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Abstract 

The present study was conducted to examine the need for peer tutoring to create support for 

children with intellectual disabilities (CWID) in inclusive setting. Descriptive method of research 

was employed in the present study. Purposive sampling technique was adopted to select 75 general 

education teachers working in 10 inclusive schools of Coimbatore District at Tamil Nadu, India. 

Questionnaire with 48 items spread across 6 domains was used to collect the data. Statistical 

techniques such as mean, standard deviation, t-test and ANOVA were used to analyze the collected 

data. The results reveal that 90.25% of the general education teachers agreed that peer tutoring is 

needed to create support system for children with ID in inclusive setting. The findings were drawn 

from the previous study conducted by Lee, Yeung, Tracey and Barker (2015) found out that teachers 

with training in special education were stronger advocates of inclusion, irrespective of their 

professional roles (administrator or class teacher), for children with intellectual disability, or 

visual, hearing, and speech and language impairments. The need analysis revealed that there is an 

excessive need for peer tutoring to create a support system for children with intellectual disability 

in inclusive setting.  
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Introduction 

In recent years advocates for inclusive education have argued that as many as 40% of students with 

intellectual disabilities are still being educated in segregated settings while they have a right to 

inclusive education (Porter, 2004). Children with intellectual disabilities must receive special 

education in the same classes as their non disabled peers. But what and how well they are taught 
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should be the central issues. Moreover, for some students with intellectual disabilities inclusion is 

not feasible, and they should be taught effectively in special classes or schools. There is no 

substitute for educators ‘use of their best judgment about the individual case’. Special education 

should be focused on providing the most effective instruction possible for students with intellectual 

disabilities, person by person. The reality is that such instruction can sometimes but not always be 

provided in regular classrooms alongside children without disabilities. Moreover, research does not 

support the notion of one best placement for all students with disabilities. 

Need and Rationale of the Study 

Peer tutoring is an instructional strategy that consists of student partnerships, linking high achieving 

students with lower achieving students or those with comparable achievement, for structured 

reading and math study sessions. According to Rohrbeck, Ginsburg-Block, Fantuzzo, & Miller 

(2003), peer tutoring is “systematic, peer-mediated teaching strategies”. Supports are the resources 

necessary to promote the development, education, interest, and personal well-being of a person with 

intellectual disability. Providing individualized supports can improve personal functioning, promote 

self-determination, and enhance the well-being of person with intellectual disability (PWID). To 

ensure that children with ID are enrolled, accepted and educated in inclusive setting, support system 

is the fundamental instrument. Holistic development of children with ID depends on the congenial 

learning environment. Therefore, investigator attempted to find out the need for peer tutoring to 

create support for children with intellectual disabilities in inclusive setting. 

 

Review of Related Literature 

Arnold, Heller and Kramer (2012) examined the support needs of adult siblings of people with 

developmental disabilities. A survey completed by 139 siblings of people with developmental 

disabilities captured the needs of adult siblings through 2 open-ended questions. A grounded theory 

approach was used, and the sibling responses anchored the analysis, interpretation of findings, and 

discussion using the constant comparison method. Eleven core variables and 3 overarching themes 

emerged. Three overarching themes for sibling support needs include (a) getting disability-related 

information, (b) getting support for their care giving role, and (c) enhancing the formal 

support system to address sibling needs. 

Ticha, Hewitt, Nord, and Larson (2013) examined the system and individual outcomes and their 

predictors in services and support for people with intellectual and developmental disabilities (IDD). 

The growth and advancement of community-based services for people with (IDD) have resulted in 

vast changes in the long-term services and support landscape as well as in expected outcomes of 

service systems for service recipients. Investments in IDD research have been made to provide a 

deeper understanding of these outcomes and to explain them. This article summarizes outcomes and 

their predictors through systems and individual lenses by examining the research and findings of the 

administration on intellectual and developmental disabilities' data projects of national significance 

that address residential services, employment services, costs of services, and individual outcomes.  

Thompson, Schalock, Agosta, Teninty and Fortune (2014) investigated to find out how the supports 

paradigm is transforming the developmental disabilities service system. The supports paradigm is 

based on the premise that the most relevant difference between people with intellectual disability 
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and related developmental disabilities (ID/DD) and the general population is that people with ID/DD 

need different types and intensities of support to fully participate in and contribute to society. The 

supports paradigm is changing professional work and public policies in the field of ID/DD by 

providing a conceptual basis for aligning the work of researchers, policymakers, and professionals at 

micro (individual), meso (organizational), and macro (jurisdictional) levels.  

The hour of the need for children with ID is support in inclusive classroom. The above studies 

revealed that perception plays a key role in various aspects of disability and also thrown the focus 

light on parent, teachers, siblings and peers can provide better support for children with ID in 

various life situations including everyday living, schooling and future planning 

Objective 

To find out the need for peer tutoring to create support for children with intellectual disabilities in 

inclusive setting 

Research Question 

What is the overall score of general education teachers on need for peer tutoring? 

 

Methodology 

Research Design 

Survey method has been used to find out the need for peer tutoring to create support for children 

with intellectual disabilities in inclusive setting. 

Sample and Sampling Technique 

Seventy five general education teachers from 10 inclusive schools at Periyanaickenpalayam block 

in Coimbatore district of Tamil Nadu were selected for the present study through purposive 

sampling. 

Inclusive Criteria 

 10 Inclusive schools at Periyanaickenpalayam block in Coimbatore district. 

 Both male and female teachers 

Development of the Tool 

A questionnaire on need for peer tutoring to create support for children with ID was prepared with 

six domains and 48 items i.e. inclusive education for children with ID (9 items), importance of peer 

acceptance (9 items), need for peer tutoring (11 items), benefits to tutees (6), benefits to tutors (7) 

and benefits to teachers (6). Each item had 5 choices and the scoring key allotted was, 4 for 

‘strongly agree’, 3 for ‘agree’, 2 for ‘undecided’, 1 for ‘disagree’ and 0 for ‘strongly disagree’.  
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Data Collection Procedure 

The required data was collected from 75 general education teachers working in 10 inclusive schools 

of Periyanaickenpalayam block at Coimbatore district. Before administering the questionnaire, prior 

permission was obtained from the school authority. Investigator explained the purpose and need of 

the study to the head masters and teachers of each school. The questionnaire was distributed to all 

the teachers and asked to give their response as per the directions. The responses of the filled 

questionnaire were entered on excel sheet and analyzed using t-test and One way ANOVA to find 

out the need for peer tutoring to create support system for children with ID in inclusive setting. 

Results and Discussion 

Research Question: 1 

What is the overall score of general education teachers on need for peer tutoring? 

Table 1: Overall scores of general education teachers on need for peer tutoring to create 

support for children with ID in inclusive setting 

Need for Peer Tutoring to 

Create Support N Mean SD Mean % 

Domain 1: Inclusive Education 75 40.61 2.885 90.25% 

Domain 2: Peer Acceptance 
75 

40.87 3.807 90.81% 

Domain 3: Peer tutoring 
75 

49.27 4.619 89.57% 

Domain 4: Benefits to tutees 
75 

26.87 2.511 89.50% 

Domain 5: Benefits to tutors 
75 

31.56 2.983 90.17% 

Domain 6: Benefits to teachers 
75 

26.76 2.670 89.20% 

 

 

Table 1 shows the mean scores of general education teachers on the need for peer tutoring. The 

mean score of domain1: inclusive education is 40.61 and SD is 2.885, the mean score of domain 2: 

peer acceptance is 40.87 and SD is 3.807, the mean score of domain 3: peer tutoring is 49.27 and 

SD is 4.619, the mean score of domain 4: benefits to tutees is 26.87 and SD is 2.511, the mean score 

of domain 5: benefits to tutors is 31.56 and SD is 2.983, the mean score of domain 6: benefits to 

teachers is 26.76 and SD is 2.670 respectively. It is inferred that there is no significant difference in 

the mean percentage (89 to 90%) on the need for a support system. 

The mean percentage for each domain is also given in the above table. The mean percentage of first 

domain is 90.25, the mean percentage of second domain is 90.81, the mean percentage of third 

domain is 89.57, the mean percentage of fourth domain is 89.50, the mean percentage of fifth 

Mean %= Actual Mean/ Max. Score× 100 
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domain is 90.17 and the mean percentage of sixth domain is 89.20. This result reveals that there is a 

need for peer tutoring to create support for children with ID in inclusive setting.  

Inferences were drawn from the light of previous study conducted by Lee, Yeung, Tracey and 

Barker (2015) found out that teachers trained in special education were stronger advocates of 

inclusion, irrespective of their professional roles (administrator or class teacher), for children with 

intellectual disability, or visual, hearing, and speech and language impairments. However, neither 

teacher training nor professional role made a significant difference to teachers’ support of including 

children with physical disability, autism spectrum disorder (ASD), attention-deficit hyperactivity 

disorder (ADHD), specific learning difficulty, and the gifted and talented. Therefore it is concluded 

that there is need to create support system for children with ID in inclusive setting. 

Table 2: Comparison of mean scores of general education teachers on need for peer 

tutoring to create support system with respect to gender 

Need for 

Peer 

Tutoring 

Gender N Mean SD df t-value 

Male 11 223.00 12.223 

73 1.552
NS

 

Female 64 214.72 16.904 

               NS: p>0.05, Not Significant 

Table 2 depicts the mean scores and SD of general education teachers on need for peer tutoring with 

respect to their gender. The mean scores of male and female teachers are 223.00 and 214.72 and SD 

is 12.223 and 16.904 respectively. The calculated ‘t’ value 1.552 is not significant (p>0.05). 

Therefore the formulated null hypothesis is accepted. It is inferred that there is no significant 

difference in the mean scores of general education teachers on need for peer tutoring with respect to 

their gender. The result reveals that the males and females equally support the need for creating 

supporting system. 

Table 3: Comparison of mean scores of general education teachers on need for peer tutoring 

to create support system with respect to age 

Need for peer 

tutoring to 

create support 

system 

Age group N Mean SD 

25 – 35 years 20 216.90 14.878 

36 – 45 years 35 216.29 16.680 

46 – 55 years 20 214.35 18.367 
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Table 4:  Results of one way ANOVA on need for peer tutoring to create support system with 

respect to age 

Need for Peer Tutoring 
Sum of 

Square 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F 

Domain 

 1 to 6 

Between groups 
73.174 2 36.587 

.131
NS

 
Within Groups 

20067.493 72 278.715 

                 NS- p>0.05, Not Significant; 

Table 3 and 4 depict the mean scores and SD of general education teachers on need for peer tutoring 

to create support system with respect to teachers’ age. The mean scores for three different age 

groups: 25-35 years, 36-45 years and 46-55 years are 216.90, 216.29 and 214.35 and SD is 14.878, 

16.680 and 18.367 respectively. Table 4.5 shows that one way ANOVA to find out whether the 

mean scores of need for peer tutoring differ significantly with reference to teachers’ age. The 

calculated F-ratio value .131 is not significant (p>0.05). It is inferred that the mean scores of need 

for peer tutoring do not differ significantly with respect to their age. Hence the null hypothesis is 

accepted. This shows that irrespective of their age difference, general education teachers in all the 

three groups expressed similar views on need for peer tutoring to create support for children with 

ID. 

Table 5:  Comparison of mean scores of general education teachers on need for peer tutoring 

to create support system with respect to qualification 

Need for peer 

tutoring to create 

support system 

Educational 

Qualification N Mean SD 

Diploma 14 216.71 14.366 

Undergraduate 24 214.92 16.043 

Postgraduate 37 216.30 17.873 

Table 6: Results of one way ANOVA for need for peer tutoring with respect to teachers’ 

qualification 

Need for Peer Tutoring 
Sum of 

square 
df 

Mean 

square 
F 

Domain 

1 to 6 

Between groups 38.246 2 19.123 

.068
NS

 

Within groups 20102.420 72 279.200 

                NS- p>0.05, Not Significant; 
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Table 5 depicts the mean scores and SD of general education teachers on need for peer tutoring to 

create support system with respect to their qualification. The mean scores for three different 

educational qualification groups: diploma, undergraduate and post graduate is 216.71, 214.92 and 

216.30 and SD is 14.366, 16.043 and 17.873 respectively.  

Table 6 shows one way ANOVA to find out whether the mean scores of need for peer tutoring 

differ significantly with reference to teachers’ educational qualification. The calculated F-ratio 

value .068 is not significant (p>0.05). It is inferred that the mean scores of need for peer tutoring do 

not differ significantly with respect to teachers’ educational qualification. Hence the null hypothesis 

is accepted. Therefore it is stated that all the general education teachers with qualification expressed 

that support system is needed. 

Table 7: Comparison of mean scores and SD of need for peer tutoring to create support for 

children with ID with respect to experience 

Need for Peer 

Tutoring to 

create support 

system 

Experience N Mean SD 

Below 10 years 32 216.91 16.225 

11-20 years 25 215.04 17.348 

Above 20 years 18 215.44 16.632 

 

Table 8: Results of one way ANOVA on need for peer tutoring to create support system with 

respect to teachers’ experience 

Need for Peer Tutoring 
Sum of 

square 
df 

Mean 

square 
F 

Domain 

1 to 6 

Between groups 
54.543 2 27.272 

.098
NS

 

Within groups 20086.667 72 278.974 

                  NS- p>0.05, Not Significant; 

Table 7 depicts the mean scores and SD of general education teachers on need for peer tutoring to 

create support system with respect to their experience. The mean scores for three different 

experience groups of teachers: below 10 years, 11-20 years and above 20 years are 216.91, 215.04 

and 215.44 and SD is 16.225, 17.348 and 16.632 respectively.  

Table 8 shows one way ANOVA to find out whether the mean scores of need for peer tutoring to 

create support system differ significantly with reference to teachers’ experience. The calculated F-

ratio value .098 is not significant (p>0.05). It is inferred that the mean scores of need for peer 

tutoring do not differ significantly with respect to teachers’ experience. Hence the null hypothesis is 
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accepted. It shows that irrespective of their experience, teachers do not differ in their opinion and 

strongly expressed that peer tutoring is needed to create support system in inclusive setting. 

Discussion 

In the need analysis, 90.25% of the general education teachers agreed that peer tutoring is needed to 

create support system for children with ID in inclusive setting. The findings were drawn from the 

previous study conducted by Lee, Yeung, Tracey and Barker (2015) found out that teachers with 

training in special education were stronger advocates of inclusion, irrespective of their professional 

roles (administrator or class teacher), for children with intellectual disability, or visual, hearing, and 

speech and language impairments. 

Conclusion 

Supports are the resources and strategies necessary to promote the development, education, 

interests, and personal well-being of persons with ID. Most of the teachers said that peer tutoring is 

new to them and also added that they are not trained skilfully to implement this peer tutoring 

instructional strategy in the inclusive setting. Teachers expressed their enthusiasm in learning and 

implementing peer tutoring strategy by the investigator. 

References 

Arnold, C. K., Heller, T., & Kramer, J. (2012). Support Needs of Siblings of People with 

Developmental Disabilities. Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities, 50, 373-382. 

Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.1352/1934-9556-50.5.373 

Lee, F. L. M., Tracey, D., Barker, K., Fan, J. C. M., & Yeung, A. S. (2015). What Predicts 

Teachers' Acceptance of Students with Special Educational Needs in Kindergarten? Australian 

Journal of Educational & Developmental Psychology, 14, 60-70. 

Porter, G. L. (2004). Meeting the challenge: Inclusion and diversity in Canadian schools. Education 

Canada, 44, 11-13. 

Rohrbeck, C. A., Ginsburg-Block, M. D., Fantuzzo, J. W., & Miller, T. R. (2003). Peer-assisted 

learning interventions with elementary school students: A metaanalytic review. Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 95, 240–257.  

Ticha, R., Hewitt, A., Nord, D., & Larson, S. (2013). System and Individual Outcomes and Their 

Predictors in Services and Support for People with IDD. Intellectual and Developmental 

Disabilities, 51, 298-315. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.1352/1934-9556-51.5.298 

Thompson, J. R., Schalock, R. L., Agosta, J., Teninty, L., & Fortune, J. (2014). How the Supports 

Paradigm Is Transforming the Developmental Disabilities Service System. Inclusion, 2, 86-99. 

Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.1352/2326-6988-2.2.86 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1352/1934-9556-50.5.373
http://dx.doi.org/10.1352/1934-9556-51.5.298

