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At the present time, Hong Kong schools are moving gradually toward integration and inclusive education. Previous studies suggest that when students with special needs are integrated successfully in regular classrooms the success is largely dependent upon positive attitudes of the teachers. This study assessed the attitudes towards integration exhibited by teachers in a sample of typical Hong Kong secondary schools. The participants comprised of 345 teachers from 39 secondary schools. Results suggested that the teachers did not hold particularly favourable or supportive attitudes towards the policy of integration.   While the majority supported the underlying principle that it is every child’s right to learn in a regular classroom, most were uncertain about the actual practicalities of such placement.  In particular, negative attitudes were expressed concerning the feasibility of integrating students with behavioural problems, and those with severe visual or hearing difficulties or with mental handicaps. More positive attitudes were expressed towards integrating students with physical disabilities and those with mild health or speech problems. When teachers with guidance training were compared with those without it, the results showed that teachers with guidance training generally held more positive attitudes towards integration.

In most developed countries over the past two to three decades there has been a significant trend towards placement of students with special educational needs in mainstream schools 
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rather than in segregated special schools and special classes. This move has been referred to variously as integration, mainstreaming, and more recently, inclusion. The terms integration and mainstreaming are virtually synonymous, referring to the placement of a student with a disability or difficulty into ordinary school environment and regular curriculum, but usually without that curriculum being modified to any great extent. The student usually receives some additional support to help him or her do the required work in the classroom, but the intention is very much to make the student fit the programme rather than adapting the programme to suit the student. The term inclusion, on the other hand, refers to a much more radical model. It implies that the regular school curriculum, teaching methods, organisation, and resources need to be adapted quite significantly to ensure that all students, regardless of ability or disability, can participate successfully in the mainstream of education (Mittler, 1995).

Integration and inclusion: the rationale

The basic premise of the integration/inclusion movement is that principles of anti-discrimination, equity, social justice, and basic human rights make it imperative that students with disabilities and special needs should enjoy the same access as all other students to a regular school environment and to a broad, balanced and relevant curriculum (Knight, 1999; OECD, 1999; UNESCO, 1994). It is believed that integration in the mainstream enables students with disabilities to benefit from the stimulation of mixing with relatively more able students and having the opportunity to observe higher models of social and academic behaviour (Elkins, 1998). Earlier research also suggested that there was no clear advantage in segregated special education for students with milder forms of disability, and that they progressed as well (and sometimes better) socially and academically as in regular classrooms (e.g. Dunn, 1968; Wang & Baker, 1986). 

This move towards integration began tentatively in a few countries as long ago as the late 1960s and early 1970s, but the trend became much more vigorous on an international scale in the 1980s and throughout the 1990s. A major factor influencing the rapid worldwide movement towards inclusion was the promulgation of the Salamanca Statement and Framework for Action on Special Needs Education (UNESCO, 1994). This Statement recommends, inter alia, that all students with special needs should have full access to regular schools and be taught in classrooms using predominantly adaptable and child-centred pedagogy.

The situation in Hong Kong 

The Education Department in Hong Kong had subscribed to the principle of integration since the 1970s (Hong Kong Government, 1995; Lo, 1998), but for many years the progress in this direction was fairly slow. Any integration of students with disabilities that occurred was very much on an ad hoc and informal basis (Salili, 1999).  Wong, Pearson, Ip, and Lo (1999) have pointed out that the integration occurring at that time was often due mainly to the personal initiative and persistence of individual parents who insisted that their child with 
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a disability attended the local school, rather than as the result of any systematic implementation of an existing policy. Since 1997, however, the Education Department has been much more active in supporting a growing number of schools willing to integrate students with mild disabilities (Hong Kong Education Department, 1997). These students included some with mild intellectual disability, some with impaired hearing or sight, and others with mild autism. At the time of writing, this Pilot Project in Integration is entering its fourth year. 

A recent official document on proposed wide-ranging educational reforms in Hong Kong (Education Commission, 2000) includes a much stronger commitment in the coming years to the implementation of a policy of integration and inclusion. Some reference is made therein to what appear to be fairly promising outcomes from the Integration Pilot Project, and the intention to expand the programme to include 40 schools by the year 2001. Attention is also drawn, however, to the clear evidence that … many teachers still lack confidence in mastering the skills in caring and catering for students’ diverse learning needs (Education Commission, 2000, p. V-3). Much comment is made in the document on the need for all teachers to recognize and accommodate students’ individual abilities and differences through the use of more adaptive and inclusive teaching practices. The fact that teachers do not find this type of adaptive teaching style easy to implement is not unique to Hong Kong, and has been reported widely in the international literature (e.g. Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998; Hart, 1996; Schumm & Vaughn, 1995). 

If the proposed educational reforms are enacted, teachers in Hong Kong’s mainstream schools must expect not only to have to alter their teaching approaches to become more student-centred, but also to encounter more students with disabilities and difficulties in their classes over the next few years. It must be noted, however, that the Hong Kong Education Department, while encouraging and supporting the placement of students with mild to moderate disabilities in regular schools, still intends to retain a range of special schools to meet the needs of those students with severe and complex disabilities who simply cannot cope with the environment or curriculum of the ordinary school. In other words, Hong Kong is not intending, at this stage, to implement a policy of full inclusion and is not suggesting that all students, regardless of ability or disability, should attend their local school. 

Integration and inclusive practice: Demands on teachers

If integration and inclusion are to be successful, one clear condition is that teaching methods and curricula will need to change in order to accommodate the diversity of students to be included in the average classroom (Wong et al., 1999). The reforms proposed by the Education Commission certainly suggest that all students would benefit from a move toward more student-centred approaches in teaching and much greater flexibility in curriculum planning. Such a change, if it occurs, will certainly make it more feasible for students with special needs to receive an education geared to their abilities. A prerequisite for any such change will be a willingness on the part of teachers to expend the necessary 
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time and effort to plan, teach and organize in different ways to accommodate students’ differences and unique needs (Blamires, 1999). Forlin (1998, p.96) has observed  that … policies of inclusion rely on teachers’ acceptance of them, belief in their worth, and an ability to cope. In other words, the feasibility and efficacy of integration and inclusion in Hong Kong will be influenced very significantly by teachers’ own beliefs and attitudes.

The importance of teachers’ beliefs and attitudes

It is now well established that teachers’ beliefs and attitudes concerning students with special needs have a very powerful influence on their expectations for the progress of such children in mainstream schools (Deisinger, 2000; Minke, Bear, Deemer & Griffin, 1996; Odom, 2000; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996). It is even argued that successful integration is only possible where teachers display reasonably positive and accepting attitudes towards students with special needs and to the basic principles of inclusion (Beattie, Anderson & Antonak, 1997; Freagon & Kachur, 1993; Giangreco, 1996).  
Teachers’ attitudes and beliefs are known to influence their teaching practices and management strategies in the classroom, and therefore to directly influence students’ learning (Garvar-Pinhas & Schmelkin, 1989; Nader, 1984; Smith, 2000; Winter, 1995). In particular, a teacher’s beliefs about the learning capacity of a student with disability may determine the extent to which the teacher is willing to make adjustments to teaching method, curriculum, or classroom organization, or indeed whether he or she even recognizes that some students in the class do have special needs (Fields, 1995; Salili, 1999; Westwood, 1995). It is now generally accepted that teachers who are required to integrate students with disabilities into their classes must feel confident in their own ability to cope with the situation, and must have some positive expectations about the students’ learning potential (Forlin, 1998; Webster, 1999). Teachers should also have some degree of empathy with students who have special needs. Ideally, teachers need to be in possession of relevant interpersonal skills for relating to students with learning or behavioural problems, and for providing some elements of guidance and counselling when necessary, -the caring aspect of the teaching role referred to by the Education Commission (2000, p. V-3). 

Teachers’ attitudes towards integration and inclusive practices have been studied in many parts of the world, commencing as early as the 1950s (see Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 for a detailed review). Recent studies include those of Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden (2000), Beattie et al. (1997), Forlin (1995), Forlin, Douglas, & Hattie (1996), Reiter, Schanin, & Tirosh (1998), Smith (2000), Soodak, Podell, & Lehman (1998), Ward, Centre & Bochner (1994), and Wei & Yuen (2000). Among the findings from such studies has been evidence that, when first confronted with the prospect of integrating students with disabilities in their own classes, teachers tend to be somewhat negative and uncertain about their own ability to cope, and they often point to lack of personal experience and relevant training (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996; Smith, 2000; Vaughn, Schumm, Jallard, Slusher, & Saumell, 1996). Deisinger (2000) points out that many teachers would not have had direct personal contact 
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with students who have disabilities, and therefore their own beliefs and attitudes tend to be based entirely on common myths prevalent in the community and on stereotypes presented in the media. Deisinger (2000, p.307) observes, If a non-disabled person has only minimal knowledge about disability, he or she is likely to formulate opinions of individuals with disabilities on the basis of previously held beliefs. Such beliefs may be either unreasonably negative or unrealistically positive. For example, inexperienced teachers with minimal contact with students with disabilities are often more positive and optimistic about the prospects of integration than are the more experienced teachers (Forlin, 1998). Although one of the strategies most frequently recommended for improving teachers’ attitudes is to have them gain more firsthand experience in working with students with special needs, increased contact in integrated settings does not always result in improved attitudes or confidence in regular school teachers (Crawford, Heung, Yip, & Yuen, 1999). 

Studies have also shown that attitudes and confidence of teachers vary significantly according to the type and severity of a student’s disability (Avramidis et al., 2000; Ward et al., 1994; Westwood & Graham, 2000), with emotionally and behaviourally disordered students commonly regarded as the most problematic and a potential source of teacher stress (Forlin, 1995). Teachers appear to be more willing to integrate students with mild disabilities, rather than those with more severe disabilities and with challenging behavioural problems. 

Naturally, there are great variations and individual differences in teachers’ beliefs, attitudes and confidence in moving toward inclusion (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996). It may be that the nature of their work in particular schools better equips some teachers than others to deal with students’ individual differences and special needs. For example, teachers already involved in school guidance and counselling may have developed greater understanding of individual needs and how best to deal with them. They may have acquired expertise to enable them to establish helping relationships with students, and may already appreciate the importance of supportive school environments.

Teachers’ role in guidance in Hong Kong schools
Teachers who are involved in guidance and counselling work in schools may already possess some of the interpersonal helping skills and positive attitudes towards students with special needs regarded as essential to facilitate integration and inclusion. In Hong Kong schools, guidance personnel, such as school social workers and school psychologists, provide specific support services to students with learning, emotional and behavioural difficulties. In addition, most secondary schools have specifically identified guidance teachers, who are full-time teachers given the duties of managing and developing the general guidance programme and providing guidance and counselling to students in school (Hong Kong Education Department, 1986; Hui, 2000; Hui & Chan, 1996). Apart from this, all teachers are expected to be involved to some extent in guidance work. This  whole school approach and shared responsibility for guidance aim to create a nurturing and supportive environment for all students (Hong Kong Education Department, 1990; Hui, 1994). 
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Although guidance is regarded as an essential part of a teacher’s role, many teachers do not appear to have had any training in guidance during their teacher-education programmes. To compensate for this, short courses and seminars are run for guidance teachers by the Education Department of Hong Kong (Hong Kong Education Department, 1999). The tertiary institutes also run four one-year part-time certificate programmes for secondary school guidance teachers. About 58% of the guidance team leaders and 20% of the guidance team members have been trained at the certificate level (Luk Fong & Lung, 1999).

If there is indeed any relationship between attitude towards integration and a teacher’s skills or lack of skills in the guidance area, it should be possible to explore this relationship in the Hong Kong school environment. Given that some teachers have received training in guidance principles and strategies and others have not, it should be possible to assess the effect that such training has on teachers’ willingness to accept integration and to feel positive about its potential benefits.

A thorough review of the extant research literature on inclusion and school guidance failed to reveal any empirical data comparing the attitudes of guidance personnel with those of other teachers towards integration policies and practices in secondary school settings. This study aimed to fill this gap by assessing and comparing the attitudes of teachers with guidance training and those without guidance training in Hong Kong through a survey of secondary schools. 

The research questions
This study attempted to obtain data to answer the following questions: 

1. To what extent do Hong Kong secondary school teachers believe in and support the general principle of integration of students with special needs in regular classrooms?  

2. Do secondary school teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about integration vary according to the type and severity of a student’s disability or difficulty? 

3. Is there a difference in attitude towards integration between teachers with guidance training and teachers without such training? (Guidance training refers to whether the teacher has completed at least a one-year part-time training course in guidance and counselling.) 

Method

Participants 

The sample was drawn from 50 typical secondary schools located in various parts of the territory. The participants comprised of 345 teachers (131 males; 203 females; no data on gender for 11 subjects). Table 1 shows the frequency distribution of the main demographics, relative to the teachers’ guidance status and training, and special education training. Data indicated that 36.2 % of the sample were guidance teachers. The main subjects taught by the teachers in the sample were: English Language, 18.7%; Chinese Language, 22.0%; Mathematics, 14.0%; Humanities and Social Studies, 22.3%; and Science subjects, 10.3%. 
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Within the sample, 79 teachers had between 1 year to 5 years of teaching experience, and 263 teachers had 6 or more years (Mean teaching experience: 11.34 years, SD = 6.92). Only 19.1% of the teachers had received guidance training of a year or more,  and only 2.7% of teachers had received any special education training. Table 1 shows this information and also indicates the qualifications held by teachers in the sample.

Table 1

Demographics, Guidance Training, Special Education Training, and Guidance Status

	
	 Teachers

	
	(n=345)

	Demographic
	n
	%

	Gender
	
	

	Male
	131
	38.0

	Female
	203
	58.8

	    No Response 
	11
	3.2

	Guidance Training
	
	

	Yes
	66
	19.1

	No
	279
	80.9

	Special Education Training
	
	

	Yes
	6
	1.7

	No
	339
	98.3

	Degree@
	
	

	BS/BA + PCEd/Bed
	229
	66.4

	BS/BA
	47
	13.6

	Teacher Cert
	54
	15.7

	Guidance Status
	
	

	Guidance teachers
	125
	36.2

	Non-guidance teachers
	220
	63.8


@Note. Some respondents have other qualifications such as Diploma from tertiary institutes, so the total number of respondents under Degree is less than 345. 

Procedures                         

Questionnaires and letters were sent to each school inviting 10 teachers (3 guidance teachers and 7 non-guidance teachers) to participate. A total of 39 schools responded positively and returned the completed questionnaires. The overall response rate was 69.6%. The questionnaire contained specific items to assess teachers’ attitude towards the basic principles of integrated education, components to assess their attitude towards the feasibility of integrating different types of disability or difficulty, and a section for respondents to provide relevant personal details. 
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The instrument: Chinese Attitudes Towards Mainstreaming Scale (C-ATMS)

The 19-item scale used in this study was adapted from the Attitudes Towards Mainstreaming Scale (ATMS) (Berryman & Neal, 1980; Berryman, 1989) and translated into Chinese. The items were translated by the principal researcher and checked by an independent translator to confirm accuracy of meaning. Any doubtful items were further modified until clarity was achieved. One new item, relating to integration of children with autistic features, was specifically added due to the fact that such students are sometimes integrated in mainstream schools in Hong Kong. The draft questionnaire was piloted with a group of in-service teachers taking a postgraduate course in Education in a university. Based on their feedback, the wording in some items was further refined for clarity. 

Of the 19 items in C-ATMS, 15 required the teachers to read a statement concerning integration of students with different types of disability or difficulty (from mild to severe) in regular mainstream classrooms.  For example, the statement might be Visually handicapped students who can read regular standard printed material should be in regular classrooms. Or, Students with behaviour disorders who cannot readily control their own behaviour should be in regular classrooms. Another four items focus on basic principles underpinning the inclusive education philosophy (e.g. the belief that all students have equal rights to access mainstream education; the desirability versus the feasibility of teaching students with diverse abilities in the same classroom, the proven success of integration, etc). Each respondent was asked to register his or her level of agreement with each statement using a 6-point Likert-type scale for each item, with 1 representing strongly disagree, 2 representing disagree, 3 representing mildly disagree, 4 representing mildly agree, 5 representing agree, and 6 representing strongly agree.

In order to classify the teachers’ attitudes as revealed in the C-ATMS responses the following cut-off ranges were established: 

Positive Attitude = Mean Score between 3.76 to 6.00 on the questionnaire. 

Uncertain or neutral attitude = Mean Score between 3.25 and 3.75. 

Negative Attitude = Mean Score between 1.00 and 3.24.

For the original version of ATMS, Berryman and Neal (1980) report internal consistency coefficients of .89 and .88 for two samples, which can be taken as indicating adequate reliability for the whole scale. The factor-structure and reliability of the modified scale is reported elsewhere (Yuen & Westwood, 2000).
Results

Table 2 was constructed using the cut-off points described above for categorizing positive, negative, and uncertain beliefs and attitudes. The mean responses from the questionnaire are presented in rank order, from the most positive to the most negative. The teachers had been asked to record the extent of their agreement or disagreement with statements concerning students with varying degrees of disability or special need, and with four basic principles of integration philosophy.
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Table 2

Teachers’ Attitudes towards Integration

___________________________________________________________________________
	Rank 
	Item nos. & topics    

   Attitudes
	Mean
N=309
	SD

	Top       Positive                                                                                       
	(3.76-
	6.00)

	1
	15. Integrate students with diabetes
	4.83
	0.83

	2
	10. Integrate physically handicapped (not confined to wheelchairs)
	4.71
	0.97

	3
	12. Integrate students who stutter
	4.70
	0.95

	4
	2. Every student’s right in regular classroom
	4.43
	1.12

	5
	14. Integrate students with epilepsy
	4.32
	1.11

	6
	9. Integrate physically handicapped students (confined to wheelchair)
	4.31
	1.18

	7        
	5. Integrate students with visual impairment (can read standard printed materials)
	4.09
	1.02

	       
	     Uncertain 
	(3.25-
	3.75)

	8
	13. Integrate students with speech difficulties

	3.60
	1.28

	9
	7. Integrate students with hearing problems (not deaf)
    

	3.53
	1.25

	10
	11. Integrate students with cerebral palsy (can control limbs)
	3.39
	1.18

	11
	19. Integrate students with autistic features
	3.38
	1.34

	12
	1. Integrated education is a desirable education practice
	3.28
	1.08

	
	     Negative 
	(1.00-
	3.24)

	13
	18. Integrated education will prove to be successful in practice

	3.14
	1.11

	14
	17. Integrate students with persistent discipline problems
	3.08
	1.22

	15
	4. Integrate students with mild mental handicap
	3.06
	1.09

	16
	16. Integrate students with significant behaviour problems
	2.79
	1.18

	17
	6. Integrate students with visual impairment(can’t read regular standard printed materials)
	2.51
	1.00

	18
	8. Integrate students with deafness
	2.50
	1.13

	19
	3. It is feasible to teach the gifted, normal,and mentally retarded in the same classroom
	2.41
	1.12

	Bottom
	
	


Note. Rating on 6- point Likert scale, 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagee, 3=Slightly Disagree, 4=Slightly Agree, 5=Agree, 6=Strongly Agree; 

Items arranged in descending  order of their mean scores.

Items, except 19, were adapted and translated from the Attitude Towards Mainstreaming Scale(ATMS) devised by Berryman & Neal (1980).
Research Question 1: To what extent do Hong Kong secondary school teachers believe in and support the general principles of integration of students with special needs in regular classrooms?

The specific questions dealing with the general principles of integration were: 1, 2, 17, and 
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23. The results summarised in Table 2 indicate that the only principle about which the teachers felt very positive was the basic premise that all students have the right to be educated in regular classrooms (Mean: 4.43, SD 1.12). The teachers were, however, uncertain about integrated education being a desirable practice (Mean: 3.28, SD 1.08). They were somewhat negative about the suggestion that integrated education will prove to be successful in practice; and they were very negative about the feasibility of teaching the full range of ability and disability in the same classroom (Mean: 2.41 SD 1.12). It may be concluded that these secondary teachers, as a group, were more negative than positive about the general principles of integration. While they believed it was every child’s right to be educated in a regular classroom, they seemed to doubt that such a system was actually feasible in practice. Differences between teachers with guidance training and those without guidance training are discussed later in answer to Question 3. 
Research Question 2: Do secondary school teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about integration vary according to the type and severity of disability or difficulty the student has? 

The results summarised in Table 2 show that teachers had the most positive attitudes towards the integration of students with diabetes, mild speech disorders (e.g. stuttering), epilepsy, physical disabilities, and those with minor impairment of vision. The teachers were less certain about the integration of students with more severe speech problems, hearing impairment, cerebral palsy, or autistic features. Teachers exhibited definitely negative attitudes towards integrating students with behavioural problems, those with mild mental handicap, or students with severe vision or hearing problems. In addition, the teachers held a very negative attitude towards the notion of teaching mentally handicapped, gifted and normal children in the same classroom. 

 Research Question 3: Is there a difference in attitude towards integration between teachers with guidance training and teachers without such training?

To examine effects of guidance training on teachers’ attitudes towards integration, a series of t-tests were performed. The level of significance was set at p<.01.  As shown in Table 3, the results indicated there was a significant difference in the total C-ATMS scores between teachers with guidance training and those without guidance training (t = 3.32, p<.001). Those with guidance training displayed somewhat more positive attitudes. There were also small but significant differences between teachers with guidance training and those without guidance training in the responses to two individual items, namely integrating students with hearing problems (t = 2.70, p<.01), and integrated education as a desirable practice (t = 3.19, p<.01). Again teachers with guidance training displayed more positive attitudes. The results from this study suggest that the absence or presence of guidance training may make a difference in attitude formation towards the practices of integration.
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Table 3

Attitudes towards Integration: Comparing Teachers with Guidance Training and Teachers without 

	
	
	Teachers with Guidance Training
	Teachers without

Guidance Training
	

	
	
	(n=66 , 19.13 %)
	(n=279, 80.87%)
	

	
	Item nos. & topics
	Mean 
	SD
	Mean
	SD
	t-value

	15.
	Integrate students with diabetes 
	4.95
	.67
	4.80
	.86
	1.62

	10.
	Integrate physically handicapped (not confined to wheelchairs) 
	4.85


	.85
	4.70
	.98
	1.12

	12.
	Integrate students who stutter 
	4.70
	.99
	4.69
	.92
	.06

	2.
	Every student’s right in regular classroom 
	4.64
	.95
	4.39
	1.18
	1.78

	14.
	Integrate students with epilepsy 
	4.50
	1.08
	4.31
	1.12
	1.26

	9.
	Integrate physically handicapped students (confined to wheelchair) 
	4.51
	1.15
	4.29
	1.18
	1.37

	5.
	Integrate students with visual impairment (can read standard printed materials) 
	4.31
	.98
	4.06
	1.02
	1.79

	13.
	Integrate students with speech difficulties 
	3.46
	1.25
	3.61
	1.29
	-.84

	7.
	Integrate students with hearing problems(not deaf)     
	3.91
	1.30
	3.45
	1.23
	2.70*

	11


	Integrate students with cerebral 

Palsy (can control limbs)
	3.62
	1.25
	3.35
	1.18
	1.67

	19.
	Integrate students  with autistic features
	3.55
	1.11
	3.32
	1.37
	1.39

	1.
	Integrated education is a desirable education practice 
	3.70
	1.13
	3.22
	1.07
	3.19*

	18.
	Integrated education will prove to be successful in practice 

	3.43
	1.19
	3.05
	1.11
	2.38

	17.
	Integrate students with persistent discipline problems 
	3.38
	1.21
	3.03
	1.21

	2.15

	4.
	Integrate students with mild mental handicap 
	3.39
	1.20
	3.01
	1.07
	2.36

	16.
	Integrate students with significant behaviour problems 
	3.09
	1.13


	2.72


	1.16
	2.36



	6.
	Integrate students with visual impairment(can’t read regular standard printed materials) 
	2.76
	1.16
	2.45
	.94
	2.27

	8.
	Integrate students with deafness 
	2.74
	1.24
	2.44
	1.09
	1.96

	3.
	It is feasible to teach the gifted, normal,and mentally retarded in the same classroom 
	2.68


	1.05
	2.36
	1.13
	2.04

	
	Total score of  C-ATMS
	53.08
	8.53
	49.24
	8.01
	3.32**


*p<0.01, **p<0.001Note. Rating on 6- point Likert scale, 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagee, 3=Slightly Disagree, 4=Slightly Agree, 5=Agree, 6=Strongly Agree; Items, except 19, were adapted and translated from the Attitude Towards Mainstreaming Scale(ATMS) devised by Berryman & Neal (1980). Alpha value of the total scale of C-ATMS=.82.
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Discussion

The results of this study suggest that teachers in Hong Kong’s secondary schools do not hold particularly favourable or supportive attitudes towards the practicability of integration. While the majority of these teachers (79.3%) supported the underlying basic principle of integrated education--that it is every child’s right to learn in a regular classroom--only 42.4% of the teachers in the present sample considered integration desirable, and even fewer (37.9%) considered that integration would prove to be successful. In the US, Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) reviewed the literature on teachers’ perceptions of integration and inclusion over the period 1958 to 1995. They reported that about 66% of regular classroom teachers expressed favourable attitudes towards the general concept of inclusion, but less than one third of them believed they had sufficient skills, training, resources or time to implement inclusion effectively. 

Not unexpectedly, teachers’ attitudes varied with the type and severity of the student’s disability. This is consistent with findings in other  studies in many parts of the world (e.g. Forlin et al., 1996; Horne, 1983; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996; Stewart, 1983). If teachers are to become more welcoming to students with moderate disabilities or with emotional and behavioural problems, staff development strategies will need to focus on existing examples of good practice in other countries. The recommendation of the Education Commission (2000) that special schools and their staff should become resources for mainstream schools may also help in this matter. Observation visits, teaching exchanges and workshops shared by mainstream and special school teachers may provide opportunities for mainstream teachers to discover more about the learning potential of students with low incidence handicaps, and to increase their awareness of what may be possible in the regular classroom. In the continuing Pilot Study on Integration, researchers could explore the levels and types of support teachers need for integrating students with more significant disabilities in regular classroom, as has been attempted in other countries (e.g. McKinnon & Gordon, 2000). 

The results showed a small, but statistically significant difference in the attitudes of teachers with and without guidance training. It may be, of course, that guidance training itself has not been the primary influence on the attitudes of these teachers. They may, for example, already be more sensitive to and interested in students’ special needs, which is the reason they were interested in taking guidance courses in the first place. However, elements of guidance training could indeed contribute to the teachers’ professional development. The knowledge of student development, the attitudes of understanding and respecting students as unique individuals, and skills in relationship building and group work are usually cultivated among teachers in guidance training (e.g. Hall, Hall, & Sirin, 1996; Hall et al., 1999; See, Hall, & Hall, 1998). These might make a difference in teachers’ attitudes towards integrating students with special needs.

The possible effect of guidance training on attitudes suggests that guidance training might be a beneficial preparation for all teachers, and in particular resource teachers and guidance 
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teachers. The more favourable attitudes of teachers with guidance training also suggest that school based training workshops in guidance could be organized as part of the staff development programme for all teachers of the schools involved in integration of students with special needs (Berry, 1987; Garvar-Pinhas & Schmelkin, 1989).

The present investigation was limited to the assessment of teachers’ attitudes towards placement of students with special needs in regular classrooms. Teachers’ concerns, teaching strategies, and needs for support are also important variables that deserve further research. In relation to teachers’ needs and practices in integrating students with different special needs, in-depth case studies would provide valuable understanding in the classroom, school and cultural contexts.   With regard to the possible guidance training effects on teachers’ attitudes towards integration, an interesting direction for further  research would be to follow up on the long term effects of a guidance training programme.   
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