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Abstract

This study examined the attitude of academic conitptowards physically challenged students in the
University of Maiduguri as it affect the financionfinclusive education for sustainable developnemigeria.
Four objectives, two research questions and twothgses were set and tested for the study. Deisergirvey
was adopted as a design while the population caepi®87 academic staff and 89 administrators. Using
Stratified and random techniques, 20% of the pdfmiavere sampled as respondents for the study.
Questionnaire was used as the instrument for ddiiaction. The reliability index of the instrumestbod at
0.85. Checklist was also used to verify the avditgtof physical facility in the University of Mauguri.
Frequency counts and percentage were used in angwesearch questions while Chi-square was used to
determine difference between the attitude of matefamale, lecturers and administrators towards the
physically challenged students in the Universitafiduguri. The results of the analysis showed there was
no significance difference between gender of adstiaiors and lecturers and their attitude towands t
physically challenged students. The study alsoaledkthat there was minimal discrimination of pbgadly
challenged by both lecturers and administratothénUniversity of Maiduguri with 35% and 27% resipesly,
lecturers and administrators support the welfanehykically challenged in the University of MaidugBased
on the result of this study, the researchers recemiied among others that the management of the tditivef
Maiduguri should ensure the provision of approprfatilities for all the categories of physicallyatlenged
students to encourage inclusive education; ardhitelcplanner should consider physically challengedients
in classrooms buildings, offices and hostel accodations for easy utilization, integration and irgie
education that could lead to sustainable developmexigeria.

Keywords:. Attitude, Physically challenged Students, Inclusive Education, Sustainable devel opment.

Introduction

Inclusive education is based on the simple idetekary child and family is valued equally and dess the
same opportunities and experiences. Inclusive diuces about people with disabilities whether thgability is
mild or severe, hidden or obvious participatingugryday activities, just like they would if thefisability were
not present. It's about building friendships, memh& and having opportunities just like everyorisee
Inclusive education happens when learners with witlklout disabilities participate and learn togetirerthe
same classes. Research shows that when a childliséhilities attends classes alongside peers whmwt have
disabilities, good things happen.

For a long time, children with disabilities wereuedted in separate classes or in separate scliv@iple got
used to the idea that special education meant a@paducation. But we now know that when childrem a
educated together, positive academic and socialomgs occur for all the children involved. Obi afshi
(2016) expressed that Inclusive education involbgaging together persons with disabilities and tien-
disabled to study in the same classroom with atiégfacilities and equipment.

The general understanding of ‘inclusive educatiencompasses a continuous process useful for estalgji
strategies and policies, but also refers to a sergielivered (UNICEF, 2012), aimed at changing adapting
the education system to children with different de€UNESCO, 2009). Forlin (2007) viewed thatiding
principle that underpins inclusion is that regutahools should accommodate all pupils regardlestheif
physical, intellectual, sensory, emotional or otbecial needs. Inclusion in an educational contbgn, means
that every child should be a valued member of ttleosl community and none should be marginalized,
alienated, humiliated, teased, rejected or excluded

Essentially, improved strategies for financing edion must ensure better targeted investmentshieee the
desired outcomes, leading to a more efficient dderws. Said efficiency only relates to enhancaglyantages
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that are not solely connected to knowledge acqaiisit-or decades, it has been widely acknowledbat il
children are able to learn and that education tesitipe consequences for social skills and futureome.
Furthermore, it is recognized that investing inusove education is beneficial for society as a Hwecause of
its returns in social, economic and political aspg¢®JNESCO, 2014, UNICEF, 2015; World Bank, 2014).
Moreover, some findings show that proper implemigamaof inclusive education has positive outcomasdil
learners, not just learners who experience inctuaiod diversity, but also for all learners who gaprove soft
skills (Mitchell, 2009). Soft skills include collabation, creativity, problem solving, communicatiskills and
critical thinking. Many researchers argue that, witecomes to preparing learners for their workargl social
life, these lifelong learning skills are just agiontant as knowledge acquired in school (GreenbatgNielsen,
2015).

The attitude of lecturers and administrators towanhysically challenged students can go a longtway
determine how far the challenged students will ceg their educational needs. The National Polary
Education (NPE, 2013) stipulates the need for éyual educational opportunities to all Nigeriameespective
of any real or imagined disabilities by fosteriraglk to his/her ability. In addition, people shoattjuire skills,
ability and competence in both mental and physdaication that will equip the individual to livechoontribute
to the development of the community and the nafiaiucation of the Physically Challenged is thecadion of
children and adults who have learning difficultiecause of different kinds of handicaps suchlameness,
partial sightedness, deafness, hardness-of-heariagtal retardation, social maladjustment, limbodwmity or
malformation due to circumstances of birth, interite or accident in later life. Because of these,children
and adults affected are not able to cope with dglar school class activities and programmes. hewea
person is considered to be challenged if he/shes dot behave in a way majority of people do. Althiou
normality is a relative concept in that, a persdnld’s behaviour may be seen as normal or abnodepénding
on the time, environment and circumstance in twhiee behaviour occurs. Therefore, challenge has be
defined differently by many authors and scholarssiiite the fact that government in its Nationalidyobn
Education (2013) made it mandatory for people ootliscriminate against the physically challengetspe,
discrimination and rejection have occurred, evaimfipolicy implementers. For instance, in the psscef
seeking admission into schools there is a portiberes one has to indicate any form of disabilityheTmere
statement or sighting on the application form th&ure of disability disqualifies such candidatenfradmission,
because of the fact that the administrator(s) caomoe with their disabilities
In the organization and structure of the UniversifyMaiduguri, the researcher observed that archital
accessibility posed physical barriers to the indeeat functioning and free movement confronting the
physically challenged students. These and othemnweniences make the integration of the challerigebe
difficult. Absence of ramps does not allow studesrh wheel chairs or on crutches to enter buildeasly. In
many buildings, doorways need expansion to allowellthairs to pass. Entrance to hostel accommadatio
not also condusive. Grab bars or support railthgs are supposed to help along the classroomék bbards,
toilets, ramps, lifts and conveniences in gettaggress into the library to aid the progress of Rhajly
challenged in their educational pursuit are moeasible.

Observation by the researchers shows that the qailysichallenged students have some needs that fiam
their relationship with the teachers as well asrtheer group, and that when their social needsat met, the
challenged students become disappointed, unhapdyaati social. Hence, lack of social support, non-
acceptance, prejudice and devaluation faced byckialenged students compounds their problems. ak w
further observed that, the physically challengedishts have not been given special attention aopeprcare
rightly deserved. This study assessed the attitddecturers and administrators toward physicatwllenged
students in the area of admission, access totfasiiin the classroom, transportation and hostebmenodation
as it relate to the financing of inclusive educatfor sustainable development in the UniversityMafiduguri,
Nigeria.

Objectives
The objectives of the study were to determine the:-
1. attitude of lecturers towards Physically challengidlents in University of Maiduguri.
2 attitude of administrators towards Physicalgltenged students in the University of Maiduguri

3. difference between male and female lecturers’tuati towards Physically challenged students in

University of Maiduguri.
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4. difference between male and female Administrattiiftide towards Physically challenged students
in University of Maiduguri.

Resear ch Questions
The study provides answer to the following question
1. What is the attitude of lecturers towards the ptgly challenged students in University of

Maiduguri?
2. What is the attitude of administrators towards phgsically challenged students in University of
Maiduguri?

Hypotheses
That there is no significant difference betweenatigude of male and female:
Ho: administrators towards the physically challengkdients in the University of Maiduguri.
Ho,. lecturers toward the physically challenged shid in University of Maiduguri

M ethods

Survey research design was adopted for the study pdpulation comprises all the 987 academic staff
and 89 administrators of the University of Maidugufhe administrators were the principal
officers in the University of Maiduguri that incled the Vice Chancellor, Registrar, Deputy
Registrars, Faculties officers, Student Affairsiadf, Hall and admission officers. A total of
197 lecturers and 18 administrators representirig B0 the population were selected using
stratified random sampling techniques. Checkligt self developed questionnaire were used
in collecting data on the attitude of lecturers addninistrators towards physically challenged
students, the curriculum, and favourable envirortmf@mlearning.

33 items questionnaire was administered on 2l&poredents which elicited responses on Gender,
Administrative responsibility, experience in semjicattitude of lecturers and administrators towatics
physically challenged students as well as admissiothe physically challenged students into thedacaic
programme of the University of Maiduguri. Physicatilities and equipment available for inclusivadhing
and learning in the University were verified. Chiestkwas used to verify the availability, provisiof learning
materials, physical facilities such as classrooostél accommodation and accessible spots facilitsesl for
inclusive education. The instruments were validated the reliability index of 0 .88 was recorded.

Descriptive statistics was used to answer the resepestions while Chi-square was used to testypetheses
raised in the study.

The Results
Responses were based on the questions raised as:

1. What are the attitudes of Lecturers towards the physically challenged students in the University of

Maiduguri?

Table 1: Frequency and Percentage distribution ttitude of Lecturers towards the physically chagjen
students in the University of Maiduguri

SINo STATEMENT Yes No

2 | don't like to see the physically challengedrig class. 66(34.6%) 125(65.4%)

3 Physically challenged students are difficultaadh. 80(41.9%) 111(58.1%)

4 | am not trained to teach the physically chaleshg 81(42.4%) 110(57.6%)

5 I love to teach physically challenged students. 9(36.1%) 122(63.9%)

6 | feel comfortable teaching physically challeng&tddents with non- 76(39.8%) 115(60.2%)
physically challenged students in the same class.

7 Separate classes should be created for physstatignts 75(39.3%) 116(60.7%)

8 Physically challenged students are serious \Wifr studies 80(41.9%) 111(58.1%)

9 Lack of facilities makes me to hate physicallplgmged students in my 75(39.3%) 116(60.7%)
class.

10 Coping with the physically challenged is enorsiou 84(44.0%) 107(56.0%)

11 I do not clear physically challenged persons &dimission in my 71(37.2%) 120(62.8%)
Department.
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The University of Maiduguri has policy on adnossof 14(7.3%)
physically challenged candidates.

The number of physically challenged in Universitf 8(4.2%)
Maiduguri is satisfactory.

The University offer admission to all categories 11(5.8%)
physically challenged.

Special consideration should be given to adomssi the 60(31.4%)
physically challenged candidates.

The University seems to have interest in admisgf 23(12.0%)
physically challenged persons.

There is no need for physically challenged pesdo have 24(12.6%)
university education.

| feel that physically challenged persons shautd be 16(8.4%)
given admission into the University.

National Policy on the admission of physicalhallenged 75(39.3%)
is not implemented in the University of Maiduguri.

Physically challenged students take more timendu 12(6.3%)
lectures and examination.

| hate supervising project of any type of phatic 24(12.6%)
challenged student.

More time should be given to physically challetg 48(25.1%)
students when writing a test or examination.

Extra time should be given to physically chajed 61(31.9%)
students to summit assignment and answer script.

Physically challenged students should not belpsrd for 52(27.2%)
summiting their assignments late.

Application forms should be given free to theygbally 48(25.1%)
challenged applicants.

Physically challenged candidates should notdmiteed 68(35.6%)
into the full time university programme.

Distance Learning is the only programme for t84(49.2%)
physically challenged.

Special means of transportation should be mad#dabale 92(48.2%)
for the physically challenged.

Access road should be provided for wheel chaund 102(53.4%)
students.

Road guide should be made available for phygica®8(51.3%)
challenged students

Physically challenged students should pay lemssport 94(49.2%)
fair on campus.

Free transportation should be provided to playlyic 88(46.1%)
challenged students by the University.

Physically challenged students should pay tuitées. 67(35.1%)

SA = Strongly Agree, A = Agree, D = Disagree, SD = Strongly Disagree

44(23.0%)
40(20.9%)
38(19.9%)
97(50.8%)
42(22.0%)
13(6.8%)
18(9.4%)
70(36.6%)
32(16.8%)
64(33.5%)
86(45.0%)
80(41.9%)
98(51.3%)
108(56.5%)
94(49.2%)
74(38.7%)
79(41.4%)
76(39.8%)
76(39.8%)
78(40.2%)

93(48.7%)

102(53.4%)

54(28.3%)
81(42.4%)
72(37.7%)
19(9.9%)
65(34.0%)
31(16.2%)
42(22.0%)
19(9.9%)
95(49.7%)
60(31.4%)
33(17.3%)
39(20.4%)
25(13.1%)
21(11.0%)
16(8.4%)
14(7.3%)
11(5.8%)
9(4.7%)
13(6.8%)
10(5.2%)
3(1.6%)

14(7.3%)
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SA A D SD

79(41.4%)
62(32.5%)
70(36.6%)
15(7.9%)
61(31.9%)
123(64.4%)
115(60.2%)
27(14.1%)
52(27.2%)
43(22.5%)
24(12.6%)
11(5.8%)
16(8.4%)
14(7.3%)
13(6.8%)
9(4.7%)
9(4.7%)
4(2.1%)
4(2.1%)
9(4.7%)
7(3.7%)

8(4.2%)

From Table 1, above, 65.4% of the Lectiseipport the inclusion of the physically challehgeudents in

academic activities. While 41.9% of lecturers badighat the physically challenged students arecditf to
teach, 58.1% do not see any difficulty in teachphgsically challenged students. 57.6% do not seenéed for
any special training to teach the physically chejkd and 63.9% show a passion to teach the phlysical
challenged. 60.7% subscribe to the idea of creatiagparate class for the physically challenged.%&elieve
that physically challenged students are seriouh thieir studies even as 56.0% feel that coping witm is

enormous.

69.7% disagree, some strongly, that the Universitylaiduguri have any policy on admission of theygibally
challenged. 64.4% of the lecturers strongly disagsgh the statement that the physically challendednot
need education and 16.2% disagree with the staterB@mR2% strongly disagree and 22.0% disagree that
physically challenged candidates should not berga@mission into the university. 39.3% agree stiygrand
36.6% agree, that the national policy on admisgibrihe physically challenged is not implementedthe
University of Maiduguri. 81.7% of the lecturers popted that free application forms should be given
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physically challenged applicants, but 87.9% beli¢vey are more suitable for admission into the adise
learning programme. 89.4% agree that special meéngansportation should be made available for the
physically challenged. 93.2% agree that access sbadld be provided for wheel-chaired students. ther
provision of road signs and free transportatiomual®0% agreed.

Question 2: What are the attitudes of Administrators towards the physically challenged in the University of

Maiduguri?

Table 2 Percentage distribution of attitude of Adistrators towards the physically challenged Sttglen
STATEMENT Yes No
| don’t want to see the physically challengethie University 5(27.8%) 13(72.2%)
Physically challenged students are difficultaadh. 7(38.9%) 11(61.1%)
The University does not have trained personnetetch the physically 8(44.4%) 10(55.6%)
challenged.
| hate listening to complaints from physicallyatanged students. 13(72.2%) 5(27.8%)
| feel comfortable listening to complaints fronhygically challenged 14(77.8%) 4(22.2%)
students.
Separate classes should be created for physstatignts 10(55.6%) 8(44.4%)
Physically challenged students are serious Wit studies 14(77.8%) 4(22.2%)
Lack of facilities prevents me admitting physigaihallenged students into5(27.8%) 13(72.2%)
the University.
Coping with the physically challenged is enorsiou 12(66.7%) (69%0)33.3
We do not clear physically challenged persons gdmission in our 5(27.8%) 13(72.2%)
University.

SA A D SD
The University of Maiduguri has policy orn3(16.7%) 5(27.8%) 3(16.7%) 7(38.9%)
admission of physically challenged candidates.
The number of physically challenged in Universitl(5.6%) 5(27.8%) 10(55.6%) 2(11.1%)
of Maiduguri is satisfactory.
The University offer admission to all categorids 1(5.6%) 8(44.4%) 3(16.7%) 6(33.3%)
physically challenged.
Special consideration should be given ®&(27.8%) 9(50.0%) 2(11.1%) 2(11.1%)
admission of the physically challenged.
The University seems to have interest in adaissiO(0.0%) 6(33.3%) 11(61.1%) 1(5.6%)
of physically challenged persons.
There is no need for physically challenged pessd?(11.1%) 4(22.2%) 2(11.1%) 10(55.6%)
to have university education.
| feel that physically challenged persons shoulg0.0%) 2(11.1%) 7(38.9%) 9(50.0%)
not be given admission into the University.

National Policy on the admission of physicallg(22.2%) 11(61.1%) 1(5.6%) 2(11.1%)
challenged is not implemented in the University of

Maiduguri.

Examination and other procedures for evaluatifg0.0%) 5(27.8%) 10(55.6%) 3(16.7%)

student’'s academic achievement should be

fashioned to reflect student’s achievement rather

than area of challenge.

Separate accommodation should not be provid¥d1.1%) 9(50.0%) 5(27.8%) 2(11.1%)
for physically challenged students.

Very few physically challenged candidates shouB{16.7%) 11(61.1%) 3(16.7%) 1(5.6%)
be offered admission into the University.

Smooth learning process should not be providg(27.8%) 12(66.7%) 1(5.6%) 0(0.0%)
for physically challenged students.

Physically challenged candidates should offer6¢0.0%) 12(66.7%) 5(27.8%) 1(5.6%)
admission without requirement.

Application forms should be given free to th2(11.1%) 10(55.6%) 4(22.2%) 2(11.1%)
physically challenged applicants.

Physically challenged candidates should not BEL6.7%) 10(55.6%) 5(27.8%) 0(0.0%)
admitted into the full time university programme.

Distance Learning is the only programme for tHe27.8%) 12(66.7%) 0(0.0%) 1(5.6%)
physically challenged.
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Special means of transportation should be mat{22.2%) 11(61.1%) 1(5.6%) 2(11.1%)
available for the physically challenged.

Access road should be provided for wheel ch&ifl11.1%) 16(88.9%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%)
bound students.

Road guide should be made available f@(38.9%) 10(55.6%) 0(0.0%) 1(5.6%)
physically challenged students

Physically challenged students should pay |e&88.9%) 10(55.6%) 1(5.6%) 0(0.0%)
transport fair on campus.

Free transportation should be provided &(33.3%) 11(61.1%) 1(5.6%) 0(0.0%)

physically challenged students by the University.

Physically challenged students should pay twiti@(38.9%) 9(50.0%) 2(11.1%) 0(0.0%)

fees.
SA = Strongly Agree, A = Agree, D = Disagree, SBtrongly Disagree

In Table 2, 72.2% rejected the statemdrdph’t want to see the physically challenged ia tniversity,”

and the same percentage said they do clear thécphyshallenged for admission into the Universii7.8%
are comfortable attending to the needs of the phlfgichallenged.
55.6% of administrators disagree, some stronght, ttie University of Maiduguri have any policy ainaission
of the physically challenged. 55.6% of the admiaistrs strongly disagree with the statement thaiptiysically
challenged do not need education and 11.1% disagitethe statement. 50.0% strongly disagree an8%8
disagree that physically challenged candidates|dhaoat be given admission into the university. 22.agree
strongly, and 61.1% agree, that the national palicyadmission of the physically challenged is ngtlemented
in the University of Maiduguri. 11.1% of the strdnggree supported, and 55.6% support that fredicapipn
forms should be given to physically challenged mapits, but 94.4% believed that the physically iemgjed are

more suitable for admission into the distance learnprogramme. 83.3% agree that special means of

transportation should be made available for thesiglayly challenged and 100% of the administratgrea that
access road should be provided for wheel-chairedlests. For the provision of road signs and free
transportation, 94.4% agreed. 88.9% of the admaimsts agree that the physically challenged shooldpay
tuition.
Ho,: There is no significant difference between the attitude of male and female administrators towards the
physically challenged studentsin University of Maiduguri.
The result was presented below:
Table 3: Chi Square Test of Administrator's gended attitude towards the physically challenged esttsl in
the University of Maiduguri
Variable e d.f Con. Coeff. p-value Remark
Administrator’'s gender and Attitude toward t 0.161 1 0.094 0.688 Not significant
physically challenged
d.f = degree of freedom, Con. Coeff. = contingecasgfficient

From Table 3, the findings revealed thaituates of administrators towards the physically liemged

students do not depend on their biological make Hence, the null hypothesis was rejected as sex of

administrator does not translate into his/herwattttowards physically challenged students in theséfsity of
Maiduguri.
Ho,: There is no significant difference between the attitude of male and female lecturers towards the physically
challenged students in University of Maiduguri.
Table 4 Chi Square Test on Academic staff sex dtiide towards the physically challenged studemtthe
University of Maiduguri
Variable a d.f Con. Coeff. p-value Remark
Lecturer's gender and Attitude toward tl 0.294 1 0.039 0.588 Not significant
physically challenged
d.f = degree of freedom, Con. Coeff. = contingecasgfficient

From Table 4, the findings revealed thititumles of academic staff towards the physicalalenged
students do not depend on their biological make Hgnce, the null hypothesis was rejected as geafler
academic staff does not translate his/her attitaderds physically challenged students.

Checklist analysis
The analysis of the checklist showed that only ttems out of 29 (6.9%) were available and functiomaese
are the University internet facility that was acible as a result of the provision of passage skpthe
UNIMAID Cyber Café for the wheel-chaired studeritge other is the curb ramp that is made availablthe
University Library.
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One item out of the 29 (3.4%) items on the chetiisvailable but not functional; this is the didity policy
and action plan. The remaining 26 out of 29 (89.1@hs in the checklist were not available.

Summary of Findings
The findings revealed that:
1. 66.7% of the administrators disagree that therengaseed for the physically challenged to acquire

education. Suggesting that the administrators viergupport of non-inclusive education in the
university.

2. 80.6% of the lecturers disagree that there is nedrfer the physically challenged to acquire
education. Suggesting that the academic staff weupport of non-inclusive education in the
university.

3. There was no significant difference between mald famale administrators and their attitude
towards the physically challenged students in thivérsity of Maiduguri.

4. There was no significant difference between malke f@male lecturers and their attitude towards
the physically challenged in the University of Madglri.

Discussion

The study examined the attitudes of academic contypnuawards physically challenged students in the
University of Maiduguri as it affects financing Ilnsive education for sustainable development. Tih& f
research question, sought to determine the attfitkcturers towards the physically challengetlidents in the
University of Maiduguri. The results as revealed able 1 showed that discriminatory attitude is a@ommon
character among Lecturers of the University. Fetance, 65.4% of Lecturers do not subscribe tetiitement,

“I don't like to see the physically challenged iry lass,” which implies that a large proportionLafcturers
were in support of the physically challenged attegdectures along with their non-challenged corpuets.
Lecturers believed in the inclusion of the phydicahallenged students to help them integrate bétte the
society. However, lack of facilities preventedtigers from discharging their responsibilities. eTiesult is in
consonant with the suggestions of Abosi.& Koay @0ONot less than 80% of Lecturers disagree, some
strongly, to the statements, “There was no neegtigsically challenged persons to have Universdydation,”
and “I feel that physically challenged persons #hawot be given admission into the University.” Mos
Lecturers do agree that a special form of tranggiort should be made available for the physicatiglienged.
84.8% supported the provision of access road toeivblgair bound students, 91.1% supported the wawefng
tuition fees to the physically challenged stude@82% supported free transport, and other weKapports for
the physically challenged by the majority of thademic staff.

On the attitudes of administrators towards the jajly challenged in the University of Maidugurinding
revealed that only 27.8% of Administrators opinddttthey do not feel comfortable having the phybica
challenged as students in the University. Majooityhe administrators sampled in the study showstdern on
the welfare of the physically challenged studentthe University. For instance, 83.8% supportedpttearision

of a special means of transportation for the plajsicchallenged. 100% agreed that access roadldshizu
provided for the wheel-chaired students. 94.5% sttpg the provision of road guide and free transpmthe
physically challenged students, and 88.9% suppotted they should pay tuition fees. But 72.2% of
administrators that participated in the study catest to unwillingness to listen to complaints frgmysically
challenged students. This was a discriminatoryual® exhibited by majority of administrators in stady.

The results also revealed that there was no sigmifi difference between male and female adminstat
attitude towards the physically challenged stud@nthe university Maidugri. This implies that batiale and
female administrators are alike in their attitudesards the physically challenged students. Thederce
effective inclusive education as nobody is discniamwéd on the basis of disability, a development toaild

enhance sustainable development in the countrys Bhin line with conclusions drawn by Avramidis at
(2000), Kuester ( 2000); and Van Reusen et @120
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The findings also revealed no significant differermetween male and female academic staff on thkginde

towards physically challenged students in the Usite of Maiduguri. This means that lecturers dd redate
with the physically challenged students based eir thiological makeup. This result concurs with fhelings

of Leyser, Kapperman, & Keller, (1994) which regartno significant differences in attitudes exhititnd
gender, after studying six nations (United StaBermany, Israel, Ghana, Taiwan, and the Philippinsig the
Attitudes toward Mainstreaming scale. Other studiEhligher education faculty attitudes towards peapith

disabilities Lewis, (1988); McGee, (1989); Williaars (2000) reported that gender did not have aifgignt

effect on faculty attitude. However, on the contra8aggett, (1993); Benham, (1995); and Rao (20@djcated
that female faculty members held more positivetuaté towards the physically challenged students.ti@n
contrary, other studies found that male teacher® w#her significantly more confident than femalestheir

ability to teach students with disabilities (JoReist, & Brissie, (1996), or they held more posititews about
inclusive education However, In reporting the res@itom international studies, Lampropoulou & P&ddl

(1997) cautioned that links between gender andudgiis likely related to cultural factors as sooudtures
ascribe the care of people with disabilities to das responsibility alone.

Conclusion

Based on the findings of this study, it was conellithat there is urging need for the encouragewfantlusive
education with a view to stimulate the contrasfiigerian economy. Accordingly, inclusive educatian to a
large extent enhance self reliance among the paifisichallenged people in the Nigerian society Vitnaned a
reasonable percentage of the country’ populatidris Tould be a paradigm shift away from the tradiil
notion of reducing a physically challenge personatdeggar who always hawks on the street looking
charitable people for patronage. The findings alsggest that University of Maiduguri has no phgkjan to
accommodate physically challenge students in #ésl@mic programme as most of its existing facilitiese not
easily accessible to the physically challengedesttsd

Recommendations
Based on the findings, the following recommendaiaere made:

1. The management of the University of Maiduguri skdoumhplement the action plan on the National

Policy regarding the physically challenged students

2. Consideration should be given to the physicallyllehged students by academic staff to encourage

inclusive education that could made them self nekiaand drastically reduce beggars on the street.

3. Architectural planners should consider physicallienged students in planning classrooms, offices

and hostel accommodations to cater for all categaf beneficiaries..

4. University administrators and academic staff shatl@ngthen their support towards the physically

challenged students to help them overcome theabdiyy and explore their abilities. This gesturdlw
enhance the financing of inclusive education fataimable development of the Nigerian society.
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