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Abstract

2i

This research is a partial replication of that of Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz, (1998) who explored early practitioners and parent attitudes towards Inclusive Education, using the My Thinking About Inclusion Scale (MTAI) (Stoiber, Gettinger & Goetz, 1998). One of the most significant advances within the Educational Sector is that of Inclusion and several research studies have sought to explore the attitudes of teachers towards Inclusive Education, but little is has been done looking at both parent and teacher attitudes. On the assumption that both parent and teacher attitudes are crucial to the successful implementation of Inclusive Education in schools, this article reports the findings which looked at the attitudes of 65 parents and 60 teachers towards Inclusion using a version of the MTAI (Stoiber, Gettinger & Goetz, 1998). The primary aim of this research was to explore attitudes based on experience and socio-economic status (SES). This research hypothesised that those with experience and higher SES would have a significantly more positive attitude towards Inclusive Education, compared to their counterparts. There was no significant difference found between parent and teacher attitudes based on experience or SES. No differences were found between parent attitudes and their experience and SES. Further, no significant differences were noted for parent and teacher attitudes based on their experience. Despite the findings of this research, some useful points are discussed, with crucial implications and directions for future research studies.
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Chapter 1 – Introduction/Literature Review

Exploring the inclusion of children with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) in regular education classrooms has become popular during previous decades (Terzi, 2008).  The idea of full inclusion is one of the most significant recent advances within the Educational Sector to date (Chimiliar, 2009) and is a controversial issue surrounding the education of children with learning difficulties (Hornby, 2015). Inclusive Education is now being implemented for many children with disabilities, with increasing numbers of children now being included within regular classrooms (Cook, Semmel, & Gerber 1999). This current popularity has resulted in changes to several Educational Policies; outlining that regular educational classrooms must cater to all students, of all abilities. The Equality Act (2010) describes agreements of which all students are entitled to, despite disabilities, socio-economic status, race or ethnicity (Kern, 2006). Research has found that as much as 20 percent of all students experience difficulties with learning, some more than others (Terzi, 2008). These figures have resulted in a shift from the outdated 'special' schools in favour of more inclusive environments, for all children, that can meet the needs of all students. 
Firstly, Inclusion can be described as allowing children who have Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) to receive their education within regular classrooms, alongside other children of the same age. Additionally, inclusion represents children with SEND being able to benefit from the education provided in mainstream classrooms (Afolabi, Mukhopadhyay & Nenty, 2013). Moreover, Hornby (2015), in a detailed paper, offers several characteristics that can be used to define Inclusive Education; acceptance and belonging, a collaborative relationship between the student, family and teacher and the value of educating all learners together, with their peers. Within the educational sector, Inclusion has been described as a process of increasing the participation of SEND children in the regular classroom (Florian, & Black‐Hawkins, 2011). Secondly, the Educational Act, in 1996, described SEND children as those who find learning significantly more challenging than other children of the same age. The term SEND covers several aspects, considering disabilities in terms of communication, physical, emotional and sensory (Keil, Miller, & Cobb, 2006). However, it is important to note here that Special Education and Inclusive Education are both different concepts (Hornby, 2015). 
Inclusive Education has a number of benefits for those with additional learning needs. However, like several issues within the Education Sector, inclusion has both positive and negative aspects. The process of inclusion provides children with significantly improved outcomes by using appropriate role models, better opportunities and higher expectations. There is sufficient evidence to suggest that inclusion is a positive factor and can be used as an instrument to remove social barriers within the classroom (Lindsay, 2003). Rea, McLaughlin, and Walther-Thomas (2002) compared isolated classrooms with inclusive classrooms and found that SEND children achieved better within Inclusive environments. There are also several benefits for teachers, parents, and children from having a collective relationship between the home and school environment. Yssel, Engelbrecht, Oswald, Eloff, & Swart, (2007) described that as a result of a successful home-school relationship attitudes towards inclusion are more positive, grades are higher, and behaviour improved. However, despite the several positive implications, others have argued, in particularly parents of SEND children, that their child's complex needs may be better met within a segregated classroom (Elkins, Van Kraayenoord, & Jobling 2003). Supporters of the notion of Inclusive Education have noted that it may assist in reducing the labelling of SEND children. When young children are put into segregated classrooms, this can often result in negative labeling and stigmatisation. Therefore, Inclusive Education ensures all children feel equal (Hornby, 2015). However, in contrast to this, Hornby (2015) has suggested that if SEND children are not identified as having extra learning needs then this may compromise their specific needs being met. This shows that there is a balanced argument both for and against the concept of full inclusion. Also, on a negative note, the idea of Inclusive Education has received a substantial amount of criticism, Hornby (2015) noted that Inclusion is a 'fashionable' term and can be impractical for those involved, including both parents and teachers. Additionally, Hornby (2015) explains that the full inclusion of those with SEND throughout their time within education is almost impossible to accomplish. As well as this, there is such an emphasis put upon academic achievement in schools and a huge importance regarding school grades. It has been previously argued that this is a negative aspect for SEND children, as the goals for these children are different when compared to the goals of their regular education peers (Hornby, 2015). Furthermore, the focus on school performance and grades has resulted in the lessening of the importance of the compelling hard work that teachers undergo to support those with SEND. What's more, is that teachers may feel under pressure to successfully meet the diverse learning needs of all students within an inclusive environment without being prepared to do so (Gray, Wilcox, & Nordstokke, 2017; Kern, 2006). Kern (2006) suggested that by following full inclusive practices, those with SEND may face stigma from their fellow peers. Contrary to this, it has been noted that inclusive settings help to maximise various factors for children, including social and cognitive outcomes. Additionally, it has been proposed that, despite diverse learning needs, it is possible to achieve these positive outcomes within a regular classroom environment (Gettinger, Stoiber, & Lange, 1999).
On the assumption that the success of Inclusive Education requires the commitment of parents and teachers together, as a unit, attitudes of both parties are important. With both parents and teachers being directly involved in the delivery of Inclusive Education (Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007). Several researchers have offered various definitions of the term attitudes, however, for the purpose of this research, Hannula (2002) suggests that attitudes can be described as one's liking or disliking of a particular, familiar target or issue. In this case, the issue is Inclusive Education. Attitudes are made up of several elements, including cognitive and behavioural aspects and emotional beliefs. The cognitive element is the knowledge about Inclusive Education and emotional being the way individuals feel about inclusion (Kern, 2006). All of which are important concepts to consider when researching human attitudes (Hannula, 2002). When looking at Inclusive Education, it is crucial to consider the attitudes of parents and teachers. Research has noted that they have the power to influence and change current educational policies and parent and family attitudes are the driving force behind several educational laws (Hornby, 2015; Lalvani, 2012), emphasising the imperative need for research within this field. Furthermore, parents are involved within several aspects of Inclusion and parent advocacy has assisted professionals in the move towards more inclusive educational settings (Yssel, Engelbrecht, Oswald, Eloff, & Swart, 2007). Teacher/parent attitudes and beliefs towards Inclusion are formed following personal experiences, and these attitudes and beliefs are influential to the way they think. Jain (2014) notes that attitudes have the potential to directly affect human behaviour. Therefore, teacher and parent attitudes influence the way Inclusive Education is taught and, in turn, students learning outcomes (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998). 
[bookmark: _Hlk34911417]Importantly, research undertaken in America by Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz (1998), aimed to extensively research factors that may influence both parents' and early practitioners' attitudes towards Inclusive Education. This research looked particularly at the impact of experience with SEND children on attitudes. By using quantitative research methods, it was found that early practitioners' attitudes were influenced by experience and the type of disability held by the child. In addition to this, they felt as though they were not prepared enough to include children with severe learning needs within their classrooms. Contradicting previous views (Gettinger, Stoiber, & Lange, 1999), teachers felt as though they could not meet the needs of severe disabilities within regular classrooms. More recently, Schwab, Gebhardt, Ederer-Fick, & Gasteiger Klicpera, (2012) reported that familiarity/experience with SEND was a significant factor that influenced attitudes towards inclusion. Additionally, both parents and teachers with experience and more exposure to children with disabilities were found to view Inclusive Education more positively when compared with those with no experience in dealing with SEND children.  This can be related to the contact hypothesis, which states that we, as humans, establish more positive perceptions of a concept the more we are exposed to it (Bornstein & D'agostino, 1992; Avramidis & Norwich, 2002). To relate this theory to the current research, the more experience a parent/teacher has with young children with SEND, the more positive their attitude will be towards Inclusion. Stoiber, Gettinger & Goetz (1998) also explored the impact of socioeconomic status (SES) on Inclusive Education, it was found that those with higher income had a more positive view towards Inclusive Education. Further supporting this research, Lalvani (2012) found that parents with lower SES perceived Inclusive Education as being less positive when compared to those with higher SES levels. In addition to this, higher SES has been found to be an indication of being more familiar with current Inclusive Educational Policies. Lalvani (2012) also found that children with SEND belonging to lower social classes were more likely to be placed within self-contained classrooms rather than inclusive environments. Therefore, this shows that SES is a significant component in the study of inclusion. Although Stoiber, Gettinger & Goetz (1998) included a large, representative sample of 415 parents and 128 early childhood practitioners, in critique of the study it could be said that the sample only included early practitioners, whereas, teachers from both secondary and primary could be used for more generalisable results looking at educational personnel. Furthermore, in critique, this research was carried out in 1998, suggesting a need for more up to date research exploring this topic.
When looking at the attitudes of teachers, the conclusions of previous research vary. However, literature has found they have positive attitudes towards the inclusion of SEND children within their classrooms (Kern, 2006). Overall, teachers have been found to be in favour of inclusion, but many have expressed negative connotations associated with full inclusion. However, Avramidis & Norwich (2002) suggested that there is limited evidence to imply that teachers are in favour of total inclusion. As Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz (1998) found, several factors may impact upon teacher attitudes. From previous research, factors such as their level of experience and the severity and nature of the disability have both been found be influence teacher attitudes towards Inclusive Education (Avramidis and Kalyva, 2007; Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz, 1998). Moreover, in terms of help for SEND children, teachers' perceptions of the effectiveness and acceptability of interventions are paramount to their success or failure (Curtis, Pisecco, Hamilton, & Moore, 2006). Positive attitudes mean more confidence and therefore, better delivery of Inclusive Education (Campbell, Gilmore, and Cuskelly, 2003). Avramidis and Kalyva, (2007) adopted a survey research method to explore the attitudes of Greek teachers towards Inclusive Education. This research study aimed to look at teacher attitudes in relation to the successful implementation of inclusive policies. This study looked at schools that were actively implementing inclusive teaching methods and included 155 teachers. The results of the My Thinking About Inclusion Scale (MTAI) (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998) showed that teachers had a generally positive attitude towards the inclusion of SEND children within their classroom. However, results revealed that attitudes were dependent on the type of disability and experience, supporting previous research by Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz (1998). Also, this research concluded that more experienced teachers felt more able to incorporate those with complex learning needs into their classrooms, showing that more experience means a more positive attitude towards Inclusion. When looking at evaluations for this study, this particular research took part within a Greek context, suggesting that there is a need for research in a Western context which is what this research aims to offer. 
A review of literature conducted by Avramidis & Norwich (2002), found that teaching experience was a considerable factor when exploring Inclusive Education. In their literature review, Avramidis & Norwich (2002) explained that experience of contact with SEND children plays a significant role when looking at teacher attitudes towards inclusion, and several other studies have supported this. The more experience an individual has with disabilities, the more positive their attitudes will become. Further, Avramidis, Bayliss & Burden (2000) found, using a survey technique, that teachers with more experience had significantly more positive perceptions surrounding inclusion, therefore, experience positively affects attitudes. It has been suggested that the contact hypothesis may be an explanation for this, (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002), the more contact an individual has with SEND children, the significantly more positive their attitudes will be. The contact hypothesis has been previously applied to educational settings, Manetti, Schneider & Siperstein (2001) conducted a piece of research looking at the contact hypothesis in regards to those with disabilities within the classroom. It was proposed that regular contact with children with disabilities should reduce discrimination (Manetti, Schneider & Siperstein, 2001). From this research, it was concluded that regular contact with SEND children was a positive factor, which according to the contact hypothesis, should lead to increased positive attitudes (Manetti, Schneider & Siperstein, 2001). In the studies reviewed, there is obvious importance placed on the need for consistent contact with SEND children, in order to ensure positive teacher attitudes. Kern (2006) conducted a study looking at teacher attitudes, and it was concluded that teachers who have had more exposure to SEND held a significantly more positive attitude, which in turn, meant the more successful implementation of inclusive practices. Furthermore, Avramidis, & Norwich, (2002) concluded that although teachers feel generally positively towards Inclusive Education, very few teachers are in favour of an inclusive approach towards learning. Again, supporting previous research (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998).
A vast amount of research has sought to examine teacher attitudes, but there is considerably less research that explores parent attitudes individually, in particular, there is a lack of research surrounding the effects of experience on parent attitudes towards inclusion. Existing research has argued the importance of the role of parents when implementing inclusive strategies in the classroom (Mahoney et al, 1999). Elkins, Van Kraayenoord, Jobling (2003) looked at the attitudes of Australian parents who have a child with a disability, meaning they have experience with SEND children. This research looked at parents of children with a broad range of different disabilities and children included within this study were being taught in both inclusive and segregated classrooms. This study concluded that the majority of parents favoured and supported the idea of Inclusive Education. However, several parents expressed some concerns with inclusive classrooms. Many parents felt that their child's specific needs may not be met as effectively in an inclusive environment than in a segregated unit. On the other hand, Peck, Staub, Gallucci, and Schwartz (2004) conducted research which sought to explore the attitudes of parents without a child with a disability, therefore, no experience with SEND. Questionnaires were given to participants and it was concluded that generally, parents felt positively towards inclusion. However, there were many issues raised by parents. Parents expressed concerns surrounding the behaviour of those with additional learning needs, they felt as though classroom time may be disrupted. Moreover, parents explained that their child without SEND may lose vital teacher time (Peck, Staub, Gallucci and Schwartz, 2004). 
The present study will use the MTAI (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998) to obtain results which includes three belief domains in terms of attitudes towards inclusion, there are; core perspectives, expected outcomes and classroom practices. 'Expected outcomes' explores the influence of parent and teacher attitudes on educational practices and outcomes (Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz, 1998). This domain reflects what we believe will happen as a consequence of something else. Therefore, what will happen to Inclusive Education as a result of parent and teacher attitudes. Secondly, 'core perspectives', looks at participants' perceptions of inclusion. This is essential as their perceptions of inclusion are what is central to this research, positive teacher attitudes are paramount to the success or failure of Inclusive Education. This category was included on the basis that our beliefs infiltrate our attitudes towards an idea (Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz, 1998). Core perspectives aims to evaluate to what extent individuals believe that SEND children have a right to be educated alongside their peers in an inclusive setting.  Finally, 'classroom practices' refers to beliefs about how Inclusive Education may influence current school life. Previous literature has found that 74% of inclusive teachers felt that their core perspectives surrounding inclusion was the first or second most crucial aspect needed for the successful implementation of inclusive practices (Weiner, 2003). In terms of expected outcomes, following extensive research using qualitative and quantitative methods, Kuyini, & Desai, (2007) suggested that teacher attitudes towards inclusion are a predictor of the effective delivery of Inclusive Education. Furthermore, the classroom practices domain of the questionnaire measures how attitudes towards inclusive may impact on school life, for example, research suggests that positive attitudes indicate a positive school ethos. Bunch & Valeo (2004) carried out a research study where children were interviewed and from this, researchers were able to draw several conclusions relating to inclusion and school life. Children learning in inclusive environments were found to have lower degrees of abuse and be more inclined to make new friendships. It was noted that although students from segregated classrooms and inclusive classrooms both favoured inclusion, those in inclusive settings advocated more for the SEND children (Bunch & Valeo, 2004). Although the questionnaire has three belief domains, this research will look at attitude scores as a whole, not as three separate scores. 
Stoiber, Gettinger & Goetz (1998) noted that there is a definitive link between parent and teacher attitudes and current policies. The importance of parent and teacher attitudes for current Educational Policies is extensive and both parties can have a profound effect on the way that Inclusive Education is practised within schools. The current policy within the UK 'The Equality Act' (2010) states that schools must not discriminate against young children with disabilities and must make the necessary adjustments that are needed to cater to their needs. According to this act, schools must take measures to eliminate the segregation of those with additional learning needs. In addition to the importance of Educational Policies, this research will explore any barriers that may prevent the successful implementation of inclusive practices within schools which is crucial for young children with SEND, by looking at teacher and parent attitudes. A better understanding of attitudes and beliefs surrounding Inclusive Education is needed to ensure improvements are made to current provisions and interventions. Lastly, previous research studies have often just looked at the attitudes of parents or teachers, whereas this particular research explores both teacher and parent attitudes together. Both parents and teachers differ in their contact with Inclusive Education which suggests that both groups will have contradicting beliefs (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998). 
There are also important implications for the NHS, for example, if those with disabilities can be helped within a school setting, this will save the cost on the NHS. It has been estimated that one million people have a learning need/disability in England alone (National Institute for Health and Care Excellence, 2015). In 2012/13 the National Health Service (NHS) spent over 500 million pounds to help those with learning difficulties, if school-based interventions are improved and inclusive educational policies implemented then this may help in reducing the burden on the NHS (National Institute for Health and Care Excellence, 2015). 
This research sought to extend knowledge surrounding the topic of Inclusive Education. This research is particularly interested in how parents and teachers view inclusion. Very few studies have compared teacher and parent attitudes based on their experience, education, and SES (Chmiliar, 2009). This current research study aims to include teachers from both secondary and primary schools, giving broader insight into the views of teachers. Furthermore, Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz (1998) conducted their research in 1998, suggesting a need for more up to date research as classroom practices and facilities available to mainstream educational personnel have now significantly improved. As well as this, several of the research studies mentioned in the literature review took place within an American context, from exploring the current literature, there is an obvious call for research that is up to date and within a Western context, in order to improve current Western educational policies.
The primary aim of this research is to explore the attitudes of both teachers and parents towards inclusive education. Looking at parent attitudes based on their Socio-economic Status (SES) and experience levels and separately looking at teacher attitudes based on experience. This research also compares both parent and teacher attitudes based on their experience with SEND children. Moreover, this research explores teacher views concerning the successful delivery of inclusive education as a permanent practice within schools. The findings of this research hope to assist in reducing the suggestion that regular education will be hindered by the inclusion of SEND children by asking parents and teachers their views (Weiner, 2003).  
In line with Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz (1998), this research predicts that both parents and teachers will have different attitudes towards inclusive education based on their experience with SEND children. In particular, parents with higher SES will perceive inclusive education as being more positive, compared to parents of lower SES. Further, parents with more experience with SEND children will perceive Inclusive Education more positively than those with no experience at all. Therefore, parents with high SES and experience will view Inclusion as being more positive compared with those with a low SES and no experience. For teachers, those with experience will have more positive attitudes towards Inclusive Education compared to those who have no experience. Lastly, teachers and parents with experience with SEND children will have a more positive attitude based on the MTAI (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998) scale compared to those with no experience. 

















Chapter 2 – Methodology 

2.1 Design  
Quantitative data was collected, using a questionnaire technique, which assessed attitudes towards inclusion, this is the dependent variable for this research. The independent variables for this research are; experience (yes/no) and socio-economic status (high or low). A between subjects’ design was utilised for this research and data was analysed using two 2x2 Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests to look at the difference between variables, a further unrelated t-test was also undertaken to examine teacher attitudes towards Inclusive Education alone. 
To answer the first research question (does SES and experience with SEND children influence parent attitudes towards Inclusive Education?), a 2 (experience: yes or no) x 2 (SES: high or low) ANOVA test was used which measured parent attitudes towards inclusion based on their SES and experience with SEND children. Further, a 2 (experience: yes or no) x 2 (participant:  parent and teacher) ANOVA test was carried out to provide an answer to the second research question; do parents and teachers have different attitudes towards Inclusive Education according to their experience? Lastly, to provide an answer to the final research question, (does experience influence teacher attitudes towards Inclusive Education?) an unrelated t-test was carried out, which provided an examination of the effects of experience with SEND children on teacher attitudes of Inclusive Education. Additionally, the results section includes teacher views Inclusive Education being a permanent practice, offering percentage results to specific questions on the MTAI (Stoiber, Gettinger Goetz, 1998). The aim of this is to explore attitudes concerning the permanent inclusion of SEND children within regular classrooms. Lastly, all data was analysed using SPSS, version 26. 
2.2 Participants and Procedure
Parents. Participants consisted of a total of 65, white British, (16 males and 49 females) parents, from Wales who voluntarily completed an online survey. For parents, ages ranged from 19-62, with a mean age of 34.25. From the total of 65, 37 of these were placed into the low SES group and 28 in the high SES group. Additionally, 16 parents stated that they had experience with SEND children and 49 noted that they did not. 
Teachers. There was a total of 60, white British, (22 males and 38 females) teachers from Wales, who also voluntarily completed the online survey. 46 of these had experience with SEND and respectively, 14 did not. The ages of the 60 teachers ranged from 18-62, with an overall mean age of 38.85. For the purpose of this research, no data including the ethnicity and age of the participants will be analysed. 
Recruitment. Firstly, emails were sent to the Head Teachers of 90 schools across Wales, Head Teachers were asked if they would be willing to disseminate the survey electronically to staff who may be interested in taking part. The email described the nature of the study and included an online link to the research questionnaire. Secondly, parents were recruited by posting links via social media asking individuals to take part. Opportunity sampling was used to encourage parents to take part within the research, participants could click the link to the survey if they wished to take part. The researcher then asked friends and family who are parents to complete the survey if they were willing to do so. Participants were ensured that all responses would be treated with confidentiality and anonymity. Further, participants were reminded that they could click off the questionnaire at any point to withdraw themselves and their answers from the analysis. The questionnaire used within the study was created online using Qualtrics, which the researcher was given access to by the university. Participants were asked to tick an electronic consent form prior to being exposed to any research questions, they were then asked to fill in questions regarding demographics and the MTAI (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998) scale. Following the completion of the MTAI (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998) questions, a debrief page followed, which offered participants a point of contact with the principal researcher, detailing the aims and objectives of the research and reminded participants that their results would be treated with anonymity and confidentiality. Additionally, participants were be reminded of their right to withdraw at this point, before they submit, and offered links to a variety of websites to provide them with further information. The links included offered information for parents and carers of children and young people who may have special educational needs, a link to SNAP Cymru was also provided. SNAP Cymru provides information, specialist advice and support for parents with children who may have a disability. Data was then analysed using two 2x2 ANOVA tests and one unrelated t-test, to explore the effects of the variables.
Overall, a total of 131 questionnaires were taken in from the 90 schools contacted and from posting the link to social media. However, six questionnaires were returned incomplete, as respondents failed to answer over half of the questions on the attitude scale and therefore were not used within the final research. The questions that were left incomplete by participants were random and did not follow a specific pattern. Final analysis was run on 125 questionnaires. 

2.2.1. Table 1. Demographic information of respondents in frequencies and percentages
	
	          Teacher
	    Parents
	

	



Demographic Variables
	
    n                       %

   60                      48                                           
	                  
          n                   %                   

         65                  52
	

	Gender 
Male
Female 

	
   22                      37
   38                      63
	
         16                  25 
         49                  75
	

	Age 
18-30                                      
31-45
46-60
60+

	
  16                       27
  21                       35
  22                       37
  1                         1
	 
         24                  37
         30                  46
         10                  15
         1                    2
	

	
	
	
	

	Socio-economic Status 
High
Low

	
 -                          -
 -                          -
	
       28                   43
       37                   57
	

	Experience 
Yes                                        
No

	
 46                      77
 14                      23
	
16                  25
      49                   75  

	



2.3 Materials 
Data was collected by using the My Thinking About Inclusion Scale (MTAI) developed by Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz (1998). The survey consisted of three parts; a consent form, questions regarding demographics and the MTAI. The MTAI has an internal consistency score of Cronbach Alpha 0.90. The MTAI scale has three belief domains that it measures; core perspectives, expected outcomes and classroom practices. Core perspectives has 12 items and an alpha score of 0.80, there are 11 items measuring expected outcomes with an alpha score of 0.85 and lastly, there are five items looking at classroom practices with an Alpha score of 0.63. The questions that measure ‘expected outcomes’ explore the influence of parent and teacher attitudes on educational practices and outcomes (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998). This domain reflects what we believe will happen as a consequence of something else. Secondly, the element of the questionnaire that aims to measure ‘core perspectives’, looks at participants perceptions of inclusion. This category was included on the basis that our beliefs infiltrate our attitudes towards an idea (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998). Finally, the ‘classroom practices’ questions aimed to challenge the participants beliefs about how the inclusion of SEND children in the classroom may effect school life. However, for the purpose of this research, the three belief domains will be looked at as one whole score. 
The questionnaire was created electronically and took approximately 11 minutes to complete. Firstly, the questionnaire provided participants with a consent form where they were informed of the aims and objectives of the research. Secondly, parents and teachers were asked to answer questions regarding their demographics (age, ethnicity, teacher or parent, gender, experience and last year’s household income). Experience was determined by asking teachers to indicate if they teach SEND children and by asking parents if they have a child with SEND. In order to determine SES, participants were asked to indicate their yearly household income from a list of six choices. Socio-economic status (SES) describes an individuals or families ranking on a hierarchy according to several factors, including wealth, income, social status and occupation (Sirin, 2005). Brackets for household income were taken and modified from a previous research study which looked specifically at household income using the City of Hope Quality of Life- Ostomy Questionnaire (Lundy et al, 2014). The choices of responses were; less than 15,000, 15000 to 30000, 30001 to 50000, 50,001 to 75000, 75001 to 100000, greater than 100000. For the purpose of this research, participants will be placed into two groups; high SES and low SES. Those with household income below 30,000 will be considered lower SES and those above 31,000 will be in the higher SES group. The data gathered regarding teacher SES will not be used within the analysis.
Both teachers and parents were then asked to complete a total of 35 questions.  28 of these questions looked at their attitudes towards Inclusive Education as the main body of the questionnaire. For example, ‘Students with special needs have the right to be educated in the same classroom as typically developing students’. This section of the questionnaire was scored using a five-point Likert scale; 5= Strongly Disagree, 4 = Somewhat Disagree, 3= Neither agree nor disagree, 2 = Somewhat Agree and 1 = Strongly Agree. The higher the score of the participant on the Likert Scale, the more negative their attitude towards inclusive education. Therefore, lower scores indicated a negative attitude (Avramidis, & Kalyva, 2007). The highest possible score is 140 and the lowest score is 28. Participants were instructed to circle a response which they felt best described their attitude. There were 13 questions that required reverse scoring, for example ‘Inclusion is NOT a desirable practice for educating most typically developing students. Questions that required reverse scoring were question numbers; 2, 3, 7, 8, 9, 14, 15, 19, 22, 23, 25, 26, and 28.






















Chapter 3 – Results 

Firstly, this section explores a percentage breakdown of answers to questions on the My Thinking About Inclusion Scale (MTAI), (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998), which look at attitudes in relation to inclusion as a permanent practice in regular classrooms. Secondly, this section presents the results for parent and teacher attitudes towards Inclusive Education taken from the MTAI scale (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998), based on their experience with SEND children. This section also looks at parent attitudes, with reference to their SES and experience with SEND children. Lastly, this results section explores the attitudes of teachers, specifically, looking at their experience.  
Inclusion in Regular Classrooms as a Permanent Practice 
When looking at attitudes towards full inclusion of SEND children in regular classrooms as a permanent practice for schools, the results of the questionnaires revealed that 73.4% of teachers believed that students with SEND have the right to be educated in the same classroom as typically developing students. Furthermore, 75% of teachers believed that Inclusive Education promotes acceptance of individual differences and 70% believed that inclusive practices are socially advantageous. However, only just over half of teachers (53.3%) believed that this is a feasible day-to-day practice and 46.7% believed that it is difficult to maintain order in a classroom of children with a mix of abilities. Additionally, 60% believed that SEND children require significantly more teacher directed attention. In terms of future practices, 66.7% of teachers and 58.5% of parents strongly agreed or somewhat agreed that we must learn more about the effects of inclusive classrooms before they take place on a large-scale basis. 
Parent and Teacher Attitudes
The following section notes the parent and teacher attitude scores, taken from the MTAI scale (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998). Table 2 presents the means and standard deviation (SD) scores for parents and teacher attitudes towards Inclusive Education based on their experience with SEND children.
3.1 Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations for both parent and teacher attitude scores based on their experience 
	
	Teacher
	
	       Parent
	

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Experience
	75.54
	10.29
	77.06
	10.10

	No Experience 
	75.57
	5.18
	70.14
	12.65

	
	
	
	
	


The first two-way ANOVA carried out was used to explore the effect of experience with SEND children on the attitudes of parents and teachers. Both teachers and parents scored relatively positive attitude scores on the MTAI scale (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998). With the highest score being 140 and the lowest being 28, teachers scored an average mean of 75.55 (SD = 9.31) and parents an average mean score of 71.85 (SD = 12.37). A higher score on the MTAI scale (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998), indicates a more positive attitude towards Inclusive Education. Overall, there were 62 participants who had experience with SEND children and a total of 63 who did not. The analysis did not reveal a significant difference between teachers and parents with experience and teachers and parents with no experience (M = 75.94, SD = 10.18 and M = 71.35, SD = 11.61, respectively); F (125) = 2.27, p .134, ƞᵖ² = .018, with a large effect size. As well as this, the ANOVA revealed that there was no significant main effect when comparing teacher and parent attitudes based on their experience; F (125) = .733, p =.394, ƞᵖ² = .006, with a medium effect size. Therefore, parents and teachers do not differ in their attitudes towards Inclusive Education. Further, for the interaction between parent/teacher x experience, a significant difference was also not found; F (125) = 2.31, p =.131, ƞᵖ² = .019, again, with a large effect size. Thus, teacher and parent experience was not related to more positive attitudes towards Inclusive Education. 
Parent Attitudes
The following section looks at the attitude scores of parents only, taken from the MTAI scale (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998). Table 3 shows the means and standard deviations for parent attitudes towards Inclusive Education, based on experience (experience/no experience) with SEND children and their SES (low/high) (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998).




	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation 

	LOW SES
	71.73
	14.94

	HIGH SES
EXPERIENCE
NO EXPERIENCE                          
	72.00
77.06
70.14
	8.07
10.10
12.66


3.2 Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations for parents’ attitude scores based on their SES and experience

The 2 (SES: high/low) x (experience: yes/no) 2 ANOVA carried out to explore parent attitudes based on their SES and experience revealed that SES and experience did not have a significant main effect on the attitudes of parents towards Inclusive Education. When looking at SES, the results showed that there was no statistically significant difference between both groups, F (65) = .544, p = .464 ƞᵖ² = .009, with a medium effect size. Those in the high SES group scored a mean of 72.00 (SD = 8.07) and those in the low SES group scored a mean of 71.73 (SD = 14.94). Therefore, this shows that SES does not have a significant effect on attitudes towards Inclusive Education. In terms of parent experience, a significant difference was also not found; F (65) = 3.68, p = .060, ƞᵖ² = .057, with a large effect size. Those with experience with SEND children did not have more positive attitudes towards Inclusive Education (M = 77.06, SD = 10.10) when compared to those with no experience (M = 70.14 and SD = 12.66). 
Table 4 demonstrates the findings of the interaction between parent SES and parent experience, based on their attitude scores from the MTAI (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998). 
3.3 Table 4. The Means and Standard Deviations for the parent SES and Experience interaction 
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation 

	LOW SES/EXPERIENCE
	80.75
	13.10

	LOW SES/NO EXPERIENCE
HIGH SES/EXPERIENCE 
HIGH SES/ NO EXPERIENCE                          
	69.24
73.38
71.45
	14.65
4.00
9.25



There was no significant two-way interaction found for experience x SES; F = (65) = 1.87, p = .176, ƞᵖ² = .030, with a large effect size. Interestingly, the results revealed that parents of lower SES, with experience, scored the highest attitude score (M = 80.75, SD = 13.10 and M = 73.36, SD = 4.00, respectively). Although, the difference was not statistically significant. 
Teacher Attitudes 
A further unrelated t-test was carried out to test the differences between teachers with experience and no experience. The t-test revealed no significant difference between both groups (experience x no experience: one tailed), t (60) = .010, p =.50, Cohen’s d = 0.004, (Cohen, 1988). The effect size is considered to be an extremely small effect size. These results indicate that teachers with experience with SEND children did not have a more positive attitude towards Inclusive Education when compared with teachers who had no experience (M = 75.54, SD = 10.29 and M = 75.57, SD = 5.18, respectively). 




















Chapter 4 – Discussion 

The primary aim of this research was to explore the attitudes of parents and teachers towards Inclusive Education. Specifically, this research sought to explore the attitudes of parents based on their experience with SEND children and their SES. Relationships between attitude and experience and SES were examined, with the final aim of this research being to look at teacher attitudes towards inclusion, exploring whether they have experience or no experience with SEND children. Due to the suggestion that more SEND children will now be educated within the same classrooms as their typically developing peers, it is important to determine both parent and teacher attitudes (Kern, 2006). When looking at the research questions posed prior to carrying out the study; SES and experience do not affect parental attitudes towards Inclusive Education, both parents and teachers do not have differentiating attitudes towards Inclusive Education according to their experience and finally experience does not impact upon teacher attitudes towards inclusion. This discussion provides explanations for these findings, limitations, and directions for further research. 
The present research found that teachers and parents did not have different attitudes towards Inclusive Education and their attitudes did not differ based on their experience with SEND children. Therefore, when comparing teacher and parent attitudes, this finding suggests that they have similar views towards inclusion. This finding does not support the research hypothesis and does not confirm the findings of Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz (1998), who reported that experience was a significant factor that influenced attitudes towards Inclusive Education, with those with experience having a significantly more positive attitude. As well as this, Schwab, Gebhardt, Ederer-Fick, and Gasteiger Klicpera, (2012) also found that those with experience with SEND children felt more positively towards inclusion.  These inconsistencies could lie with the differences in sample sizes between parents and teachers who had no experience, for example, only fourteen teachers indicated that they had no experience with SEND children, whereas, forty-nine parents noted that they had no experience. There may have been more significant results if the research included a larger sample size within the analysis (Kern, 2006). Moreover, the lack of specificity relating to the type and length of experience with SEND may have also affected the results. Similarly, the question that asked parents 'do you have a child with SEND?', may have been interpreted differently by the readers. Parents may not have had a child with SEND but may have had experience with SEND due to different circumstances, for example, a friend's child or a sibling. 
Additionally, an explanation for this finding could be the type of disability held by the child. Several studies (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998) have found that the type of disability can affect how easily teachers and parents perceive they can be accommodated in a regular classroom setting. For example, those with mild disabilities may be easier to incorporate into regular classrooms when compared to those with severe disabilities. Therefore, attitudes of teachers only with experience with mild disabilities may be more positive compared to those who have only had experience with severe learning disabilities. To support this, Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz (1998) found that attitudes were influenced by the type of disability held by the child, with the belief that severe learning needs are significantly more difficult to manage in regular classrooms. As well as this, Avramidis, Bayliss, and Burden (2000) found that pupils with emotional and behavioural difficulties were perceived, by teachers, as being significantly more difficult to accommodate within an inclusive setting. This shows that the type of disability does affect attitudes and since the present study did not specify disability types this may have affected the results. Therefore, future research studies may wish to ask participants to specify the types of disabilities they have had experience with. Further, to understand the effect that the type of disability has on attitudes, a qualitative study could be used to explore the feelings and beliefs of those working directly with disabilities in the classroom. This will help to further understand what influences attitudes towards SEND.
The findings also revealed that SES and experience did not have an effect on how parents perceived Inclusive Education, despite the findings of previous research (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998). This does not support the research hypothesis, which predicted that those of lower SES will perceive Inclusive Education more negatively compared to those of higher SES. Additionally, it does not confirm the findings of Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz (1998), who concluded that those of lower SES had more negative attitudes towards inclusion compared to those of higher SES. Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz (1998) also found that parent experience was a positive factor when looking at their attitude scores, meaning that parents with experience perceived inclusion more positively. As SES and experience did not affect how parents perceived Inclusive Education, a possible explanation for this could be the rising attention placed on Inclusive Education. The rising attention placed on Inclusive Education suggests that, despite previous literature, those of lower SES are now more familiar with the concept and thus, perceive Inclusive Education more positively. Additionally, previous literature has shown that there is an association between SES and the likelihood of a child being placed in special education (McCoy, Banks, & Shevlin, 2012), suggesting that those of lower SES are more likely to be classed as having SEND. This complements the findings of the present study by suggesting that parents in the lower SES group may be more familiar with Inclusive Education due to the fact that their children are more likely to be considered as having a learning disability, compared to those of higher SES. This proposes that the inconsistency across studies may be down to the familiarity that lower SES parents have with Inclusive Education. As well as this, the research conducted by Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz, (1998), which found that SES and experience both had an impact on attitudes towards inclusion, was carried out several years ago. Therefore, suggesting that there may have been changes in attitudes over time as Inclusive Education is now a more prominent concept, with improvements in both diagnosis and policies and an increase in media attention surrounding certain types of SEND (Rogers, 2007). Also, another explanation for this finding, when looking at SES, this research placed participants into two groups; high SES and low SES, with those who indicated their yearly household income to be less than 30,000 being placed within the low SES group. In terms of a limitation that could have potentially influenced results, it could be said that the bracket for low SES is too high. For a more accurate representation of the attitudes of lower-income parents towards inclusion, a lower cut off point would be needed. As well as this, future research may wish to include those of high, medium and low incomes. 
At odds with the hypothesis and Avramidis, Bayliss, and Burden (2000), who reported that teachers with experience had significantly more positive perceptions of inclusion, the present study found that teachers with experience did not perceive Inclusive Education more positively when compared to teachers with no experience. One reason for this could be, as noted before, that the questionnaire did not state the type or extent of the disability held by the child. Secondly, the length of experience was not specified, this is an issue as SEND is apparent in most regular classrooms, even if only in mild forms. Therefore, all teachers assumingly have contact with SEND on a daily basis, this may have caused the low number of teachers with no experience, thus, affecting results. In terms of future research, it may be beneficial to explore how much experience a teacher has with SEND children, for example, one-to-one contact or in the classroom as a whole. Moreover, although there was no significant difference found between teacher experience and no experience, the findings may be explained by the contact hypothesis (Bornstein & D'agostino, 1992; Avramidis & Norwich, 2002), as the majority of teachers had experience with SEND children. The contact hypothesis notes that individuals will develop a more positive attitude towards inclusion, the more they are exposed to it, therefore, assuming that the majority of teachers had experience with SEND and all perceived inclusion as a positive factor, this could be used as an explanation for results. Lastly, a further reason for this finding could have been that the ages of teachers were not included within the final analysis. Teachers were asked to specify their age but only for demographic purposes. This may have affected results as Vaz et al (2015) found that older teachers have a more negative attitude towards the full inclusion of SEND children within regular classrooms, compared to younger teachers. Asking teachers to specify their age and level at which they taught may have provided different results and a broader insight into the differentiating attitudes between teachers. As well as this, this inconsistency in results compared to findings of previous literature suggests a need to explore teachers in different types of schools, for example, in private schools, special schools, and faith schools. Ensuring the attitudes of all types of teachers are explored is of particular importance, with important implications to current Educational Policies. As noted previously, positive teacher attitudes are paramount to the success of Inclusive Education (Curtis, Pisecco, Hamilton, & Moore, 2006). Therefore, as an implication, if teachers have positive attitudes towards inclusion, they may be more inclined to include SEND children in their classrooms, as a permanent practice. 
As the research found that SES and experience did not make a difference to parent and teacher attitudes, it is important to consider limitations that may have caused these findings. Although this research provided a valuable insight into both parent and teacher attitudes towards Inclusive Education, it is also important to acknowledge its limitations. A significant limitation of this study lies with the use of questionnaires to obtain data. Firstly, participants may have provided socially desirable answers, considering the politically correct nature of inclusion. Furthermore, the questionnaires were of a self-report nature, which leads to the question of; 'are teacher attitudes reflected in their classroom practices?'. As a solution to this, a study adopting observational research techniques may be beneficial. Furthermore, questionnaires may not have fully comprehended the full extent of parent and teacher attitudes, however, this would be difficult to overcome. Additionally, the questionnaire did not include an option of 'little experience', 'no experience' or 'experience'. This suggests concerns as there may have been participants who only had little experience. The questionnaire also did not specify the type of experience held by the parent/teacher, for example, one-to-one experience/at home experience/ classroom experience. As well as this, a further evaluation of the questionnaire may be the terminology used within the questions. Some of the terms used may have been difficult for those who are not familiar with Inclusive Education to comprehend, for example, some participants may not have known what is meant by 'exceptional learning needs.' Further research could include a simplified version of the MTAI scale (Stoiber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998), or a section that elaborates on any terms that readers may find difficult to interpret. The readers' ability to easily comprehend the language used within the scale is crucial, this may have caused some of the discrepancies in results, noted previously. When looking at the questionnaire used for this study, the answers to the questions were presented in the form of a five-point Likert scale, previous literature has suggested that this is not the leading method for research of this nature. De Boer, Timmerman, Pijl, and Minnaert, (2012) conducted a research study that looked at evaluating questionnaires that explore teacher and parent attitudes towards inclusion. This literature found that the commonly used five-point Likert scale was not the optimal method for this type of research study. In order to improve results, researchers have suggested the use of vignettes, this may have been beneficial for the purpose of this research. From this, it could be said that the discrepancies within the results could have been caused by the questionnaire not being fit for its purpose. Moreover, the questionnaire utilised did not provide a score on positive attitudes versus negative attitudes towards inclusion, meaning that there was no cut off points for positive and negative attitudes. Despite this, this research aimed to make comparisons across groups without a negative/positive score for each group. From this, as a limitation, it could be said that this research would have benefited from utilising a scale that offered a score for both positive and negative attitudes. Therefore, this could be used as a direction for future research. As well as this, due to the findings of the present research study, future researchers may wish to examine why experience and SES do not affect attitudes towards Inclusive Education, by using an interview technique to obtain results. Regardless of these limitations, this research has suggested some important findings, considering that there were no significant differences found between experience with SEND and SES on both parent and teacher attitudes. 
The issues associated with this present study could be addressed within future research, perhaps using a significantly larger sample or a longitudinal research design to determine any trends or patterns in attitudes. Further, there is evidence to suggest that teacher training may need to be improved in order to better educational provisions for SEND children (Kern, 2006), this is on the assumption that if training is improved then teachers may be more devoted to a total inclusive policy. Accordingly, this may be a direction for future research, in order to explore the effects of SEND teacher training on attitude towards Inclusive Education. Expanding on this, the extent to which teachers are exposed to SEND children could be explored. As well as this, little studies have sought to explore teacher and parent attitudes using qualitative methods, adopting qualitative research methods may provide a deeper insight into the attitudes of both teachers and parents. Several studies looking at Inclusive Education have used questionnaires, however, it's important to undercover the underlying issues that affect parent and teacher attitudes. The present study focused largely on participants living in rural areas of Wales, which suggests that, compared to schools in larger areas, the classroom size would be significantly smaller. Thus, having an impact on results. Future research may wish to consider the attitudes of parents and teachers living in more urban areas. Moreover, there is little research that has explored the attitudes of parents based on their SES in terms of the three belief domains within the questionnaire, instead of an overall attitude score.  Further, there have been previous suggestions that gender differences among attitudes towards Inclusive Education must be explored, in particular, within the teaching population, as they work closely with children with SEND (Chmiliar, 2009). There is also a need to look at how different types of disabilities can be accommodated within regular classrooms as literature has found that the number of children with SEND is on the increase (Mukherjee, Lightfoot, & Sloper, 2000). Although this research used a valid questionnaire to obtain data, it did not provide researchers with the information to determine why teachers and parents hold the attitudes that they do (Vaz et al, 2015). To overcome this issue and explore why teachers have the attitudes that they do, Vaz et al (2015) explain that in-depth analysis is needed, that looks at factors beyond the classroom. This relates to teacher and parent attitudes in general, which could also be considered a limitation of this research. It is important to have an understanding of what influences teachers' attitudes towards education in general before looking at their attitudes towards inclusion specifically. For example, if teachers felt unsatisfied with their job, this may have had an impact on the results they provided to the questionnaire. It is recommended that future studies pay attention to teacher attitudes in general and the differences between teachers who teach at different levels. Lastly, in terms of evaluation, this research did not link teacher attitude scores to how effective their teacher is or to the outcomes of their students. Analysing these aspects would have allowed researchers to explore if teacher attitudes reflect within teaching practice and in the outcomes of students. 
In terms of teacher views concerning the successful delivery of Inclusive Education as a permanent practice, the present study indicated that teachers agreed that all children have the right to be educated in regular classrooms, despite their ability, this is a good starting point for full inclusion. As well as this, on a positive note, the notion that teachers feel that all children have the right to be educated within the same classroom indicates a positive school ethos towards inclusion. However, fewer teachers acknowledged that inclusion is a feasible day-to-day practice. Therefore, these results point in the direction of teachers being open to the idea of Inclusive Education but perhaps feel that there is a need for further and improved training strategies. For example, a study by Subban, and Sharma, (2006) reported that teachers who had undertaken further training in Special Education felt more positively towards the idea of Inclusive Education, suggesting a crucial implication for day-to-day practice. The recent developments within the field of Inclusive Education suggest the paramount need to investigate the attitudes of those who are directly involved within the practice. As there was no difference found between the attitudes towards Inclusive Education between groups, this suggests that there is a need for extensive further research. The findings of this research suggest that there is a need to further research parent and teacher attitudes, looking at their experience and SES. As well as this, this research implicates a need for research looking at the long-term effects of Inclusive Education, with possible implications for the National Health Service, as explained within the literature review. Improving the current SEND practices within schools, by using positive teacher attitudes, may save the significant cost that learning needs and disabilities have on the NHS. Further, the findings of this study imply a need for further teacher training regarding Inclusive Education practices and programs to increase parent experience with SEND. Improving the contact parents have with SEND children is paramount to not only the field of research but to the successful implementation of Inclusive Education within schools. Due to the fact that there was no difference between parent and teacher attitudes towards Inclusive Education, assuming that teacher attitudes are formed in an educational context based on the curriculum and SEND children. This provides an important implication by suggesting that there may be a need to explore changes to the current curriculum and to improve training for Inclusive Educational environments (Unianu, 2012), to improve teacher attitudes compared to those of parents. 
Despite the lack of significant results, this research has provided a better and more up-to-date understanding of parent and teacher attitudes towards Inclusive Education, which in turn, can be used to improve educational policies and training. Educational policies and training may benefit from being improved based on these recent and up-to-date findings, to include the notion that SES does not have an effect on parent attitudes towards Inclusive Education and that most teachers do have experience with SEND. The current policy in the UK suggests that schools must make the necessary adjustments that are needed to cater for specific SEND with this research finding that teachers felt as though full inclusion was not a feasible day-to-day practice, this suggests that there is an evident need to adhere to the current policies. Additionally, suggesting that schools must improve training and resources to ensure that all SEND are catered for effectively. This could be considered the most significant implication that can be drawn from this current research. In conclusion, the findings of this research suggest that no significant differences exist between parent and teacher attitudes based on their SES and experience with SEND children. Although this research failed to find any statistically significant differences within results, it has raised a number of important points for discussion. Firstly, the idea that inclusion is now a familiar concept within lower SES parents and secondly that the majority of teachers now have experience with SEND, whether it is a mild or severe learning disability. The discussion surrounding these issues is vital as teacher and parent beliefs regarding the acceptance of Inclusive Education are significant in predicting how inclusion will be carried out in day-to-day practices (Al-Zyoudi, 2006). This research has also provided several directions for the consideration of future research studies, by suggesting that there are a number of elements that can impact both parent and teacher attitudes towards Inclusive Education. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Email sent to all schools 

Good morning,
My name is Alys Lewis, I am a third year BSc Applied Psychology Student from the University of Wales Trinity St David, Carmarthen. I am writing to all local schools to ask whether their staff would like to take part in my research looking at Inclusive Education, as part of my dissertation.
The 10-12-minute questionnaire aims to explore teacher and parent attitudes towards the full inclusion of children with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) within regular classrooms. The questionnaire will be completely anonymous, and the information provided will not be identifiable to your school or you as an individual. The results from this research will hopefully provide researchers, policymakers and educational institutions with valid information that is needed to improve provisions for SEND children.
I would be very grateful if you would disseminate the link below to all members of staff that may be interested in completing this survey.

https://uwtsdyrathrofa.eu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_5sB87hydYSQMNeJ

Thank you very much for your help,
Kind regards,
Alys










Appendix 2 –  Questionnaire 

My Thinking About Inclusion Scale (MTAI) (Stolber, Gettinger, & Goetz, 1998)

Demographics 

1. Gender 

Male       Female       Prefer not to say 

2. Are you a teacher?

Yes                No 

3. Are you a parent? (if NOT a teacher)

Yes                No 

4. Do you teach children with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities?

Yes              No

5. Do you have a child with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities?

Yes             No

6. Ethnicity 

White       Mixed       Asian/Asian British        Black/Black British        Arab       Other     Prefer not to say 

7. Please state your age 

8. What is your yearly household income?

Less than 15,000      151000-30000         31000-50000       51000-75000       75100-100000      More than 100000


For each of the following 28 statements, please indicate your attitudes by circling ONE answer per statement 
For the purpose of this questionnaire, the term ‘exceptional needs’ refers to those with special educational needs.

1. [bookmark: _Hlk22197011]Students with special needs have the right to be educated in the same classroom as typically developing students 

Strongly Agree       Agree          Neither agree or disagree       Disagree        Strongly Disagree 

2. [bookmark: _Hlk22197084]Inclusion is NOT a desirable practice for educating most typically developing students 

Strongly Agree        Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree        Strongly Disagree 

3. It is difficult to maintain order in a classroom that contains a mix of children with exceptional education needs and children with average abilities 

Strongly Agree        Agree        Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

4. Children with exceptional educational needs should be given every opportunity to function in an integrated classroom 

Strongly Agree       Agree          Neither agree or disagree       Disagree        Strongly Disagree 

5. Inclusion can be beneficial for parents and children with exceptional educational needs

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree        Strongly Disagree 

6. Parents of children with exceptional needs prefer to have their child placed in an inclusive classroom setting 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree      Disagree          Strongly Disagree

7. Most special education teachers lack an appropriate knowledge base to educate typically developing students effectively 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

8. The individual needs of children with disabilities CANNOT be addressed adequately by a regular education teacher 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree

9. We must learn more about the effects of inclusive classrooms before inclusive classrooms take place on a large scale basis 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

10. The best way to begin educating children in an inclusive setting is to just do it 

Strongly Agree        Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree        Strongly Disagree

11. Most children with exceptional learning needs are well behaved in inclusive classrooms 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

12. It is feasible to teach children with average abilities and exceptional needs in the same classroom 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

13. Inclusion is socially advantageous for children with special needs
Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

14. Children with special needs will probably develop academic skills more rapidly in a special, separate classroom than in an integrated classroom 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

15. Children with exceptional needs are likely to be isolated by typically developing students in an inclusive classroom 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

16. The presence of children with exceptional education needs promotes acceptance of individual differences on the part of typically developing students 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

17. Inclusion promotes social independence among children with special needs 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

18. Inclusion promotes self-esteem among children with special needs 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

19. Children with exceptional needs are likely to exhibit more challenging behaviours in a integrated classroom setting

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

20. Children with special needs in inclusive classrooms develop a better self-concept than in a self-contained classroom 
Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree

21. The challenge of a regular education classroom promotes academic growth among children with exceptional education needs

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

22. Isolation in a special class does NOT have a negative effect on the social and emotional development of students prior to middle school 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

23. Typically developing students in inclusive classrooms are more likely to exhibit challenging behaviour learns from children with special needs 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

24. Children with exceptional needs monopolize teachers’ time 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

25. The behaviours of students with special needs require significantly more teacher-directed attention than those of typically developing children 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

26. Parents of children with exceptional education needs require more supportive services from teachers than parent of a regular education student 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

27. Parents of children with exceptional needs present no greater challenge for a classroom teacher than do parents of a regular education student 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 

28. A good approach to managing inclusive classrooms is to have a special education teacher be responsible for instructing that children with special needs 

Strongly Agree       Agree         Neither agree or disagree       Disagree         Strongly Disagree 











Appendix 3 - Consent Form

This research is being undertaken by a third year BSc Applied Psychology student, as part of a dissertation project. For the purpose of this research, I am looking for both parents and teachers to complete a short survey looking at attitudes towards Inclusive Education. 

Exploring the inclusion of children with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) in regular educational classrooms has become popular during previous decades (Terzi, 2008).  Inclusion is a controversial issue when discussing the education of children with SEND (Hornby, 2015), the idea of full inclusion is one of the most significant recent advances within the Educational Sector to date. 

Inclusion can be described as allowing children who have SEND to benefit from the education provided within regular classrooms. The idea of full inclusion has several benefits for students, teachers and parents. Research has found that as much as 20 per cent of all students experience difficulties with learning, therefore, research into this is imperative. Parent and teacher attitudes are both important to the study of inclusion. Teachers are key to the successful delivery of inclusive practices and parent advocacy has assisted professionals in the move towards more inclusive educational settings. 

I understand that this research study is being carried out by a 3rd year Psychology Student for their dissertation, and that taking part in this study will involve answering a set of questions regarding attitudes towards Inclusive Education. This task will take approximately 15 minutes to complete and you will be asked a total of 35 questions.

Participating within this study is entirely voluntary and you are free to click off the questions to withdraw your answers at any point and you will not be included in the analysis. You are reminded that all answers will be treated with confidentiality and no information will or can be tracked back to you. The researcher will ensure that all answers remain anonymous. All data will be stored in accordance with the Data Protection Act 2018. If you have any concerns regarding the questions then you are free to email the researcher, 1501020@student.uwtsd.ac.uk or the academic supervisor on c.greenway@uwtsd.ac.uk
A full debrief will be provided following the completion of the survey, detailing the aims of the study. 


If you wish to continue, please click next. 






Appendix 4 - Debrief Form 

Thank you for taking the time to take part in this study. By carrying out this research, I wanted to find out if parents and teachers have contradicting attitudes towards Inclusive Education. The primary aim of this research is to explore both parent and teacher attitudes towards Inclusive Education, based on their experience levels with SEND children. In addition to this, this research aimed to look at the attitudes of parents based on their Socio-Economic Status. 

After this point, all data will remain confidential and cannot be traced back to you. The researcher will ensure to treat all data with anonymity. If you wish to withdraw your data, do not click submit below. 

If taking part in this study has raised any questions please speak to the researcher on 1501020@student.uwstd.ac.uk or contact the academic supervisor Charlotte Greenway, c.greenway@uwtsd.ac.uk. 
 
If this research has caused you any problems or distress, then please let the researcher know and suitable support will be offered. Below I have included links to various webistes that may offer extra information and support if it is needed. 

Information for Parents and Carers of Children and Young People who may have Special Educational Needs -  https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2018-03/information-for-parents-and-carers-of-children-and-young-people-who-may-have-special-educational-needs.pdf

SNAP Cymru - http://www.snapcymru.org/about-us/

Inclusion and Pupil Support - https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/consultations/2018-01/151216-inclusion-and-pupil-support-draft-guidance-en.pdf 
 
Thank you once again for taking time to participate in this study.

 








Appendix 5 – SPSS Output 

Parent experience x SES – 2 x 2 ANOVA results 


	Between-Subjects Factors

	
	Value Label
	N

	Experience YES OR NO
	1.00
	experience
	16

	
	2.00
	no experience
	49

	What is your yearly household income?
	1
	low SES
	37

	
	2
	high SES
	28



	Descriptive Statistics

	Dependent Variable:   AttitudeScore  

	Experience YES OR NO
	What is your yearly household income?
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	experience
	low SES
	80.7500
	13.10125
	8

	
	high SES
	73.3750
	3.99777
	8

	
	Total
	77.0625
	10.10260
	16

	no experience
	low SES
	69.2414
	14.64742
	29

	
	high SES
	71.4500
	9.24790
	20

	
	Total
	70.1429
	12.65734
	49

	Total
	low SES
	71.7297
	14.94369
	37

	
	high SES
	72.0000
	8.06915
	28

	
	Total
	71.8462
	12.37340
	65



	Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa,b

	
	Levene Statistic
	df1
	df2
	Sig.

	AttitudeScore
	Based on Mean
	3.511
	3
	61
	.020

	
	Based on Median
	3.293
	3
	61
	.026

	
	Based on Median and with adjusted df
	3.293
	3
	46.516
	.029

	
	Based on trimmed mean
	3.548
	3
	61
	.020

	Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.

	a. Dependent variable: AttitudeScore

	b. Design: Intercept + AllExperience + SES + AllExperience * SES





	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:   AttitudeScore  

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	852.826a
	3
	284.275
	1.938
	.133
	.087

	Intercept
	259854.044
	1
	259854.044
	1771.936
	.000
	.967

	AllExperience
	539.526
	1
	539.526
	3.679
	.060
	.057

	SES
	79.799
	1
	79.799
	.544
	.464
	.009

	AllExperience * SES
	274.590
	1
	274.590
	1.872
	.176
	.030

	Error
	8945.635
	61
	146.650
	
	
	

	Total
	345320.000
	65
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	9798.462
	64
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = .087 (Adjusted R Squared = .042)



Teacher experience - t-test results 


	Group Statistics

	
	Experience YES OR NO
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	AttitudeScore
	experience
	46
	75.5435
	10.28636
	1.51664

	
	no experience
	14
	75.5714
	5.18451
	1.38562





	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	AttitudeScore
	Equal variances assumed
	4.632
	.036
	-.010
	58
	.992
	-.02795
	2.86527
	-5.76340
	5.70750

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-.014
	44.399
	.989
	-.02795
	2.05430
	-4.16706
	4.11116




Teacher/Parent x experience – 2 x 2 ANOVA results 

	Between-Subjects Factors

	
	Value Label
	N

	Experience YES OR NO
	1.00
	experience
	62

	
	2.00
	no experience
	63

	Parent or teacher
	1
	teacher
	60

	
	2
	parent
	65




	Descriptive Statistics

	Dependent Variable:   AttitudeScore  

	Experience YES OR NO
	Parent or teacher
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	experience
	teacher
	75.5435
	10.28636
	46

	
	parent
	77.0625
	10.10260
	16

	
	Total
	75.9355
	10.17852
	62

	no experience
	teacher
	75.5714
	5.18451
	14

	
	parent
	70.1429
	12.65734
	49

	
	Total
	71.3492
	11.61223
	63

	Total
	teacher
	75.5500
	9.30723
	60

	
	parent
	71.8462
	12.37340
	65

	
	Total
	73.6240
	11.12152
	125




	Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa,b

	
	Levene Statistic
	df1
	df2
	Sig.

	AttitudeScore
	Based on Mean
	3.727
	3
	121
	.013

	
	Based on Median
	3.397
	3
	121
	.020

	
	Based on Median and with adjusted df
	3.397
	3
	109.713
	.020

	
	Based on trimmed mean
	3.753
	3
	121
	.013

	Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.

	a. Dependent variable: AttitudeScore

	b. Design: Intercept + AllExperience + Participant + AllExperience * Participant




	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:   AttitudeScore  

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Corrected Model
	1005.549a
	3
	335.183
	2.830
	.041
	.066

	Intercept
	505435.426
	1
	505435.426
	4267.278
	.000
	.972

	AllExperience
	269.744
	1
	269.744
	2.277
	.134
	.018

	Participant
	86.807
	1
	86.807
	.733
	.394
	.006

	AllExperience * Participant
	274.138
	1
	274.138
	2.314
	.131
	.019

	Error
	14331.779
	121
	118.444
	
	
	

	Total
	692899.000
	125
	
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	15337.328
	124
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = .066 (Adjusted R Squared = .042)



Estimated Marginal Means 
	1. Grand Mean

	Dependent Variable:   AttitudeScore  

	Mean
	Std. Error
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	74.580
	1.142
	72.320
	76.840




Experience YES or NO 

	Estimates

	Dependent Variable:   AttitudeScore  

	Experience YES OR NO
	Mean
	Std. Error
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	experience
	76.303
	1.579
	73.176
	79.430

	no experience
	72.857
	1.649
	69.592
	76.122

	Pairwise Comparisons

	Dependent Variable:   AttitudeScore  

	(I) Experience YES OR NO
	(J) Experience YES OR NO
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.a
	95% Confidence Interval for Differencea

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	experience
	no experience
	3.446
	2.283
	.134
	-1.075
	7.966

	no experience
	experience
	-3.446
	2.283
	.134
	-7.966
	1.075

	Based on estimated marginal means

	a. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no adjustments).









	Univariate Tests

	Dependent Variable:   AttitudeScore  

	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Contrast
	269.744
	1
	269.744
	2.277
	.134
	.018

	Error
	14331.779
	121
	118.444
	
	
	

	The F tests the effect of Experience YES OR NO . This test is based on the linearly independent pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal means.



Parent or Teacher 

	Estimates

	Dependent Variable:   AttitudeScore  

	Parent or teacher
	Mean
	Std. Error
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	teacher
	75.557
	1.661
	72.269
	78.846

	parent
	73.603
	1.567
	70.501
	76.705




	Pairwise Comparisons

	Dependent Variable:   AttitudeScore  

	(I) Parent or teacher
	(J) Parent or teacher
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.a
	95% Confidence Interval for Differencea

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	teacher
	parent
	1.955
	2.283
	.394
	-2.566
	6.475

	parent
	teacher
	-1.955
	2.283
	.394
	-6.475
	2.566

	Based on estimated marginal means

	a. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no adjustments).




	Univariate Tests

	Dependent Variable:   AttitudeScore  

	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared

	Contrast
	86.807
	1
	86.807
	.733
	.394
	.006

	Error
	14331.779
	121
	118.444
	
	
	

	The F tests the effect of Parent or teacher. This test is based on the linearly independent pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal means.



	4. Experience YES OR NO  * Parent or teacher

	Dependent Variable:   AttitudeScore  

	Experience YES OR NO
	Parent or teacher
	Mean
	Std. Error
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	experience
	teacher
	75.543
	1.605
	72.367
	78.720

	
	parent
	77.062
	2.721
	71.676
	82.449

	no experience
	teacher
	75.571
	2.909
	69.813
	81.330

	
	parent
	70.143
	1.555
	67.065
	73.221




















Appendix 6 – Form of Ethical Approval 

APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL

In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.

The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. As such this covers activities undertaken by members of staff, postgraduate research students, and both taught postgraduate and undergraduate students working on dissertations/projects.

The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher”.

Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism.

Please read the notes for guidance before completing ALL sections of the form.

This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. Please see Checklist for details of process for different categories of application.  

Delete the Guidance Notes at the end of the form BEFORE submitting your application


SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)
	Full Name:
	Alys Lewis 

	Tick all boxes which apply:

	Member of staff:
	☐
	Honorary research fellow:
	☐

	Undergraduate Student
	☒	Taught Postgraduate Student
	☐	Postgraduate Research Student
	☐


	Faculty/School/Centre:
	School of Psychology 


	Campus:
	
Carmarthen Campus 

	E-mail address:
	
1501020@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

	Contact Telephone Number:
	07939035538


	For students:

	Student Number:
	1501020

	Programme of Study:
	BSc Applied Psychology 

	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Dr Charlotte Greenway 



SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity
	Has the research activity received approval in principle?
(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process for different levels of research by different categories of individual)
	YES
	☒	NO
	☐
	
	Date

	If Yes, please indicate source of approval (and date where known): Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval
	Research Degrees Committee
	☐	

	
	Faculty Research Committee
	☐	

	
	Other – Dissertation Supervisor – Dr Charlotte Greenway 

	☒	26.09.2019 



SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials
	Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines.

	UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice

	☒
	
UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
	☒

	
The BPS Code of Ethics and Conduct (2014 and 2018) 
	☒



SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity
	Does the research activity involve collaborators outside of the University?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	
If Yes, please provide the name of the external organisation and name and contact details for the main contact person and confirmation this person has consented to their personal data being shared.as part of this collaboration.

	Institution
	


	Contact person name
	


	Contact person e-mail address

	

	Has this individual consented to sharing their details on this form?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	Are you in receipt of a KESS scholarship?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	Is your research externally funded
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	Are you specifically employed to undertake this research in either a paid or voluntary capacity?
	Voluntary
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	
	Employed
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	Is the research being undertaken within an existing UWTSD Athrofa Professional Learning Partnership (APLP)
	If YES then the permission question below does not need to be answered.
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	Permission to undertake the research has been provided by the partner organisation
	(If YES attach copy)
If NO the application cannot continue
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒




Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation
	Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	
If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation




SECTION E: Details of Research Activity
	Indicative title:
	An Exploration of Parent and Teacher Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education: using Questionnaires


	Proposed start date:
	10/11/2019 
	Proposed end date:
	27/03/2020 

	Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words)
Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the three points below:
· Purpose of Research Activity
· Proposed Research Question
· Aims of Research Activity
· Objectives of Research Activity
Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain
· What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge 
· How it addresses an area of importance. 

	Purpose of Research Activity


The purpose of this research is to explore the attitudes of both parents and teachers towards Inclusive Education. This research will look at parent attitudes based on their socio-economic status and their experience with SEND children. Further, this research will look at teacher attitudes towards Inclusion based on their experience with SEND children, comparing both teachers and parents. 

Exploring the inclusion of children with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) in regular educational classrooms has become popular during previous decades (Terzi, 2008). Inclusive Education or Inclusion can be described as allowing children who have special educational needs to benefit from the education provided within regular classrooms. Hornby (2015) offers several characteristics that can be used in order to define inclusive education; acceptance and belonging, a collaborative relationship between the student, family and teacher and the value of educating all learners together, with their peers

Stoiber, Gettinger, and Goetz (1998) conducted a research project which looked at factors that may influence both parents and early practitioners’ attitudes towards inclusive education. It was concluded that those with mild cognitive disabilities were found to be significantly easier to accommodate in regular classrooms when compared to more severe disabilities. Both parents and teachers with experience and more exposure to children with disabilities were found to view inclusive education more positively when compared with those with no experience. In addition to these findings, it was noted that higher Socio-economic Status (SES) was an indicator of parents being more familiar with inclusive policies. This study was conducted in 1998, therefore, there is a need for more up to date research surrounding this topic area. 

The implications of this research facilitate the purpose of this research activity, for example, for the National Health Service (NHS). In 2012/13 the NHS spent over 500 million pounds in order to help those with learning difficulties, school-based interventions may help in reducing this cost (National Institute for Health and Care Excellence, 2015).

This research demonstrates an area of importance as parent and teacher attitudes can influence current Educational policies. Parent and family attitudes are the driving force behind several educational laws (Lalvani, 2012). Moreover, inclusive education has important benefits for those with SEND, research has found that the process of inclusion provides SEND children with significantly improved outcomes by using appropriate role models, better opportunities and higher expectations (Rea, McLaughlin, and Walther-Thomas, 2002). This research hopes to assist in the inhabitation of stigmatisation against those with SEND, in order to improve their outcomes. A better understanding of attitudes surrounding inclusive education is needed to ensure improvements are made to current provisions and interventions.
(this box should expand as you type)

	Research Question

This research aims to answer the following questions – 

1) Does Socio-economic Status and experience with SEND children influence parent attitudes towards Inclusive Education? 

2) Do teachers have positive attitudes towards Inclusive Education? 

3) Will parents and teachers have different attitudes towards Inclusion according to their experience with SEND children?


(this box should expand as you type)

	Aims of Research Activity

The primary aim of this research is to explore the attitudes of parents towards inclusive education based on their socioeconomic status and the level of experience they have with children with learning difficulties. This research also aims to explore how experience levels effect teacher attitudes towards Inclusion. Moreover, this research aims to compare parent and teacher attitudes based on their experience level. 
(this box should expand as you type)

	Objectives of Research Activity

The objectives of this research are to provide both teachers and parents with the knowledge to improve classroom practices and learning facilities for those with SEND. As well as this, this research will show the importance of a collective relationship between the home and school environment. The more positive attitudes are towards SEND the more successful the home-school relationship will be. Previous research as shown that a result of a successful home-school relationship attitudes are more positive, grades are higher, and behaviour improved (Yssel, Engelbrecht, Oswald, Eloff, & Swart, 2007).

(this box should expand as you type)

	Proposed methods (maximum 600 words)
Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed.

	
This research will use questionnaires that will be distributed electronically. The questionnaires will be created using Qualtrics and emailed to the admin of schools across Wales. The email will be addressed to the Head of the school. The administrator of each school will be asked to send the questionnaire with and information sheet outlining the purpose of the study to the Head of the school, who will then decide whether to share the questionnaire with staff. In addition to this, the questionnaire and information sheet will be posted on social media to ask parents to take part. To avoid a conflict of interest, schools in the ‘Athrofa Schools Network’ will not be contacted, this list will include 120 schools that will not be emailed as part of the research. Participants will all be asked to give their consent prior to answering any questions, the consent and information sheet will be electronic and will provide participants with the aims of the research. The respondent will give consent by completing the questionnaire and they can terminate the questionnaire at any time. The respondents will be asked again at the end if they give consent to use their data before pressing submit.  

Participants will be presented with an electronic version of the My Thinking About Inclusion Scale (MTAI). This will take approximately 12 minutes to complete and will consist of four sections; consent form, demographics, MTAI Scale and a debrief form. Participants will be asked to indicate if they are a teacher or a parent, their highest educational level, age, ethnicity, occupation, and whether they have experience with SEND children or not. Occupation and highest educational level achieved will both be indicators of their Socio-economic Status (SES), for parents. Sirin (2005) noted that both occupation and educational level are both good indicators of SES. Educational level will be determined by asking participants to choose from a list of; no education, compulsory secondary with vocational training, compulsory secondary only, bachelor’s degree, master’s degree, doctorate degree or other. If participants had completed upper secondary or above (a-levels and any type of degree) this would be a high educational level, compulsory education with vocational training will be considered a medium educational level and finally, compulsory school only or no education at all is considered to be a low educational level (Darin-Mattsson, Fors, & Kåreholt, 2017).

The MTAI Scale will consist of a total of 28 questions looking at attitudes towards Inclusion, each of the 28 questions will be scored using a five-point Likert scale, ranging from Strongly Disagree and Strongly Agree. The higher the score of the participant on the Likert Scale, the more negative their attitude towards inclusive education. Participants will be instructed to circle the response which they feel best describes them. Additionally, participants will be reminded that they are not obliged to provide an answer for every question within the questionnaire. 13 of the 28 questions will require reverse scoring. Moreover, the questionnaire aims to measure three belief domains; core perspectives, classroom practices and expected outcomes. However, this research will not look at this belief domains separately, the analysis will be conducted to explore attitude scores as a whole. A between subjects design will be utilised for this research and all data collected will be analysed using SPSS, by conducting an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). Two 2x2 ANOVOA tests will be carried out, one looking at parent attitudes and their SES level and their experience. Based on their experience level, parent and teacher attitudes will be compared using a second 2x2 ANOVA test. Lastly, an unrelated t-test will be conducted to explore teacher experience levels separately. 

The independent variables for this research are; experience, with the conditions being yes or none at all. 
Secondly, SES, which will be measured using occupation and highest educational level obtained. 
The dependent variable, measured by the questionnaire, will be the participants attitude scores.  Both teacher and parent groups will have different variables, teachers will just be looking at level of experience and parents looking at both experience and SES levels. 

(this box should expand as you type)









	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	
This research will not have a specific location as teachers and parents will be able to access the questionnaire at school or home on a computer or electronic device.  

(this box should expand as you type)

	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants.

	
N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

	Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available?   

	NO
	☒

	
	YES
	☐

	If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with prevailing data protection law of the country in question and England and Wales.



(this box should expand as you type)





SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity
	Will the research activity include:
	
YES
	
NO

	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☒
	☐

	Use of interviews?
	☐
	☒

	Use of diaries?
	☐
	☒

	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	Other primary data collection methods, please explain in this box
For example, ‘focus groups’. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) in this box and tick the accompany box.
	☐
	☒

	Details of any other primary data collection method:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	


If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 



SECTION G: Intended Participants
	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	Students or staff at the University?
	☒
	☐

	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☒
	☐

	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

	Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☐
	☒

	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Others (please identify specifically any group who may be unable to give consent) please indicate here and tick the appropriate box.

	☐
	☒

	Other – please indicate here:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	



	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	How many participants are expected?

	
Approximately 200 participants, the researcher has chosen to aim to obtain 200 participants as this will provide a sufficient amount of data for the purpose of the study. I am looking for approximately 100 teachers and 100 parents. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Who will the participants be?

	
Teachers and Parents 

(this box should expand as you type)

	How will you identify the participants?
	Teachers: I retrieved a list of schools in Wales from the Welsh Government website. I will then go onto the schools’ website and gain the email address of their admin department and the name of the Head. I will then address the email to each of the Heads (not those in the Athrofa schools partnership. 
Parents: I will send out the information sheet and questionnaire via social media (Facebook and Twitter).
 
(this box should expand as you type)





	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	

Written consent cannot be obtained as it is an online survey, participants will be asked to click a check box to indicate consent. The respondent will give consent by completing the questionnaire and they can terminate the questionnaire at any time. The respondents will be asked again at the end if they give consent to use their data before pressing submit.  
 (this box should expand as you type)



	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	


(this box should expand as you type)





SECTION H: Anticipated Risks
	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 

	Yes 
	☐

	
	No
	☒

	Risks to participants
For example: emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	Risk to Participant:

When carrying out this research, there are potential risks concerning psychological and social wellbeing. Research into sensitive areas increases the likelihood of participants becoming vulnerable to stress. Participants may become distressed following the questionnaire, in particular for those with personal experiences with children with SEND. Participants may be offended by the content of the questions and may be reminded of good or bad practice associated with the issue of SEND, therefore, causing further distress. As well as this, there are risks that participants may feel embarrassed as a result of their answers to some of the questions. There is a risk that teachers may become less content with their job and a risk of harm to reputation. Additionally, there is a risk that confidentiality may be violated. There may also be risks associated with participants personal values and beliefs, causing work-related effects. The researcher will consider the risks posed to those working in schools when discussing sensitive issues like SEND. 


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to Participant

As a research, I am aware of the responsibility to protect all participants from any harm that may arise as a result of the research. To ensure these risks are kept to a minimum, participants will be given the principal researchers email. If participants have any concerns or questions, they will be able to directly contact the researcher. Additionally, participants will be reminded, via the debrief and information sheet attached to the online survey, that if they have any concerns then they have a right to withdraw their data. There will be no transfer of personal data or any risk of physical harm. As well as this, participants will be fully debriefed and BPS guidelines will be followed. To ensure participant confidentiality, all data will be kept secure.  Sensitive data will be treated with care and participants will be made fully aware of what will happen to the research findings. Participants will be made fully aware about what information will be held about them. 
  


(this box should expand as you type)

	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	
Teachers may feel that they could improve/adjust their practice with SEND in the classroom following the completion of the survey. Therefore, the following links will be provided for teachers and parents at the end of the survey on the debrief page. These pages provide guidance and information about their SEND.

Inclusion and pupil support https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/consultations/2018-01/151216-inclusion-and-pupil-support-draft-guidance-en.pdf 

SNAP Cymru http://www.snapcymru.org/about-us/


Information for Parents and Carers of Children and
Young People who may have Special Educational Needs https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2018-03/information-for-parents-and-carers-of-children-and-young-people-who-may-have-special-educational-needs.pdf

(this box should expand as you type)

	Risks to investigator
For example: personal safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	Risk to Investigator:

There are several risks for the investigator, including the risk of emotional distress. There is little risk of physical distress. Participants may take offence and choose to make a complaint against the researcher. Participants may make a complaint to the university. 



(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to Investigator:

Minimising harm to the researcher is an important ethical issue. To mitigate any risks to the investigator, I will ensure to follow BPS and university guidelines. If participants become distressed, they will be reminded of their right to withdraw, in order to mitigate the risk of any complaints being made. Further, participants will be offered the email address of the dissertation supervisor if there are any major concerns. As a researcher, I will ensure that I distance myself to mitigate any risk of becoming emotionally distressed. In addition to this, as a researcher, I will ensure I have somebody to discuss any problems with, without breaching confidentiality. For example, the research supervisor. 


(this box should expand as you type)

	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	Risk to University:

There are minimal risks to the university as a whole. All data collected will be protected using passwords which only the researcher will have access to, therefore a limited risk to data protection. Although, as a result of the research, participants could potentially make a complaint about the University as a whole. There may be a potential risk to the University if participants’ safety or well-being is affected. Conflict of interest with Athrofa schools partnership. 






(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to  University:

In terms of adverse outcomes, the researcher will ensure to follow the University  Protocols regarding research ethics, to maintain a high level of ethical standard and to minimise any possible risks to the university. The researcher will ensure adverse outcomes are kept to a minimum by remaining respectful and responsible and maintaining a high level of professionalism when representing the University. The researcher will consider individual, cultural and role differences when conducting the research and ensure all efforts are made to correct any adverse outcomes, if any. If there is a potential risk to the University, the researcher will make the research supervisor aware immediately. To avoid a conflict of interest, schools in the ‘Athrofa Schools Network’ will not be contacted, this list will include 120 schools that will not be emailed as part of the research. 


(see how the sensitivity is dealt with above)





 (this box should expand as you type)



	Disclosure and Barring Service

	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☐
	☐
	☒





SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	
If participants would like feedback following the study, the principal researcher will create a summary/overview of the research made available by email to all participants if they wish. As well as this, all participants will be fully debriefed following the completion of the questionnaire. There will be a debrief page at the end of the survey which will inform participants of the purpose and aims of the research and offer them the chance to withdraw and also offers a number of websites for guidance and further information (see the websites above).




(this box should expand as you type)

	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	
Prior to completing the survey, participants will be informed about the purpose of the research. If they wish to continue they will be presented with a check box that they must tick before completing any questions. Additionally, participants will be reminded that they can end the questionnaire at any time to withdraw from the study. If participants become uncomfortable with the questions, then they are not under any obligation to complete the questionnaire, they can simply close the browser. 


(this box should expand as you type)

	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	
As the researcher will be strictly following BPS guidelines, ensuring confidentiality and anonymity is essential. The researcher will not take any personal information, such as names and addresses, from any participants and participants will be reminded that the information cannot and will not be traced back to them. Taking these steps will ensure that the researcher will avoid any inadvertent disclosure. Additionally, only the primary research and research supervisor will have access the collected data.  


(this box should expand as you type)





SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage
In completing this section refer to the University’s Research Data Management Policy and the extensive resources on the University’s Research Data Management web pages (http://uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/).
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person.
	☒
 
	☐


	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	Personal data will include their age, gender, SES and whether they are teachers or parents. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	
☐
	
☒


	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	
Will the research activity involve storing personal data and/or special category data on one of the following:
	YES
	NO

	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☐
	☒

	University computers?
	☒
	☐

	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	Home or other personal computers?
	☒
	☐

	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☒
	☐

	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☐
	☒

	Other – specify:

	☐
	☒

	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:

	
Data will be stored on the principal researchers’ computer and their university account, both of which are password protected. Only the principal researcher will have access to these accounts. Data will be stored on the researchers University account and memory stick for twelve months prior to the completion of the researcher, for the need of external markers only. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	All Data Storage

	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☒
	☐

	Sharing of data with others at the University?
	☐
	☒

	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	Export of data outside the European Union or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	Use of data management system?
	☐
	☒

	Data archiving?
	☐
	☒

	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and DPA (and/or any international equivalent):

	
Data will be transferred electronically using Qualtrics (to SPSS). 

(this box should expand as you type)

	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
The principal researcher and research supervisor 

(this box should expand as you type)

	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	
The principal researcher and research supervisor 


(this box should expand as you type)

	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	
All questionnaires will be kept for a minimum of 12 months, in order for marker and the external board examiner to look at. All data will be run using SPSS software. The data will be kept on the principal researchers password protected University account and on a memory stick that only the researcher will have access to, for twelve months, in the form of a word document. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)

	YES
	☒

	
	NO
	☐

	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding
	YES
	☒

	
	NO
	☐





SECTION K: Declaration
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice

	Signature of applicant:
	a.lewis 
	Date:
22/10/2019




For STUDENT Submissions:
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	[image: ]
	Date: 20.11.19

	Signature:
	

	



For STAFF Submissions:
	Head of School/Assistant Dean:
	
	Date:

	Signature:
	

	



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☒
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☒
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☐
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (and have NOT completed Section H of this form) (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT

	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☒
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Head of School.

	☒

	I have deleted the guidance notes before submitting the PG2 for consideration




	RESEARCH STUDENTS AND STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.
You will be informed of the outcome of your claim by email; therefore it is important that you check your University and personal email accounts regularly.



STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit  this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.

This form is available electronically from the Academic Office web pages: http://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/academic-office/



Application Process

All staff research projects and all research students must submit the Ethical Approval Form to the University Ethics Committee via the Academic Office (pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk).   Staff research directly in relation to personal study for taught undergraduate or Masters programmes should be submitted via the Faculty procedures explained below.

Taught masters and taught undergraduate research Ethical Approval Forms are considered within Faculties.  Faculties will provide details of the specific processes for this.  Where the Ethical issues within any single ethical application are of particular concern the Faculty will refer these to the University Ethics Committee.   Any student activity that involves the collection of primary data needs to undergo Ethical approval, this includes assignment work as well as dissertations.   
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