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ABSTRACT 
Teacher quality is one of the most important indicators of students’ academic achievement. Lack of preparation is cited as 
one of the reasons why teachers leave their teaching profession.According to literature, teachers believe that students with 
disabilities in inclusive settings may detract from the instructional time as such students might be slow learners and have 
behavior problems and will require educators with specialized teaching skills. The participants of the study included students 
from an education faculty during their final semesters.Quantitative research methods were employed to examine interns’ 
readiness and knowledge of evidence-based practices to manage classroom behaviors for students with disabilities in 
inclusive classrooms. The findings suggested that there was evidence that some teaching interns felt uncertain of their ability 
to manage classroom behaviors.Many participants expressed that they were uncertain about how they may cope with the 
pressures of classroom behavior management. 
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Introduction 
Several laws about students in special education have been mandated to provide effective and 
appropriate education. The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EHA) was enacted in 1975 
to stress the importance of mainstreamed educational settings. One of the important purposes of the act 
was to provide least restrictive environment for students in special education programs. Such laws has 
dramatically increased the demands that all teachers encounter in the educational settings. According 
to EHA, schools needed to establish a continuum of placement options (Kavale and Forness, 2000). In 
2001, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) was enacted as it required classroom teachers to teach 
more complex curriculum to the growing number of public school students who are economically 
disadvantaged and have difficulty in reaching educational resources at home (Darling-Hammond, 
2010). 
 
Inclusive education is a philosophy and educational approach, which provides learning opportunities 
for both students with disabilities and those without disabilities (Idol, 2006). Inclusive environments 
allows educators to incorporate students with disabilities into the regular learning settings rather than 
exclude them from these environments (Norwich, 1999). According to research, the centerpiece of 
inclusive education is the academic success of all students (Dukes and Lamar-Dukes, 2006). Teacher 
interns have developed an opinion that having students with special needs in the classrooms will be 
very challenging for new teachers (Polloway, Patton, and Dowdy, 2001). They believe that students 
with special needs would detract from the instructional time as theymight be slow learners and have 
behavior problems and will need educators with specialized teaching skills. However, research 
suggests that students in inclusive classrooms would consistently benefit from such settings compared 
to those receiving special education services in segregated settings (Booth, Ainscow, Black-Hawkins, 
Vaughan, andShaw, 2000; Kalambouka, Farrell, Dyson, andKaplan, 2005). Studies have indicated that 
teachers teaching in inclusive settings should not be concerned about having students with special 
needs as students with disabilities in such settings perform closer to students without disabilities on 
classroom tasks and achievement tests (Wagner, Newman, Cameto, andLevine, 2003). 
 
Some of current research shows that teacher interns have the feelings of incapability about adequacy 
and preparedness in the classrooms (Katz, 1972). In addition, they have established substantial 
concerns about their inadequacy in classroom management (Burden, 1979; Fuller, 1969; Fuller and 
Brown, 1975; Katz, 1972). These concerns have been the focus of some of the educational institutions 
to not only examine the outcomes of their teacher programs, but assess the strategies that lead to such 
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outcomes (Slavin, 2007). These measures are crucial with respect to teachers’ teaching and classroom 
management readiness (Cooper, Kurtts, Baber, and Vallecorsa, 2008).According Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), teacher education programs have focused on improving teacher 
effectiveness, providing information to educators and families to improve students’ learning, 
implementing college standards for better educational practices, and providing support for student 
achievement in the nation (ESEA, 1965). Along with EHA and NCLB acts, the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) of 2004 also stress the importance of developing 
content knowledge that helps regular education teachers and special education teachers improve their 
teaching strategies for diverse learners such as students receiving special education services (Boe, 
Shin, and Cook, 2007). 
 
Having negative feelings towards teaching profession may affect teacher retention. Teachers leave 
their professions due to having difficulty in managing student behaviors and increasing students’ 
academic achievement (Darling-Hammond, 2010).They also indicate that inadequate preparation for 
their classes may be a strong indicator for their leave as well (McKinney, Haberman, Stafford 
Johnson, and Robinson, 2008). Research suggests that teachers, who are successful in behavior and 
classroom management may establish an effective learning environment and remain in teaching 
profession for many years (Reschly and Holdheide, 2008).    
 
Some research put emphasis on importance of evidence-based practices such as strategies to respond 
to discipline problems, reward appropriate student behaviors, observe students’ academic success, 
maximize teaching content, and monitor expectations (Simonsen, Fairbank, Briesch, Myers, and 
Sugai, 2008). School districts in the US have been implementing evidence-based practices to support 
teachers in their classroom management strategies (Sugai and Horner, 2006). Although teachers in the 
field somewhat feel that they are ready to successfully address inappropriate student behaviors, it is 
difficult to indicate the same for teacher interns (Cooper et al.,2008). Teacher interns especially feel 
inadequate about students with disabilities in inclusive settings (Billingsley, Israel, and Smith, 2011; 
Regan and Michaud, 2011). They believe that having students with special needs in inclusive settings 
would require extra effort, time, and specialized teaching skills in various learning tasks. Therefore, 
some teacher preparation programs in the colleges create very dynamic curriculum for teacher interns 
so that they would not feel inadequate once they are in the field.  
 
Purpose of the study 
It is evident that teacher preparation programs focus on providing foundational strategies, which will 
serve as a capstone experience for teacher interns (Backhus and Thompson, 2006; Fernandez and 
Erbilgin, 2009; Kenny, 1998). Teacher interns obtain a teacher experience in the form of a semester-
long internship. The internship usually take place in the final semester of teacher interns’ 
baccalaureate study. By having the internship, teacher interns obtain an opportunity to refine their 
knowledge and successfully implement it in real-world situations. The aim of this study was to 
examine undergraduate teacher interns’ preparedness when implementing classroom management 
strategies in inclusive classrooms. The study includes the following research questions: 
 
1. What are the perceptions of readiness among teacher interns for managing the behaviors of students 
in inclusive classrooms?  
 
2. How does the readiness of teacherinterns from different majors for managing the behaviors of 
students in inclusive classrooms differ from one another? 
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Table 1: Percentages of teacher interns participating in the study 

 

Group N Percent Cumulative Percent 

Early Childhood Education 32 14.9 14.9 

Elementary Education 42 19.5 34.4 

English L.A. Education 44 20.5 54.9 

Mathematics Education 34 15.8 70.7 

Science Education 30 14.0 84.7 

Social Sciences Education 33 15.3 100.0 

Total 215 100.0   

 

Methodology 

 

Setting 
The survey was conducted at a large research university in the Midwestern United States, having an 
enrollment of 30,786 students. When the study took place, the college of education had an enrollment 
of 790 students. The number of faculty members were about 75. The college had the degree programs 
of Early Childhood Education, Elementary Education, Language Arts/English Education, Mathematics 
Education, Science Education, Social Sciences Education, Special Education, and World Language 
Education. Students from most of those programs participated in the study (Table 1).  

 

Table 2: Percentages of genders participating in the study 

 

Group N Percent Cumulative Percent 

Female 116 54.0 54.0 

Male 99 46.0 100.0 

Total 215 100.0   

 

Sample 
A non-random sample was obtained in collaboration with the head of the Science Education 
Department. All students in the sample enrolled in a teaching internship program (N = 215).The 
sample included 116 female and 99 male participants (Table 2). A survey consisted of 15 questions 
was distributed to the participants. The participant were given enough time to answer all questions on 
the survey.  
 

The Instrument 

The surveyused in the study is calledthePre-Service Teachers’ Perceptions of Readiness for Behavior 

Management(PSTPRBM). The instrument included 15 items and was developed by Garland, Garland, 
and Vazquez (2013). They validated the survey items through factor analysis. Results indicated that 
the instrument had three factors: Factor 1 = Preparedness (items = 5, 6, 9, 1, and 10), Factor 2 = 
Accommodations (items = 8, 4, 2, 7, 13, and 14), and Factor 3 = Communication (items = 11, 3, 12, 
and 15).The rating scale of the instrument had five possible answers (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = 
Disagree, 3 = Neither, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly agree).Before this study was conducted, the 
instrument was pilot tested for its reliability, and coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) was found as .81.   
 

Data Analysis 
The study took place in a research university. The participants answered 15 questions on the survey. 
After the data were collected, they were imported into SPSS 20.0 for further analysis.The data were 
analyzed based on means, standard deviation, and ANOVA tests. The mean scores of each question 
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and subscales were analyzed using descriptive statistics. Perceptions of education interns from 
different majors were analyzed by ANOVA test.  
 

Results 
The findings of the study are presented according to the mean scores of education interns on each item 
of the PSTPRBM survey. In addition, the scores of teacher candidates from each teaching major are 
compared on the basis of preparedness, accommodation, and communication.  
 

Table 3: Summary of ranges, means, and standard deviations on items of PSTPRBM survey 

 

Group N Min-Max Mean Std. Deviation 

Q5 215 1-5 3.13 1.29 

Q6 215 1-5 3.00 1.27 

Q9 215 1-5 3.34 1.13 

Q1 215 4-5 4.72 .44 

Q10 215 3-5 4.26 .77 

Q8 215 1-5 2.73 .89 

Q4 215 2-5 3.39 1.03 

Q2 215 2-5 4.13 .80 

Q7 215 1-5 2.57 .98 

Q13 215 1-5 3.87 .95 

Q14 215 2-5 3.13 .83 

Q11 215 1-5 3.97 .95 

Q3 215 1-5 3.66 1.01 

Q12 215 2-5 4.11 .83 

Q15 215 1-5 3.36 1.11 

Note.PSTPRBM = Pre-Service Teachers’ Perceptions of Readiness for Behavior Management.  
 
The mean values on each items showed that education interns scored the highest on item 1 (M =4.72, 
SD = .44) and lowest on item 6(M = 2.57, SD = .98) of the survey (see Table 3). Education interns had 
high scores on item 10 (M =4.26, SD = .77), item 2 (M =4.13, SD = .80), and item 12 (M =4.11, SD = 
.83), and low scores on item 8 (M =2.73, SD = .89).  
 
Table 4: Summary of ranges, means, and standard deviations on subscales of PSTPRBM survey. 

 

Group N Min-Max Mean Std. Deviation 

Preparedness 215 2.40-5.00 3.69 .49 

Accommodations 215 2.17-4.33 3.30 .38 

Communications 215 2.25-5.00 3.78 .51 

Note.PSTPRBM = Pre-Service Teachers’ Perceptions of Readiness forBehavior Management.  
 
Education interns had different scores on the subscales-preparedness, accommodations, and 
communications- of PSTPRBM (see Table 4).They had highest mean score on communications (M = 
3.78, SD = .51) and lowest mean score on accommodations (M = 3.30, SD = .38). Education interns 
also scored considerably high on preparedness (M = 3.69, SD = .49).  

 

 

 

 

 



 

IOJPE 
 

ISSN: 1300 – 915X 

www.iojpe.org   

International Online Journal of Primary Education 2015, volume 4, issue 2 
 

Copyright © International Online Journal of Primary Education                                               50 

 

Table 5: One Way Anova test results between groups 

 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Preparedness 10.58 5 2.11 10.58 .000 

Accommodations 6.92 5 1.38 11.97 .000 

Communications 16.74 5 3.34 17.13 .000 

 
 
Data analysis from Anova tests showed that there were significant differences on mean scores between 
education interns on preparedness with conditions F(5, 209) = 10.58, p = .00, η2 = 10.58, on 
accommodations with conditions F(5, 209) = 11.97, p = .00, η2 = 6.92, and on communications with 
conditions F(5, 209) = 17.13, p = .00, η2 = 16.74(see Table 5).    
 

Table 6: Multiple comparison between groups on Preparedness 

 

Teacher Mean Difference Std. Error Sig. 

Early Childhood Education Elementary Education .39* .104 .003 

Mathematics Education .58* .110 .000 

Social Sciences 
Education 

.71* .110 .000 

Elementary Education Early Childhood 
Education 

-.39* .104 .003 

Social Sciences 
Education 

.31* .104 .028 

English L.A. Education Mathematics Education .29* .102 .043 

Social Sciences 
Education 

.43* .102 .001 

Mathematics Education Early Childhood 
Education 

-.58* .110 .000 

English L.A. Education -.29* .102 .043 

Science Education Social Sciences 
Education 

.44* .112 .001 

Social Sciences Education Early Childhood 
Education 

-.71* .110 .000 

Elementary Education -.31* .104 .028 

English L.A. Education -.43* .102 .001 

Science Education -.44* .112 .001 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
Study findings showed that there were significant differences on mean scores of preparedness among 
education interns. Teacher candidates in Early Childhood Education obtained the highest mean scores 
(see Table 6).The difference on mean scores between Early Childhood Education teachers and Social 
Sciences Education teachers was the highest (p = .00). On the other hand, the difference on mean 
scores between English L.A. Education teachers and Mathematics Education teachers was the lowest 
(p = .043).  
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Table 7: Multiple comparison between groups on Accommodations 

 

Teacher 
Mean Difference 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

Early Childhood 
Education 

Elementary Education 
.23* .079 .042 

 English L.A. Education .41* .079 .000 
 Mathematics Education .59* .083 .000 
 Science Education .36* .086 .001 

  Social Sciences Education .43* .084 .000 

Elementary Education Early Childhood 
Education 

-.23* .079 .042 

  Mathematics Education .35* .078 .000 

English L.A. Education Early Childhood 
Education 

-.41* .079 .000 

Mathematics Education Early Childhood 
Education 

-.59* .083 .000 

  Elementary Education -.35* .078 .000 

Science Education Early Childhood 
Education 

-.36* .086 .001 

Social Sciences Education Early Childhood 
Education 

-.43* .084 .000 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 
After analyzing the multiple comparison results between each major, the results indicated that there 
were significant differences on mean scores of accommodations among education interns. Education 
interns in Early Childhood Education had the highest mean scores (see Table 7). The difference on 
mean scores between Early Childhood Education teachers and Mathematics Education teachers was 
the highest (p = .00). However, the difference on mean scores between Early Childhood Education 
teachers and Elementary Education was the lowest (p = .042).    
 

Table 8: Multiple comparison between groups on Communications 

 

Teacher Mean Difference Std. Error Sig. 

Early Childhood 
Education 

Mathematics Education 
.35* .108 .014 

  Social Sciences 
Education .93* .109 .000 

Elementary Education Social Sciences 
Education .68* .102 .000 

English L.A. Education Social Sciences 
Education .74* .101 .000 

Mathematics Education Early Childhood 
Education -.35* .108 .014 

  Social Sciences 
Education .57* .108 .000 

Science Education Social Sciences 
Education .65* .111 .000 

Social Sciences Education Early Childhood 
Education -.93* .109 .000 

 Elementary Education -.68* .102 .000 
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 English L.A. Education -.74* .101 .000 
 Mathematics Education -.57* .108 .000 

  Science Education -.65* .111 .000 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 
The multiple comparison results between each major showed that there were significant differences on 
mean scores of communications among education interns. Education interns in Early Childhood 
Education had the highest mean scores (see Table 8). The difference on mean scores between Early 
Childhood Education teachers and Social Sciences Education was the highest (p = .00). However, the 
difference on mean scores between Early Childhood Education teachers and Mathematics Education 
teachers was the lowest (p = .014). 
 

Discussion 
This study sought insight into teacher interns’ perceptions of readiness for managing the behaviors of 
students in inclusive classrooms. Upon the analysis of the findings, some of the pre-service teachers 
had mixed feelings about their ability to manage classroom behaviors. Many of the participants stated 
that they were aware of the fact that students receiving special education services have legal rights. In 
addition, they suggested that they needed to be aware of students, who were on medication. Federal 
acts such as EHA require schools and teachers to understand the conditions of their students and 
establish a continuum of placement options (Kavale and Forness, 2000). On the other hand, many 
respondents expressed their mixed feelings about how they should provide opportunities for individual 
and group work on assignments. Teacher interns also indicated that they might have difficulty to 
understand whether seating arrangements of students may promote positive behaviors or negative 
behaviors in inclusive classrooms.In parallel findings, Katz (1972) found that teacher interns have the 
feelings of incapability about adequacy and preparedness. In addition, they have negative opinions 
about how inclusive settings may be challenging teaching environments as such places may require 
extra effort and specialized teaching skills from new teachers (Polloway et al., 2001). 
 
Although the perceptions of readiness of teacher interns from different majors for managing the 
behaviors of students in inclusive classrooms differed from one another, many respondents suggested 
that having a more initial exposure could solidify foundational pedagogies of best practices in 
behavior management in inclusive classrooms. In addition, they expressed that they were uncertain 
about how they may cope with the pressures of classroom behavior management and whether they 
were confident enough to have ability to manage student behaviors. These findings mirror previous 
study findings which report the importance of evidence-based practices that include strategies to 
monitor student behaviors and to respond to discipline problems (Simonsen et al., 2008; Sugai and 
Horner, 2006). Such practices would help teacher interns to be successful in managing student 
behaviors and increase teacher retention (McKinney et al., 2008; Reschly and Holdheide, 2008).   
 
In looking toward future studies on perceived readiness of teacher interns and given the state of 
available teacher programs, institutes of higher education may seek to develop and evaluate teacher 
preparation curricula that help teacher interns gain confidence in order to cope with managing student 
behaviors in inclusive classrooms. By utilizing effective teacher preparation curricula that allow 
teacher candidates to have immediate feedbacks about their behavior management skills, teacher 
interns may obtain a strong sense of belief to overcome discipline problems (Rock, Gregg, Gable, and 
Zigmond, 2009; Scheeler, McKinnon, and Stout, 2012).  Possibilities may include having larger 
sample sizes from different colleges in order to be able to generalize study findings.  
 

 

 

 

 



 

IOJPE 
 

ISSN: 1300 – 915X 

www.iojpe.org   

International Online Journal of Primary Education 2015, volume 4, issue 2 
 

Copyright © International Online Journal of Primary Education                                               53 

 

References 

Backhus, D. A., & Thompson, K. W. (2006). Addressing the nature of science in preservicescience teacher preparation 
programs: Science educator perceptions. Journal of Science TeacherEducation, 17(1), 65-81. 

Billingsley, B., Israel, M., & Smith, S. (2011). Supporting new special education teachers: Howonline resources and web 2.0 
technologies can help. Teaching Exceptional Children, 43(5),20-29. 

Boe, E. E., Shin, S., & Cook, L. H. (2007). Does teacher preparation matter for beginningteachers in either special or general 
education? Journal of Special Education, 41(3), 158-170. 

Booth, T., Ainscow, M., Black-Hawkins, K., Vaughn, M., & Shaw, L. (2000). Index for inclusion: Developing learning and 

participation in schools. Bristol, UK: Centre for Studies on Inclusive Education. 

Burden, Paul R. (1979). Teachers' perceptions of the characteristics and-influences on their personal and professional 
development. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation).  Columbusi, OH: The Ohio State University. 

Cooper, J. E., Kurtts, S., Baber, C. R., & Vallecorsa, A. (2008). A model for examining teacherpreparation curricula for 
inclusion. Teacher Education Quarterly, 35(4), 155-176. 

Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests. Psychometrika, 16(3), 297-334.  

Darling-Hammond, L. (2010). Evaluating teacher effectiveness: How teacherperformance assessments can measure and 

improve teaching. Retrieved from the Centerfor American Progress 
website:http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/10/pdf/teacher_effectiveness.pdf 

Dukes, C., & Lamar-Dukes, P. (2006). Special education: An integral part of small high schools. High School Journal, 89(3), 
1-9.  

Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, PL 94-142, 20 U.S.C 1401. 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 20 U.S.C. § 1400 et seq. (1965). 

Fernandez, M. L., & Erbilgin, E. (2009). Examining the supervision of mathematics student 

teachers through analysis of conference communications. Educational Studies inMathematics, 72(1), 93-110. 

Fuller, F. F. (1969). Concerns of teachers: A developmental conceptualization. AmericanEducation Research Journal, 6,207-
226. 

Fuller, F. F., & Brown, O. (1975). Becoming a teacher. In K. Ryan (Ed.), Teacher Education:Seventy-fourth Yearbook of the 

National Society for the Study of Education. Chicago:University of Chicago Press. 

Garland, D., Garland, K. V., & Vasquez, E. (2013). Management of classroom behaviors: Perceived readiness of education 
interns. Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, 13(2), 133-147.  

Idol, L. (2006). Toward inclusion of special education students in general education: A program evaluation of eight schools. 
Remedial and Special Education, 27(2), 77-94.  

Kalambouka, A., Farrell, P., Dyson, A., & Kaplan, I. (2005). The impact of population inclusivity in schools on student 

outcomes. London: Centre for EvidenceInformed Policy and Practice in Education, University of London. Retrieved 
June 28, 2007, from. http://eppi.ioe.ac.uk. 

Katz, L. G. (1972). Developmental stages of preschool teachers. Elementary School Journal,73(1), 50-54. 

Kavale, K. A., & Forness, S. R. (2000). History, rhetoric, and reality. Remedial and Special Education, 21(5), 279-296. 

Kenny, R. W. (1998). Reinventing undergraduate education: A blueprint for America’sresearch universities. The Boyer 
Commission on Educating Undergraduates in theResearch University. Retrieved 
fromhttp://naples.cc.sunysb.edu/Pres/boyer.nsf/673918d46fbf653e852565ec0056ff3e/955b61ffddd590a852565ec005
717ae/$FILE/boyer.pdf 

McKinney, S. E., Haberman, M., Stafford-Johnson, D., & Robinson, J. (2008). Developingteachers for high-poverty schools. 
Urban Education, 43(1), 68-82. 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. 70 § 6301 et seq. (2002). 

Norwich, B. (1999). The connotation of special education labels for professionals in the field. British Journal of Special 

Education, 26(4), 179-183.  

Polloway, E. A., Patton, J. R., & Dowdy, C. A. (2001). Teaching students with special needs in inclusive settings. Teaching 

and Teacher Education, 25, 535–542 

Regan, K. S., & Michaud, K. M. (2011). Best practices to support student behavior. BeyondBehavior, 20(2), 40-47. 



 

IOJPE 
 

ISSN: 1300 – 915X 

www.iojpe.org   

International Online Journal of Primary Education 2015, volume 4, issue 2 
 

Copyright © International Online Journal of Primary Education                                               54 

 

Reschly, D. J., & Holdheide, L. (2008). Innovation configurations: Implementing evidencebased practices in teacher 

preparation (Report for National Comprehensive Center forTeacher Quality). Washington, DC: NCCTQ. 

Rock, M. L., Gregg, M., Gable, R. A., & Zigmond, N. P. (2009). Virtual coaching fornovice teachers. Phi Delta Kappan, 

91(2), 36-41. 

Scheeler, M. C., McKinnon, K., & Stout, J. (2012). Effects of immediate feedbackdelivered via webcam and bug-in-ear 
technology on preservice teacherperformance. Teacher Education and Special Education, 35(1), 77-90. 

Simonsen, B., Fairbanks, S., Briesch, A., Myers, D., & Sugai, G. (2008). Evidence-basedpractices in classroom management: 
Considerations for research to practice. Education andTreatment of Children, 31(1), 351-380. 

Slavin, R. E. (2007). Educational Research in an Age of Accountability. Boston, MA: 

Pearson. 

Sugai, G., & Horner, R. H. (2006). A promising approach for expanding and sustaining theschool-wide positive behavior 
support. School Psychology Review, 35, 245–259. 

Wagner, M., Newman, L., Cameto, R., & Levine, P. (2003). Changes overtime in the early post-school outcomes of youth 
with disabilities. A report from the National Longitudinal Transition Study-2 (NLTS2). Menlo Park, CA: SRI 
International. Retrieved July 7th 2007 from. www.nlts2.org/pdfs/str6_execsum.pdf. 

 


