield. 
school. In a research by Muega and Echavia (2011), 87 in-service teachers said schools remain ill-equipped. is could 
beone of the reasons why many general  

92. Schumm, J. S., & Vaughn, S. (2021). Making adaptations for mainstreamed students: General classroom teachers’ 
perspectives. Remedial and Special Education, 12, 18-27.  

93. Schumm, J. S., & Vaughn, S. (2022). Planning for mainstreamed special education students: Perceptions of general 
classroom teachers. Exceptionality, 3, 81-98. doi: 10.1080/09362839209524799  

94. Scrugs & Mastropieir, L. (2023). General education teachers’ beliefs, skills, and practices in planning for 
mainstreamed students with learning disabilities. Teacher Education and Special Education, 17 (1), 22-37.  

95. Schwandt, T. A. (2021). Dictionary of qualitative inquiry. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.  
96. Simpson, R. & Myles, B. (2020). The general education collaboration model: A model for successful mainstreaming. 

Focus on Exceptional Children, 23, 1-10.  
97. Slavin, R. (2021). Educational Psychology. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.  
98. Slavin, R. E. (2022). Cooperative learning: Theory, research, and practice (2nd ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon. Smith, 

B. P., Hall, H. C., & Woolcock-Henry.  
99. Stainback, S. B., &Stainback, W. C. (2018). Educating students with severe disabilities. Teaching Exceptional 

Children, 21 (1), 16-19.  
100. Stainback, S. B., &Stainback, W. C. (2020). Supported networks for inclusive schooling: Interdependent integrated 

education. Baltimore, MD: PH Brookes Publishing.  
101. Stainback, S. B., &Stainback, W. C. (2019). Curriculum considerations for inclusive classrooms: Facilitating learning 

for all students. Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.  
102. Smith, W. C. (2018). Inclusion: A guide for educators. Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.  
103. Swanson, H. L. (2019). Instructional components that predict treatment outcomes for students with learning 

disabilities: Support for a combined strategy and direct instruction model. Learning Disabilities Research and Practice, 
14 (3), 129-140. doi: 10.1207/sldrp1403_1teachers be informed appropriately and equipped with skills that will enable 
them the Philippines, many schoolteachers have yet to fully appreciate the value of IE theoretical framework. To 
buildone, stakeholders should introduce reforms in the they are willing to handle and work with professionals for the 
inclusion of CSN  

104. Titone, C. (2020). The philosophy of inclusion: Roadblocks and remedies for the teacher and the teacher educator. 
105. Journal of Educational Thought, 39 (1), 7-32. to pave the way for high-level IE. to quickly evolve according to the 

ideals of IE.  
106. Udvari-Solner, A., & Thousand, J. S. (2018). Creating a responsive curriculum for inclusive schools. Remedial and 

Special Education, 17, 182-192. doi: 10.1177/07419325960170030 
107. Vallerosa, C. (2020). Peer-mediated instruction and interventions. Focus on Exceptional Children, 29, 1-23. 
108. Vallecorsa, A. L., deBettencourt, L. U., &Zigmond, N. (2000). Organizing and managing instruction for students with 

disabilities in the mainstream. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill Prentice Hall.  
109. Vaughn, S., & Schumm, J. S. (2023). Meaningful professional development in accommodating students with 

disabilities. Remedial and Special Education, 16, 344-353. 

https://doi.org/10.36713/epra0414


   EPRA International Journal of Environmental Economics, Commerce and Educational Management 
   Journal DOI: 10.36713/epra0414 |ISI I.F Value: 0.815|SJIF Impact Factor (2024): 8.481        ISSN: 2348 – 814X 

Volume: 11 | Issue:7 |July 2024 

  

---- 2024 EPRA ECEM     |     https://eprajournals.com/   |    Journal DOI URL: https://doi.org/10.36713/epra0414 -------51 

110. Vaughn, S., & Schumm, J. S. (2021). Responsible inclusion for students with learning disabilities. Journal of Learning 
Disabilities, 28, 264-270. doi: 10.1177/002221949502800502  

111. Vaughn, S., &Linan-Thompson, S. (2003). What is special about special education for students with learning 
disabilities? The Journal of Special Education, 37 (3), 140-147.  

112. Turnbull, S., Gersten, R., & Chard, D. J. (2018). The underlying message in LD intervention research: Findings from 
research syntheses. Exceptional Children, 67, 99-114.  

113. Villa, R. A., & Thousand, J. S. (2023). Creating an inclusive school. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development.  

114. Villa, R. A., Thousand, J. S., Nevin, A. I., &Malgeri, C. (2020). Instilling collaboration for inclusive schooling as a 
way of doing business in public schools. Remedial and Special Education, 17, 169-181.  
doi:10.1177/074193259601700306 vital requirements of sound IE. At this point, teachers in the Philippines, whether  
Volume 1, Issue 2, June 2019, Available at  

115. Vygotsky, L.S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press. 

116. Wang, M. (2018). Toward achieving educational excellence for all students: Program design and student outcomes. 
Remedial and Special Education, 8 (3), 25-34. doi: 10.1177/074193258700800306  

117. Wang, M. C., Reynolds, M. C., & Walberg, H. J. (1990). Special education: Research and practice: Synthesis of 
findings. New York: Pergamon Press.  

118. Werrell, M. (2019). Teacher education and neglected diversity: Preparing educators to teach students with disabilities. 
Journal of Teacher Education, 47, 355-366.  

119. Wertsch, J. (2021). Voices of the mind: A sociocultural approach to mediated action. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press.  

120. Will, M. (2019). Educating children with learning problems: A shared responsibility. Exceptional Children, 52, 411 
15.  

121. Winzer, M. A. (2023). History of special education from isolation to integration. Washington, DC: Gallaudet Press. 
122. Woolfolk, A. (2021). Educational psychology. Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon. Yell, M. L. (2021). The law and special 

education. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. York, J., Doyle, M. B., &Kronberg, R. (1992). A curricular 
development process for inclusive classrooms. Focus on Exceptional Children, 25(4), 1-16.  

123. Ysseldkye, J. E. (2019). Reflections on a research career: Generalizations from 25 years of research on assessment 
and instructional decision-making. Exceptional Children, 67 (3), 295-309.  

124. Yell, J. E., Thurlow, M. L., Christenson, S. L., & Weiss, J. (2022). Time allocated to instruction of the mentally 
retarded, learning disabled, emotionally disturbed, and non-handicapped elementary students. Journal of Special 
Education, 21 (3), 49-55.  

 
 

https://doi.org/10.36713/epra0414

