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THE SUCCESSFUL INCLUSION OF STUDENTS 
WITH AUTISM IN 

REGULAR CLASSROOMS: A LITERATURE 
REVIEW 

Michelle C.L. Vieira 

INTRODUCTION 
Increasingly, children and youth with autism are placed in 

regular classroom settings. This makes it critical that governing 
bodies, educational boards, and schools ensure that students with 
autism are provided with equal educational opportunities and 
receive the supports they need. The purpose of this paper is to 
review literature pertaining to the successful inclusion of students 
with autism. Specifically, five key issues are addressed. The 
literature that is reviewed supports the need for: (a) adequate 
training for classroom educators, (b) clearly defined roles and 
responsibilities, (c) awareness about over-reliance on 
paraprofessionals, (d) integration of evidence-based practices, and 
(e) use of collaborative approaches. Reviewed studies are 
discussed critically and recommendations for future research are 
highlighted. 

Across Canada, inclusion and accountability have become 
major themes in the education of exceptional students 
(Hutchinson, 2007), including students with autism, although each 
provincial government sets guidelines for the delivery of special 
education services in that province. In Ontario, autism is 
categorized as a communication exceptionality and is considered 
a severe learning disorder (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2001). 
The Ontario Ministry of Education (2001) describes pupils with 
autism as experiencing disturbances in their rate of educational 
development, ability to relate to the environment, perception, and 
use of speech and language. As well, they lack the representational 
symbolic behaviour that precedes language (Ontario Ministry of 
Education, 2001). 

School boards in Ontario are required to establish 
Identification, Placement and Review Committees (IPRCs) which 
serve to determine which placement, a regular education or special 
education setting, will best meet the needs of exceptional students 
(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2001). Although significant 
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debate continues over the appropriateness of placing students with 
autism in regular education settings (Simpson, de Boer-Ott, & 
Smith-Myles, 2003), regulations mandate that the IPRC considers 
this option before all others for these students (Ontario Ministry 
of Education, 2001). It is beyond the scope of this paper to delve 
into the ongoing, complex debate on the advantages and 
disadvantages of inclusion. What are important are two realities. 
The first of these realities is that children and youth with autism 
are now increasingly being served in regular education programs 
(Simpson et al., 2003). The second is that a commitment has been 
made by the Ontario Ministry of Education and its counterparts 
across Canada (Hutchinson, 2007), to ensure that all students, 
including those with autism, are provided with the educational 
opportunities and supports they require to succeed in today's 
rapidly changing society (e.g., Ontario Ministry of Education, 
2001). 

This literature review is more selective than exhaustive in 
nature, specifically examining research about how best to support 
teachers in their efforts to include these exceptional learners in 
regular education settings. 

THE REGULAR EDUCATION SETTING 
For the purposes of the present discussion, the term 

regular education setting refers to a classroom environment 
described on the basis of the author's observations and in the 
literature. This consideration of regular classroom characteristics 
provides a back drop for discussions to follow by showing why 
challenging issues might arise when including students with 
autism in these settings. In a summary of the findings of many 
studies, Burnstein and her colleagues remarked that regular 
education teachers often note concerns about planning time, 
training, personnel, materials, class size, and diverse range of 
student ability (Burnstein, Sears, Wilcoxen, Cabello, & Spagna, 
2004). Typically, regular education classrooms have one teacher 
assigned to a moderately large group of students. A regular 
educator may have a teaching assistant (sometimes called 
educational assistant or paraeducator) present to aid with 
classroom duties, or a regular class may include a paraprofessional 
specifically assigned to meet the needs of one included 
exceptional student. However, regular classrooms often lack such 
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supportive personnel. Stanovich (1999) reported that teachers in 
her focus-g 
roup discussions expressed the need for more hands-on assistance 
in their classrooms, to enable individual instruction with students 
with the greatest learning needs. 

The six Ontario teachers in Stanovich's (1999) study, 
including four regular education teachers, also strongly felt the 
need for more planning and collaboration time, teaching materials, 
and administrative support. After reading this study, it is clear that 
regular educators responsible for instructing and balancing the 
needs of a large, diverse group of students feel they are short on 
preparation time, instructional ability, resources, and time for 
professional development. Based on reports such as these about 
the limitations inherent in regular education settings, it becomes 
increasingly clear why challenging issues might arise when 
attempting to include students with autism in general classrooms. 
In this paper, five issues are specifically introduced. In light of the 
regular education limitations raised here, it is my hope that a 
review of pertinent literature will shed light on these crucial issues. 

THE CHALLENGE OF INCLUDING STUDENTS WITH AUTISM 
As was briefly introduced above, children with autism 

may experience varied symptoms associated with developmental, 
intellectual, language, social, behavioural and sensory challenges 
and delays. In the literature on autism, researchers often note that, 
even after decades of study and scrutiny, autism remains an 
enigmatic disorder and intriguing mystery to many professionals 
(Simpson et al., 2003). Due to the complex and multifaceted 
nature of autism, competent educators frequently report they feel 
inadequate to meet the needs of students with autism (Spears, 
Tollefson, & Simpson, 2001). For example, a secondgrade teacher 
clearly stated her sense of feeling unprepared and under-trained to 
deal with having a student with autism in her regular education 
classroom in Zylstra's (2001) study. Similarly, Boyer and Mainzer 
(2003) highlighted that in the United States, only one third of 
regular educators feel well prepared to teach students with 
disabilities, including autism. On a related point, it has been 
suggested that most teachers receive relatively little, if any, formal 
instruction in evidence-based practices (EBPs) forchildren with 
autism (Lerman, Vorndran, Addison, & Kuhn 2004). And, 
finally, Williams, Johnson and Sukhodolsky (2005) cited yet 
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unpublished data collected by Williams and Scahill showing that 
most educators and school-based professionals feel that they could 
benefit from further training to adequately serve the needs of 
students with autism. 

It is with these sentiments and thoughts at the fore that the 
argument is made that, for inclusion to be a successful approach 
for students with autism, five focal areas of concern need to be 
addressed within special education inclusion guidelines. Hence, 
the purpose of the present paper is to review literature regarding 
each of these five issues in turn. First, regular education teachers 
require, and deserve, an adequate level of training on topics related 
to autism and need strategies for instructing students with this 
exceptionality. Second, regular education teachers may lack a 
clear understanding of their specific and substantial roles in the 
education of included exceptional students. In this vein, literature 
is reviewed that suggests that the lack of well-defined teacher roles 
results in teachers not embracing ownership for the exceptional 
students in their classrooms. 

Evolving from the previous two areas of concern, the third 
issue on the inclusion of students with autism to be addressed 
involves the need for regular educators to be made aware of the 
growing trend towards over-reliance on the use of 
paraprofessionals. Teachers require guidance on how best to 
utilize this from of support and, more importantly, on how to direct 
and supervise paraprofessionals placed in their regular education 
classrooms. The fourth issue concerns the need to promote the 
integration of evidence-based autism-related practices into 
classrooms that include students with this exceptionality. Though 
this issue relies heavily on the issue of adequate teacher training, 
I feel it warrants its own discussion as evidence-based practices 
(EBPs) are receiving increased attention in the literature. The fifth 
and final area of concern pertains to the need for special education 
guidelines to outline the importance of educators adopting a 
collaborative approach when including students with autism in 
regular education settings. Alongside EBPs, collaboration models 
are also gaining increased attention in the autism research on 
inclusive education and a few studies will be reviewed on 
collaboration as an effective practice. 
A SELECTIVE REVIEW OF LITERATURE PERTAINNG TO FIVE KEY 
AUTISM INCLUSION ISSUES 
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Adequate Training for Regular Education Teachers 
As Simpson et al. (2003) stated, regular educators often 

find it difficult to teach children and youth with autism because 
they do not have the necessary training and background to 
understand the complex characteristics of this exceptionality. 
Presently, it is common for school boards to offer singlesession 
workshops to regular educators, though researchers have argued 
that this form of inservice training is ineffective (Simpson et al., 
2003). Arguably, this ineffectiveness stems from the significant 
and overwhelming amount of information general educators 
require to successfully integrate students with autism—an 
amount not possibly covered during such brief trainmg sessions. 

Based on both the literature and personal observations 
made while working with students with autism, I argue that 
teachers require inservice programs that provide a thorough body 
of information regarding the characteristics and needs of students 
with autism (Simpson et al., 2003). From there, additional training 
might prepare current teachers in specific behaviourally-based 
strategies to use when teaching students with autism (Lerman et 
al., 2004). For example, findings from an empirical study 
conducted by Lerman et al. (2004) speak to the benefit of 
adequately training classroom teachers to use such strategies. 
These researchers presented quantitative data showing that all five 
teachers intensively trained in the behavioural methods of 
preference assessment, direct teaching, and incidental teaching 
mastered these techniques and then implemented them 
successfully with six autistic children who participated in the 
study (Lerman et al., 2004). 

A limitation of the study conducted by Lerman and her 
colleagues (2004) concerns the practicality of the intensive 
training the five teachers received. That is, teachers attended half-
day workshops provided by the primary researcher for five 
consecutive days (Lerman et al., 2004). Though at first 
consideration this amount of training time does not sound 
unreasonable, it could present both scheduling and budgetary 
challenges if regular educators were to take this amount of time 
away from classroom instruction for the purposes of professional 
development. Indeed, further research clearly demonstrating the 
effectiveness and benefits of providing teachers with adequate 
autism-related training will aid policymakers and school boards 
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in justifying the allocation of expenditures for teacher 
development. 

The urgency of providing teachers with adequate training 
is also supported by the encouraging results of an initiative in 
Prince Edward Island. In 2002, three teachers were selected to 
undertake 18 months of autism-related training to prepare them 
to return to their school boards and support the remaining regular 
education teachers (Timmons & Breitenbach, 2004). As of the 
following September, this initiative had begun to significantly 
increase the ability of PEI schools to educate students with autism 
more effectively (Timmons & Breitenbach, 2004). Specifically, 
teachers had begun to implement behavioural strategies in their 
classrooms and were applying best-practice knowledge in school 
settings (Timmons & Breitenbach, 2004). 

Again, as in the study by Lerman et al. (2004), one might 
question the practicality and feasibility of the intensive training 
undertaken by the three teachers in this initiative. Timmons and 
Breitenbach (2004) argued that PEI has committed significant 
resources to the development and implementation of an effective 
autism training model. However, such a significant resource 
commitment must be supported by a significant number of 
committed individuals. Unfortunately, unified commitment to 
providing students with autism with the most successful inclusive 
setting possible is not yet widespread. 

In sum, one statement from the special education 
literature captures the essence of this first argument being made 
for the adequate training of regular educators involved in the 
inclusion of students with autism. Giangreco and Broer (2005) 
described professional inability to differentiate instruction for 
students with disabilities as a root problem in present day inclusive 
practices. I would argue that professional inability, due to 
inadequate training, is indeed a root problem in the inclusion of 
students with autism. 
CLEARLY DEFINED ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

In their guide for educators, the Ontario Ministry of 
Education (2001) includes a seven-point definition of the roles and 
responsibilities of teachers involved in special education. Among 
other responsibilities, regular educators must provide the program 
for the exceptional pupil in the regular education class (Ontario 
Ministry of Education, 2001). However, I argue that, because 



133 

educational guidelines do not more fully detail the exact role of 
regular educators, teachers often do not embrace full ownership of 
students with autism placed in their classrooms. This argument 
mirrors a similar argument made by Simpson et al. (2003) that 
much discontent among educators concerning inclusionary 
programs for students with autism stems from the lack of role 
clarification of school personnel responsibilities. To provide 
support for the argument that the roles and responsibilities of 
educators need be more clearly defined, findings of two empirical 
studies from within the disabilities literature are reviewed. 

In a comprehensive study, Giangreco and his research 
team (Giangreco, Edelman, Luiselli, & McFarland, 1997) 
collected extensive observational and interview data from 16 
inclusive classrooms across four states in the United States. 
Although their primary research question focused on the 
proximity of instructional assistants, a topic to be addressed in a 
later section, their results clearly showed that many classroom 
teachers did not take on any direct instruction of their included 
students with disabilities (Giangreco et al., 1997). Further, their 
interview data indicated that differing expectations about the role 
of the classroom teacher was a point of conflict within many 
school teams (Giangreco et al., 1997). Specifically, most of the 
classroom teachers in their sample did not describe their role as 
including responsibility for educating the student with disabilities 
who was placed in their class (Giangreco et al., 1997). Clearly, 
such teachers require full understanding of their responsibilities 
and obligations to their included students. One obvious criticism 
of the study by Giangreco et al. (1997) is that this study may be 
too old to generalize to present conditions, that perhaps the 
problem of ambiguous role definition has been ameliorated within 
the past decade. However, data from a more recent study by 
Giangreco and Broer (2005) also supports the argument that the 
role of general education teachers with regard to students with 
disabilities continues to require clarification. 

A description of the study by Giangreco and Broer (2005) 
is provided in a later section, but for the purposes of the current 
discussion, a few relevant findings are highlighted here. For 
example, 38% of the paraprofessionals asked reported that they 
had as much or more communication with the parents of students 
with disabilities as the regular education teacher (Giangreco & 
Broer, 2005). If the role of regular educators is to include serving 
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as primary communicator to parents of all students, then this 
finding certainly suggests a need for increased role clarification. 
Similarly, if the role of general educators is to evaluate the 
progress of their included students, then the finding that 53% of 
paraprofessionals were responsible for providing progress-report 
information (Giangreco & Broer, 2005) further supports the need 
for improved role clarification for teachers. Based on the findings 
from these studies, it appears critical that both educational 
guidelines and administrators provide consistent and clear 
definitions of teacher roles to enable the successful inclusion of 
students with disabilities, including autism. 

AWARENESS CONCERNING OVER-RELIANCE ON 
PARAPROFESSIONALS 

A discussion about the issue of over-reliance on 
paraprofessionals has been included because it is an issue which 
has gained increased attention in the inclusion literature. Further, 
it is my contention that, because students with autism pose such 
significant challenges to educate in the regular setting, it is highly 
likely that, if not addressed, the problem of over-reliance on 
educational assistants will occur within this population of 
exceptional students. 

The underlying principle of concern regarding the use of 
paraprofessionals is that the least qualified personnel are often 
assigned to provide the bulk of instruction to students with the 
most challenging learning characteristics (Giangreco & Broer, 
2005). In the quantitative study conducted by Giangreco and 
Broer (2005) referred to above, in which 737 inclusive school 
personnel responded to in-depth questionnaires, 40% of 
paraprofessionals reported that they provided the majority of 
instruction to students with various disabilities. In addition, 70% 
of the paraprofessionals reported that they often made curricular 
and instructional decisions without having professional oversight 
(Giangreco & Broer, 2005). This is not to suggest that 
paraprofessionals should not be employed, for as Simpson et al. 
(2003) have stated, these individuals play an important role in 
supporting students with disabilities, including students with 
autism. However, what such data suggest is that guidelines must 
clearly document for regular education teachers the appropriate 
degree to which they should rely on paraprofessional support. 
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A model for the successful inclusion of students with 
autism proposed by Simpson et al. (2003) provides teachers with 
concrete descriptions to guide their use of paraprofessionals. For 
example, in their model it is clearly stated that it is not appropriate 
for paraeducators to be assigned to a student with autism for the 
purpose of implementing all curricular programs (Simpson et al., 
2003). The model also recommends that teachers supervise and 
monitor paraeducators, and highlight instances when the student 
with autism should be allowed to work or interact independently 
(Simpson et al., 2003). 

With inclusion researchers becoming increasingly aware 
of the issue of teacher over-reliance on paraprofessionals, it 
should be hoped that policymakers will see the inherent benefit 
of addressing this serious issue within special education 
guidelines. Regular education teachers need to be made aware of 
this problematic trend and would benefit from suggestions on 
how to avoid the practice of depending too heavily on 
paraeducators to serve as the primary educators for students with 
autism. 

THE INTEGRATION OF EVIDENCE-BASED PmCTICES 
With the movement toward inclusion, many parents of 

children with autism have begun asking regular education teachers 
to incorporate evidence-based practices (EBPs) into classroom 
instruction (Lerman et al., 2004). Unfortunately, a gap between 
research and educational practice exists (Williams et al., 2005) 
meaning that practices which have been empirically studied and 
appear effective have not yet made their way into general 
education settings. Though there has been an increase in the 
amount of research studying EBPs and their integration into 
regular settings, there are not yet many studies specifically 
examining this issue with respect to autism. Hence, the following 
discussion reviews one autism-specific study, after drawing on 
research on other disabilities. 

In one part of a comprehensive study examining the use 
of research-based practices by 18 teachers whose classrooms 
included students with low-incidence disabilities, data were 
obtained through individual and focus group interviews, survey 
responses, and direct classroom observations (Klingner, 
Arguelles, Hughes, & Vaughn, 2001). The findings reported by 
Klingner et al. showed that 16 of the 18 teachers stated that use of 
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the evidence-based practice resulted in effective student learning. 
Importantly, these teachers reported that they were able to adapt 
the practice to meet both their own and student needs (Klingner et 
al., 2001). 

A limitation of this study is that the researchers did not 
provide information about the class sizes of these teachers. It is 
likely that integration of EBPs into smaller classrooms would 
prove easier than trying to integrate their use into large classroom 
settings. Nonetheless, this study provides supporting evidence that 
the integration of evidence-based practices is possible and 
important for ensuring student success in inclusive regular 
education settings. Similarly, an empirical study examining the 
success of an inclusive autism-specific approach, which 
incorporates the use of evidence-based practices, also provides 
support for the utilization of EBPs. 

In a study conducted by Schwartz, Sandall, McBride and 
Boulware (2004), three inclusive preschool classrooms, each 
including nine students with autism, seven students without 
disabilities, one teacher, one assistant, and two aides, were 
studied. The approach used by the teachers in this study 
incorporated six instructional evidence-based practices and the 
data obtained included curriculum-based measurements, 
developmental assessment measures, and parent interviews 
(Schwartz et al., 2004). 
The findings reported by Schwartz et al. (2004) showed that the 
preschool students with autism made significant gains in their 
communicative, imitative, and cooperative play skills as 
indicated by curriculum-based measurement. On the 
developmental assessment measures, preschoolers with autism 
made significant gains in adaptive, cognitive, social, and motor 
domains. Finally, parents reported that they were satisfied with 
the content of the program and were encouraged by the progress 
their children made in the program (Schwartz et al.). 

For special education policymakers concerned with the 
successful inclusion of students with autism in regular education 
settings, the implication of findings such as these should clearly 
be that students with autism deserve to have evidencebased 
practices integrated into their instruction. Furthermore, it is 
imperative that the gap between research and practice be bridged 
so that the education received by all exceptional students, 
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including those with autism, is as rooted in effective practice as 
possible. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF COLLABORATIVE APPROACHES 
The final area of concern to be discussed regarding the 

inclusion of students with autism in general education settings is 
the need for special education guidelines to encourage teachers, 
staff, schools, and school boards to adopt collaborative integration 
approaches. Three recent papers examining the elements of 
various approaches that contribute to the success of integrating 
students with autism all provide supporting evidence for the 
importance of collaboration. 

First, in the PEI initiative discussed above, much credit 
was given to the teachers' acquired practice of collaborating on 
cases (Timmons & Breitenbach, 2004). Through active 
collaboration, teachers were able to learn together as a team; 
provide support to other teachers, assistants, and parents; train 
others to effectively implement behavioural strategies; and 
provide much needed follow-up throughout the year (Timmons 
& Breitenbach, 2004). As Timmons and Breitenbach suggested, 
successful teachers are masters of collaboration. 

Collaboration among professionals was described as a 
"must-have" element of successful autism inclusion approaches 
by researchers Winterman and Sapona (2002). In their qualita-
tive study on the effectiveness of implementing tenets of the 
responsive classroom approach for the inclusion of a second 
grade student with autism, these authors relied heavily on direct 
classroom observations. Winterman and Sapona (2002) defined 
the responsive classroom as an instructional approach that 
integrates the teaching of academic and social skills as an aspect 
of daily classroom education. A critical tenet of this approach is 
active collaboration. Findings from their observational data 
showed daily collaboration meetings between the general 
educator and both educational assistants. As well, both assistants 
also met daily with the student's special education teacher, so that 
all three could collaborate on issues related to goals in the 
students' individual education plan (IEP) and instructional 
activities (Winterman & Sapona). 

A limitation of this qualitative study involves the fact that 
it lacked interview data from the team of educators who worked 
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together to support their student with autism. Reports on their 
views would have provided readers with first-hand accounts of the 
barriers that need to be overcome when creating collaboration 
teams. 

One factor, which may play a role in explaining why 
collaboration is associated with more successful approaches for 
including students with autism, pertains to student-teacher 
relationships. In the third paper to be reviewed here, researchers 
Robertson, Chamberlain and Kasari (2003) asked the regular 
education classroom teachers of 12 included students with autism 
to provide responses on a student-teacher relationship scale. Data 
from this scale were supplemented with valuable interview data 
where teachers were asked to comment on special education and 
inclusion experiences (Robertson et al., 2003). In addition, these 
researchers asked the classroom peers of the included students 

with autism to complete a social inclusion measure (Robertson 
et al., 2003). The results obtained by Robertson et al. suggest that 
when the regular educators actively collaborated with 
paraprofessionals and specialists, the regular educator felt that this 
helped them to form more positive relationships with their 
included students with autism. This finding is especially 
significant when one is reminded that often the teacher-child 
relationship can affect the child's social status and level of 
acceptance within a classroom. Indeed, analysis of the social 
inclusion measures completed by the autistic student's classroom 
peers led these researchers to conclude that positive teacher-child 
relationships did positively impact the students' peer status in their 
included classrooms (Robertson et al., 2003). 

Taken together, the three papers reviewed provide much 
support for the argument that inclusive education guidelines 
should strongly encourage educators to adopt collaborative 
approaches to ensure the successful inclusion of students with 

autism. And though the importance of collaboration may seem 
intuitively obvious, without reminders and policy, increasingly 
busy educators may lose sight of its value, especially when they 
encounter the challenges of including students with autism. 

DISCUSSION OF THE ISSUES 
To review, the aim of the present paper was to selectively 

highlight literature relevant to five key concerns related to the 
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successful inclusion of students with autism. Specifically, 
arguments have been presented for education guidelines that 
address the adequate training of teachers, the need for clearly 
defined teacher roles, teacher awareness concerning over-reliance 
on paraprofessionals, the integration of evidence-based practices, 
and the importance of collaboration. Literature in support of these 
arguments was reviewed and, within each discussion, specific 
limitations of the studies and thoughts for future research were 
briefly highlighted. The remainder of this paper includes a few 
summarizing comments about the empirical evidence I have 
reviewed and suggests directions for future research. 

On the topic of providing adequate training for general 
education teachers, the findings from two studies were discussed. 
Lerman et al. (2004) concluded that the intensive training of five 
teachers allowed these individuals to more effectively teach their 
assigned students with autism. Similarly, the intensive training of 
three educators in PEI has allowed for improved behavioural 
strategy implementation in that province's inclusive classrooms 
(Timmons & Breitenbach, 2004). These findings support the 
argument for policymakers to address the issue of training within 
guidelines concerning the inclusion of students with autism. 
Future studies should focus on identifying training approaches that 



 

are of reasonable duration and cost, and lead to optimal outcomes 
for included students with autism. 

Regarding the issue of clarifying the roles and 
responsibilities of regular educators, the results from both an early 
and more recent study support the argument that this issue is 
especially important when it comes to the inclusion of exceptional 
students with autism. In the earlier study, classroom teachers did 
not describe their role as including responsibility for educating 
exceptional students placed in their classes (Giangreco et al., 
1997). And more recently, results of a second study showed a 
perpetuation of this problem wherein paraprofessionals were still 
fulfilling duties that should be the responsibility of the general 
educator (Giangreco & Broer, 2005). Additional research should 
speak directly to inclusive education policymakers in hopes of 
showing them that only with clearly defined teacher roles will 
students with autism receive the equitable educational experiences 
they deserve. 

From there, an argument was made that regular educators 
must be made aware of concerns regarding teacher overreliance 
on paraprofessionals. Again, the study by Giangreco and Broer 
(2005) provided supporting evidence for this claim as they showed 
that a significant number of paraprofessionals are providing the 
bulk of instruction to exceptional students. A review of a model 
proposed by Simpson et al. (2003) aimed at the successful 
inclusion of students with autism was included because this model 
specifically recommends that teachers supervise and monitor 
paraeducators. Future research on this matter should target how to 
provide teachers with effective guidance for training, supervising, 
and monitoring paraeducators assigned to help teachers in their 
efforts to successfully include students with autism. 

In support of the fourth argument, regarding the need to 
integrate EBPs into inclusive classrooms, findings from two 
studies were highlighted. Klingner et al. (2001) reported that, in 
their study, the majority of teachers using EBPs felt that such 
practices improve student learning outcomes. A study by 
Schwartz et al. (2004) specifically examined the use of EBPs in 
classrooms including preschoolers with autism and they found 
significant student gains in curricular and developmental domains. 
Future research, aimed at underscoring the value of grating EBPs 
into classrooms including students with autism, should encourage 
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policymakers to address this critical issue within inclusion 
guidelines. 

Integrating EBPs into classrooms including students with 
autism, should encourage policymakers to address this critical 
issue within inclusion guidelines. 

The final issue addressed in the present paper concerned 
the importance of schools and educators embracing collaborative 
approaches. Two recent papers that I reviewed examined how 
collaboration contributed to the success of programs designed to 
effectively integrate and instruct students with autism. Results of 
a third study by Robertson et al. (2003) showed how effective 
collaboration can lead to the added benefits of improving teacher 
relationships and increasing peer status of students with autism. 
Within this area, future research identifying specific strategies to 
motivate teachers and other school staff to make time regularly to 
engage in collaborative relationships would prove valuable. 

In conclusion, with ever growing numbers of students 
with autism being placed in regular education settings, it is 
imperative that inclusion policy provides classroom teachers with 
the information and guidance they require to successfully meet the 
needs of students with autism. This paper has focused on five key 
areas of concern identified by researchers and practitioners who 
are passionate about achieving quality inclusive education for 
learners with autism. 

References 

Boyer, L., & Mainzer, R. W. (2003). Who's teaching students 
with disabilities? A profile of characteristics, licensure 
status, and feelings of preparedness. Teaching 
Exceptional Children, 35(6), 8-11. 

Burnstein, N., Sears, S., Wilcoxen, A., Cabello, B. , & Spagna, 
M. (2004). Moving toward inclusive practices. 
Remedical and Special Education, 25, 104-116. 

Giangreco, M. F., & Broer, S. M. (2005). Questionable utilization 
of paraprofessionals in inclusive schools: Are we 
addressing symptoms or causes? Focus on Autism and 
Other Developmental Disabilities, 20, 10-26. 

Giangreco, M. F., Edelman, S. W., Luiselli, T. E., & McFarland, 
S. Z. (1997). Helping or hovering? Effects of 



142 

instructional assistant proximity on students with 
disabilities. Exceptional Children, 64, 7-18. 

Hutchinson, N. L. (2007). Inclusion ofexceptional learners in 
Canadian schools (2nd ed.). Toronto, ON: Prentice 
Hall. 

Klingner, J. K., Arguelles, M. E., Hughes, M. T., & Vaughn, S. 
(2001). Examining the schoolwide "spread" of 
researchbased practices. Learning Disability Quarterly, 
24, 221234. 

Leman, D. C., Vorndran, C. M., Addison, L., & Kulm, S. C. 
(2004). Preparing teachers in evidence-based practices 
for young children with autism. School Psychology 
Review, 33(4), 510-526. 

Ontario Ministry of Education. (2001). Special education: A guide 
for educators. Toronto: Author. 

Robertson, K., Chamberlain, B., & Kasari, C. (2003). General 
education teachers' relationships with included students 
with autism. Journal ofAutism and Developmental 
Disorders, 33, 123-130. 

Schwartz, 1. S., Sandall, S. R., McBride, B. J., & Boulware, G. 
(2004). Project DATA (developmentally appropriate 
treatment for autism): An inclusive school-based 
approach to educating young children with autism. 
Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 24(3), 
156-68. 

Simpson, R. L., de Boer-Ott, S. R., & Smith-Myles, B. (2003). 
Inclusion of learners with autism spectrum disorders in 
general education settings. Topics in Language 
Disorders, 23, 116-133. 

Spears, R., Tollefson, N., & Simpson, R. (2001). Usefulness of 
different types of assessment data in diagnosing and 
planning for a student with high-functioning autism. 
Behavioral Disorders, 26(3), 227-242. 

Stanovich, P. J. (1999). Conversations about inclusion. Teaching 
Exceptional Children, 31 (6), 54-58. 

Timmons, V., & Breitenbach, M. (2004). A model of teacher 
support for children with autism: A Prince Edward 
Island story. Education Canada, 44(1), 52-55. 

Williams, S. K., Johnson, C., & Sukhodolsky, D. G. (2005). The 
role of the school psychologist in the inclusive education 



143 

of school-age children with autism spectrum disorders. 
Journal ofSchool Psychology, 43, 117-136. 
disorders. Journal ofSchool Psychology, 43, 117-136. 

Winterman, K. G., & Sapona, R. H. (2002). Everyone's 
included: Supporting young children with autism 
spectrum disorders in a responsive classroom learning 
environment. Teaching Exceptional Children, 35(1), 
30-35. 

Zylstra, E. (2001). A year with Bobby. Educational Leadership, 
59(3), 74-75. 


