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ABSTRACT

Over the last decade the mandated “push” forirfiglusion has changed the dynamics of
our general education classrooms to the extenotiraeneral education teachers do not feel
adequately prepared to teach. The lack of preparatay affect the pre-service teachers’
attitude and perception of students with disaksitin a general education classroom. The
limited research in this area prompted this study.

The purpose of this quantitative, cross-sectionalyswas to investigate how the
perceptions and attitudes of inclusion and teaefferacy differ from preservice teacher
candidates to first year teachers. Preservicenezaandidates (n=40) and first year teachers
(n=51) were students or graduates of one univeirsisputheastern United States. The results
were determined by using a variety of statistieating including a one samgheest, Pearson
Correlation Coefficient, and a one-way ANOVA. Timalings indicate that preservice teachers
and first year teachers believe in having studeitts disabilities included in their classrooms,
but that belief doesn’t extend to being able to aggnbehavior. It also indicated that self-
efficacy is consistent in student teacher candgdatel first year teachers, but teacher efficacy is
higher in student teacher candidates, with teagefieacy dropping during the first year of

teaching.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
The continued focus on equity in reauthorized leg@n such as No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001 (NCLB) and the Individuals With Disab#gs Education Improvement Act of 2004
(IDEA) has been the emphasis on academic, soaidlpast-secondary outcomes for culturally
and linguistically diverse learners (Lee, 2006ntilkecently, general education and special
education services have been provided in two sepaedtings with different teachers and
different instructional strategies. As part of #394 reauthorization of Individuals with
Disability Education Act (IDEA, 2004), the first ecational placement for all students,
including those with disabilities when appropriatkould be the general education classroom
based on the students’ Individualized Educatiom PI&P). An IEP is a document for the
student with disabilities that outlines an indivadimed educational plan, including related
services, needed to assist the student to meeteithecational goals (Weber, 2006).
Classrooms today are composed of a diverse populafilearners including students
with a wide range of disabilities. These disalg$itcan include learning or physical disabilities.
This is largely due to the reforms mandated froefdderal government designed to insure both
excellence and equity for all students in publicasds. Berry (2006) stated that with these
mandates, inclusion of students with disabilitregs igeneral education setting is more the rule
than the exception. According to the U. S. Departhof Education, approximately 58% of all

students with disabilities are educated in the gerezlucation classrooms 80% of the day (U. S.
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Department of Education, 2011). Many colleges yagse The National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) standdl teacher preparation programs to
ensure that graduates are prepared for today’'ssive classroom and meet the criteria of IDEA.
The students are to be educated in an inclusitges clear, but there is a need to address how
teacher education programs prepare teachers to ite#tus inclusive setting, because new
teachers feel inadequately prepared (Boling, 2009).

NCATE (2002) recognizes the need for preservicehess to have a strong knowledge
base with multiple opportunities to increase indial awareness and dispositions with respect to
diverse populations. NCATE (2008) defines divgras “differences among groups of people
and individuals based on ethnicity, race, socioenun status, gender, exceptionalities,
language, religion, sexual orientation, and gedgcagb area” (p. 86). In recent years, inclusion
research has moved from the issue of whether todacstudents with disabilities, to questions
of how to make inclusion more effective for alld#mts and teachers.

Even with the mandates from IDEA, inclusion islsticontroversial practice. Reasons
for the controversy may be revealed in the resflgudies discussed in the literature review
chapter. According to Boling (2009) these studieggest general education teachers do not feel
prepared to teach children with disabilities inreiusive setting nor do they feel that it should
be their responsibility. A high expectation duéigh stakes testing for both special education
and general education students is another reasoisshe is controversial. These controversial
reasons related to inclusion have served to chdregstructural format of teacher preparation
programs.

Along with all the changes for inclusion, there eaxpanded responsibilities for the

general education teachers. Studies prove thatntiag not have the dispositions, attitudes, or
2



professional preparations needed to meet thesadggaesponsibilities (Burke & Sutherland,
2004; Jobling & Moni, 2004; Jung, 2007). Althoygiofessional development for in-service
teachers remains a prominent approach in prep#oirigclusion, increased emphasis has been
placed on the roles and responsibilities of teapheparation programs to prepare new educators
for teaching in inclusive settings (Van Laarhovlunk, Lynch, Bosma, & Rouse, 2007).
Statement of the Problem

Current research suggests that preservice teaghdidates and practicing teachers
report they do not feel prepared for inclusion stasms (Boling, 2009; Bradshaw & Mundia,
2006; Fajet, Bello, Leftwich, & Mesier, Shaver, 300 Several issues have been identified that
may add to this dilemma: college preparation; laickeld experience with students that have
disabilities (Campbell, Gillmore & Cuskelly, 200Richards & Clough, 2004); the need for dual
certification (Ford, Pugach, & Othis-Wilborn, 20Hadadian & Chiang, 2007; Jenkins,
Pateman, & Black, 2002; Shippen, Crites, HouchHR@nsey, & Simon, 2005), which is the
certification in both general education and spestalcation; preservice teachers’ preconceived
attitudes and perceptions toward inclusion (Job&ingoni, 2004; Jung, 2007; Palmer, 2006);
and confidence levels and self-efficacy of in-seewieachers and preservice teacher candidates
(Berry, 2010; Campbell, Gilmore, & Cuskelly, 206&Imer, 2006; Sari, Ceiloz & Secer, 2009).
Better understanding of these issues could hethdange teacher education programs and
produce teachers who are more equipped to handextive inclusion environment. Teacher
preparation institutions could be the gateway &otshese changes.

Teacher preparation institutions have the oppantunichange the way preservice
teacher candidates are prepared for today’s class¢Campbell et al., 2003; Forlin, Loreman,

Sharma, & Earle, 2009; Jenkins et al., 2002; Ratvi& Clough, 2004; Strayton & McCollum,
3



2002). Inclusion is forcing teacher education paogs to take a closer look at the way the
curriculum is designed to meet the needs of athke@ in the classroom, regardless of the
cognitive level. In most teacher education progréine preservice teacher candidates choose
between elementary education, special educatiahsacondary education with very little
integration or overlapping of classes between thgnam areas especially in the area of field
experience. Many universities are struggling it need to revise their curricula and
pedagogy to better prepare teachers to meet ths méall students through inclusion, but to
date there is little empirical evidence to suppan to change the curricula (Forlin et al., 2009).

According to authors Richards and Clough (2004) @achpbell et al. (2003), field
experience is another area that needs to be dtiearegl in teacher education programs. These
authors stress that most teacher education progtamst include field experience with the
introductory special education course. This fietgperience component could help preservice
teacher candidates interact with students withbdisas in their natural environment and help
the preservice teacher candidate feel the ownewshmpmotivation needed to be a successful
inclusion teacher.

One study by Richards and Clough (2004) attainatigreservice teacher candidates felt
they were prepared for an inclusion classroom timé} actually started teaching, then felt they
lacked the skills needed to meet the needs olhalldarners. The authors agreed that field
experience, along with the coursework, could hie¢ppreservice teacher candidates feel a more
personal contact with these students. This coudohge their perceptions about working with
students with disabilities and help them to wargngage these students in their classrooms.
Another study revealed that preservice teacheridates typically see more value in their field

experience than their university coursework (Catigtel., 2003). The field experience
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component of teacher education programs may neled teviewed and revised to facilitate new
teacher confidence in teaching in an inclusivesctasm.

With the curriculum needs identified for changeur teacher preparation programs and
the addition of field experience in an introductspecial education class, the next step could be
to incorporate dual certification programs whicln paepare teacher candidates for an inclusive
classroom (Jenkins et al., 2002). The authorsei@s by stating that general education
teachers have more content knowledge and speciahgdn teachers have more skills in
adapting and accommodating students with disadslitiThere needs to be a way to combine the
knowledge and skills in teacher education progra8tsayton and McCollum (2002) realized
one way to infuse general education and specialaatun into a dual certification program
would be to have courses taught and field expegisapervised by faculty from special
education and general education together. Althalugt certification may be one way to
produce quality teachers for an inclusion settprgservice teachers’ attitudes and perceptions
are key to being a successful inclusion teacher.

Attitudes and Perceptions

Preservice teacher candidates’ attitudes and pwwospcan influence the success of an
inclusion classroom (Berry, 2010). These candglatene into the field of education with a
variety of values and attitudes based on their kM2 experiences. With the changing nature of
inclusion, these previous experiences could havegative effect on preservice teacher
candidates’ perception of teaching students wisalilities. These candidates need a positive
attitude to work with students with disabilitiesdatiis positive attitude can contribute to the
successful implementation of an inclusion progr8urke & Sutherland, 2004). Jobling and

Moni (2004) learned that measuring the perceptaomkattitudes of preservice teacher
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candidates toward inclusion is a starting pointréatesigning the teacher education curricula to
enhance effective instruction in an inclusive gaheducation setting.

Jung (2007) stated that along with changed attstw@ohel perceptions of inclusion,
preservice teacher candidates need to increasectrdidence levels and self-efficacy when
dealing with special needs students. Hoy (200@ited that preservice teachers’ self-efficacy is
strong during their student teaching experiencewten they transition into their own
classroom reality hits and their self-efficacy abdtop causing them to feel inadequate to teach
students with special needs.

Preservice teacher candidates, furthermore, mustdpared as educators to ensure that
all students in an inclusive setting receive ancatian of the highest quality possible
(Hammond & Ingalls, 2003). This study will seekaidd to the current literature by providing
comparison data on attitudes and perceptions toimahdsion on two levels of teachers:
preservice teacher candidates and first year tesiche
Purpose Statement

The purpose of this study will be to investigateviibe perceptions and attitudes differ
from preservice teacher candidates to first yeaalters.

The researcher will conduct a cross-sectional straiy a sample of students graduating
with a degree in teacher education from a four-ymavrersity and a sample of all students that
have graduated and transitioned into first yedaeathing. The measures will include
perceptions of teaching in an inclusion classroonh self-efficacy and being prepared for an
inclusion setting. This quantitative cross sedimstudy is to determine if there are differences

among survey data of two groups; preservice teardmatidates and first year teachers. The



results will be used as additional evidence forrtbed to change the structure of teacher
education programs.
Research Questions/Hypothesis

This quantitative study will concentrate on pregsx\teacher candidates’ and first year
teachers’ perceptions of preparedness, and resptmssoughts of teacher efficacy concerning
preparation and their ability to teach in an in@asclassroom.

This study will include two levels of teachersggervice teacher candidate and first
year teachers) as the independent variable anslitlrey scores offhe Sentiments, Attitudes,
and Concerns about Inclusion Education Revigemtlin, Earle, Loreman, & Sharma, 2011,
SACIE-R) and Th&eacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practice ScéBharma, Loreman, & Forlin,
2012; TEIP) used as the dependent variable. Thdyss designed to answer the following
guestion:

Research question: Is there a difference betwesseprice teacher candidates and first

year teachers on instrumentation scores?

Hypothesis 1: There is no difference in mean susgyes for level of teacher compared
to the reported population parameter for the imsénts.

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant relationsbghween teacher attitudes and
perceptions and teacher self-efficacy scores.

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant differencariean scores dBACIE-Rby level of

teacher.

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant differencaeriean scores oFEIP by level of

teacher.

Limitations



1. The small sample size of this study could be tofashen comparing data from
published population parameters and demographecfdain other countries using the
instrumentsSACIE-RandTEIP.

2. A limitation that is important to this study is thzarticipants are drawn from only
one university in the southeastern United Stakesefore limiting the external
validity of the study and results may not genegatz other universities. Only senior
education candidates in the disciplines of elentgregducation, special education,
and secondary education will participate in thiggt

3. Timing of the study could affect the results. Boevey will be given during the fall
semester of the senior year before student teachihgg may affect the results based
on lack of time in the field or due to the factttkame students could be taking the
Introduction to Special Education course or hawt gompleted the introduction
course.

Delimitations

1. This study will collect survey results from s@rstudents at a four-year state

university in the southeastern United States duihegall semester of 2012 and from

first year teachers that graduated from the samestsity during the fall of 2012.

2. The patrticipants will complete surveys on tlaitudes toward inclusion and self-

efficacy during the fall of their senior year arghan during their transition into a

teaching position.

Definition of Terms
Attitudes — Attitudes are how you feel, positive or negatiesvard a person, place,

thing, or event (Merriam-Webster, 2012). In tHisdy preservice teacher candidates’ attitudes
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toward the inclusion of special education studentke general education classroom will be
investigated.

Dual Certification —A program that unifies the disciplines of elementaecondary,
and special education to create a pool of educgtaakfied for inclusion (Jenkins et. al, 2002).
The goal for dual certification is to prepare tearshthat are more qualified for an inclusion
classroom (Ford et al., 2001; Hadadin & Chiang,20@nkins et al., 2002; Shippen et al.,
2005).

Efficacy/Self-Efficacy- Self-efficacy is the overall belief that youriacts can produce
the outcomes you desire and is the basis for ntagivawelfare, and individual achievement
(Pajares, 2002). Efficacy addresses the presete@mher candidates’ or general education
teachers’ confidence in their ability to recognizieallenges, and prevent discrimination and
teach special needs children (Silverman, 2010).

Inclusion - Inclusion is the term for educating each childie maximum extent
appropriate with their non-disabled peers (Hada&i&hiang, 2007) Inclusion is not a single
event, but the practice of educating special nebddren in their own neighborhood school and
with the commitment of the educator to give alldten the opportunity to reach their potential
(Astor, 2006).

Inclusive Classroom- those classrooms in which students with speeeatls are
educated alongside their non-disabled peers (LefBay2011).

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act — The Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA, 2004) is a law that ensurest ¢l students get a free appropriate

education in the least restrictive environment fmssegardless of the severity of the disability.



Introduction to Special Education Course— The Introduction to Special Education
course is an introductory course taken during tleeqrvice teacher candidates’ undergraduate
education program. Emphasis is on the charadtsrist the thirteen categories of special
education, per IDEA and the laws that govern spedacation.

Least Restrictive Environment— The Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) is pudrt
the Individual with Disabilities Act (IDEA, 2004)nd is the term used to represent the principle
that children with disabilities should be educateth their peers as often as possible and that
removal to a more restrictive settings should dradgpen when the child’s disability prevents
them from achieving appropriate goals in a regethrcation setting, even when providing
supplementary aids and supports their disabilitgyfRond, 2012).

No Child Left Behind — No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2001) Act necesséisthat
schools develop assessments in fundamental gkille given to all students in certain grades
and is a support standards-based education refdms. is a belief that setting high obtainable
standards and instituting measurable objectivesrearase individual results in education
(Lambert, Curan, Prigge, & Shorr, 2005).

Preservice teacher candidatesCollege student who is participating or enrolled in
education courses or practica (Kagen, 1992). Tindesit is not yet certified to teach.

Social Cognitive Theory Social Cognitive Theory is the basic human puepafsthe
three areas of personal, behavioral, and envirotahpressures (Pajares, 2002). Psychologist
Albert Bandura is the founding father of this theoAccording to Bandura (1977), there is a
conception of triadic reciprocity between behaveryironmental factors, and personal factors,
such as cognitive, affective, and biological everdsing this theory, teachers can make things

better in an inclusive setting by engaging in tloewn development and changing in actions.
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Social Constructivism— Social Constructivism is the importance of adtand
circumstance that happens in society and credtmsaation of knowledge from that

circumstance (Kim, 2001).

Teacher-efficacy -‘a teacher’s belief that he or she can reach eiféoult or
unmotivated students to help them learn” (Woolf@B07, p.334).
Significance of the Study

The significance of this study is the limited rasbaon preservice teacher candidates
sentiments and support for inclusion (Forlin et2011; Sze, 2009) This study will to add to the
current literature by providing comparison datatmtwo levels of teachers: preservice teacher
candidates and first year teachers. This datafealls on the attitudes and perceptions of
preservice teachers’ self-efficacy toward inclusao the improvement or decline of teacher-
efficacy toward inclusion as they transition initstf year teachers. Knowing more about how
these groups differ may help to inform teacher atlan programs how to assist teachers in this
critical transition period of one year service wdih inclusion classroom.
Organization of the Study

This study is organized into five chapters. Chiaptis an introduction to the study along
with the purpose of the study, research questielased to the study, limitations of the study,
delimitations of the study, clearly defined ternish® study, and the significance of the study.
Chapter 2 reviews the related literature in thkel fggarting with the history of inclusion and the
different theories of inclusive education and wohtinue with a discussion about different types
of training for preservice teacher candidates idicig options for field experience and dual
certification. This chapter concludes with recgtoidies on attitudes, perceptions, and self-

efficacy of preservice teacher candidates and gérducation teachers. Chapter 3 outlines the
11



research design and methods used in the studydinglalata collection and analysis procedures,
as well as, a discussion of the psychometric inédgrom to validate the findings. Chapter 4 will
be the analysis of the data collected. This cliapieinclude the organization of the data, the
demographic data, and research questions and atesbbiypotheses. The last chapter, Chapter
5, will include a discussion of the finding®nclusions, and implications of the studiie

researcher will propose future research basedefirtlings of this study.
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CHAPTER 2
Review of Literature

Introduction

The literature review is focused on topics thatessential to understanding the history of
special education, preservice teacher educatiogrgnotraining and field experience, current
research on preservice teacher and first year ¢egarceptions on inclusion, and self-efficacy
of both. The discussions about these issues aldtesther or not there is a need for change in
teacher education programs to better meet the ridexisdents. According to Brownlee and
Carrington (2000) there is a need for researchdtalies preservice teachers educated in a
general education setting and their developmepbesitive attitudes toward students with
disabilities. The purpose of this review is to éragize the need for this study in the field of
education and how to positively influence presextgacher candidates’ attitudes and to be
prepared for today’s diverse classroom.
History of Special Education Law

Prior to the 1970s most schools did not providggmams for students with disabilities in
a public school setting, even after the landmasgea#Brown v. Board of Educatiof1954).
The decision of this case determined that schaolaat discriminate on the basis of race,
establishing that a “separate” education is nagumal education. White, Lakin, Bruininks, and
Li (1991) interpreted that this legislation couldabe directed toward students with disabilities

that were segregated. In 1965 approximately 1@sb@dents, birth to 21 years of age, were

13



still in institutions. After several years, othleurt cases began to be tried that actually make a
difference in the way children with disabilities ieeeducated.

In the 1970s, U. S. Supreme Court cases such asaseeoPennsylvania Association for
Retarded Children (PARC) v. Pennsylvamd 972 had an impact on the movement toward
inclusion The PARC case declared that a child with mentardation be placed in the general
education setting because segregating the chihd fh@ir nondisabled peers violated the child’s
due process and equal protection rights. A sinaibant caseMills v. Board of Education
(1972) also held that a school’s actions violated the pitocess rights of children with
disabilities (Katsiyannis, Yell, & Bradley, 2001Even with these rulings and the numerous
court cases that followed, many students weredsitied services. As a result, Congress enacted
legislation to assure the educational rights osltlents with disabilities were upheld.

Congress enacted several laws that have changéakcthef special education and also
had a significant role in changing the positiorirta federal government in special education.
The most important and most recognized law wasi®ublv 94-142 (Education of All
Handicapped Children Act), now known as Individuaigh Disabilities Education Act (IDEA,
2004) was signed into law in November of 1975 bgsRlent Gerald Ford. This law was created
to provide all students with disabilities the rigbta free appropriate public education in every
state and locality across the country, protectitites of these students with disabilities andrthei
parents, and assist the states and localitiein¢fforts to provide these services as needed
(Katsiyannis et aJ2001). Itis clear that Public Law 94-142 wastten to protect children with
disabilities and brought about many of the charnigashave impacted the field of education

today.
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One of the changes that P.L. 94-142 brought abasthew students with disabilities
were educated (Katsiyannis et @001). For the first time, children ages 3-21 ddudve a free
appropriate education in their own neighborhoodethBefore this law was passed, there was
concern that children were being excluded fromlaipschool education and those that were
allowed to go to school were given limited accessducational curriculum. These students
were in private schools or facilities paid for e tparents, or the children went without
education of any kind.

Another change brought about by Public Law 94-12990 and revised again in 2004
was the support of transition services from highost student to adult. Being involved in the
transition of students with disabilities could megmaparing them for a work force that catered to
their disability, getting the families help fromyg@nment agencies, and connecting families to
appropriate community agencies that could help wightransition (Katsiyannis et a2001).

Public Law 94-194 has brought about the concerydonger children with disabilities
and their families. When Public Law 94-194 wadsed in 1986, it was mandated that states
provide services and programs to infants and teddgh disabilities from birth. These
programs and services help infants and toddlensetet the academic and social challenges they
experience as they mature. Today, this practi€ariseaching and has been a very successful
way to prepare children with disabilities for totsamnclusive classrooms (Katsiyannis et al.
2001).

IDEA has been revised or reauthorized many timesesits enactment. According to
Smith (2005) there was a problem with the way sttslevith learning disabled were identified.
The use of the discrepancy model to determineleliyi in this area was common practice.

This model used a severe discrepancy between I@seand achievement test scores to
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determine eligibility for special education sendgcelhe last reauthorization of IDEA was
completed in 2004 with the main goal of no longeing the discrepancy model to determine
eligibility for special education services for arign. This reauthorization has allowed schools to
find other ways to determine if a student needp beddemically before actually failing. This
also aligns with No Child Left Behind (NCLB) whidtas added a “push” toward the inclusion
process by forcing districts to be accountabldHerprogress of special education students as a
subgroup of all learners (Cullen, Gregory, & Nd26,10). NCLB uses Response to Intervention
(RTI) to circumvent the “wait to fail” procedure floee considering special education services
(Berry, 2008; National Joint Committee on Learnidigabilities, 2005).

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) has also requiredrenge in teacher certification
requirements. The move toward a more performanseebavaluation approach for teacher
candidates (Shippen et al., 2005) means that petrgpeeacher candidates are more prepared to
meet the needs of all learners in a diverse settMQLB also calls for highly qualified teachers
that can meet the needs of all learners and sheguade yearly progress (AYP) on state
standardized testing (Harvey, Yssel, Bauserman,e®diér, 2010).

Another goal of the reauthorization of IDEA in 20@4s the least restrictive
environment (LRE) appropriate to meet the individugeds of students with disabilities and this
would begin in a general education classroom. bRHEclusion of students with disabilities in
general education setting is the attitude that supgequal consideration for all students in an
educational setting regardless of the child’s dlgglf{Loreman, Earle, Sharma, & Forlia007).
Bradshaw and Mundia (2006) tell us that inclus®adcommodating learning and the curricula
to meet the needs of all learners in a diversesabasn setting. This legislation also encourages

recognition, acceptance and dedication in appbtoaby general education teachers.
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Inclusion requires that diverse students are eddadatthe general education setting and
exposed to the same curriculum as general educsttioients. These children who have been
educated in a special education classroom are rpected to perform academically in a general
education class with their non-disabled peers augport from the special education teacher.
Inclusion is a means of reducing the label on sdeducation students as “socially undesirable”
but, at the same time, providing a safe, securesirere in which the diverse population can
learn (Symeonidou & Phtiaka, 2009).

Inclusion also stresses the need for accommod#tabparner’s setting and curriculum,
to meet all students’ needs, and to create a sdrgemmunity (Bradshaw & Mundia, 2006).
According to the U.S. Department of Education, diaai Center for Education Statistics (2011),
in 2007, 95% of six to 21-year-old students witbadtilities were served in general education
classrooms; 3% were served in separate school%nd private-pay facilities or hospitals.
Therefore, it is more important than ever to trg@meral education teachers to provide
educational services that are meaningful and meable for students with disabilities.

Stodden, Galloway, & Stodden (2003) establishetivilita the directive for LRE, these
students are spending the majority of their dag general education classroom with teachers
who have little or no preparation in addressingstuelents’ individual needs and assisting them
with standards-based criteria. Also, accordin§ze (2009) with school districts making the
decision to apply the principles of full inclusiontheir schools, preservice teacher candidates
participating in field experience opportunities ptaced in diverse settings with students with
disabilities. Due to the inclusion directive,tbars and teacher education programs must find
ways to refine the curriculum and meet the needslstudents. According to Burke and

Sutherland (2004) this will require much more knedge and expertise.
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Teacher education and curriculum must be coordihnsdethat students can obtain a
variety of knowledge and skills related to the aptoof inclusion (Florian & Rouse, 2009). The
first step in reaching these higher criteria shdaddo understand different theories that affect
inclusion and the various types of characteristiod modifications for disabilities in the
classroom (Turner, 2003).

Theories

Liston, Whitcombe, and Borko (2006) establish that reason first year teachers have a
difficult time with inclusion is that they are tauigncorrect theories in their teacher education
programs. The researchers also suggest thatdcinees to achieve educational justice and
equality for all students there has to be the agrakent of a multidimensional theoretical
standard that addresses the issues of discrimmatid status in a diverse classroom (De
Valenzuela, Connery, & Musanti, 2000).

There are several theories that can relate tasmah: social constructivism,
sociocultural theory, and social cognitive theory.

Social Constructivism Theory. Social constructivism stresses the importance of
understanding what is happening in society andtoacting knowledge based on this
understanding. This theory is strongly advocate®ygotsky’s (1986), Bruner’'s (1986), and
Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive theory. Sociah&tructivism theory is an instructional model
that is based on the need for collaboration amtudesits and teachers. The constructivist part
of the theory helps us to understand that a persostructs their mental framework and
conceptions from a variety of fields including @sibphy, psychology, and science. The theory
relates to inclusion because it advocates the dpawent of a caring community. A caring

community can make all students in the class fkelthey belong and help students learn to care
18



for each other. When students feel they belortggacommunity, it makes inclusion a reality
(Bloom, Perlmutter, & Burrell, 1999).

Social Constructivism advocates teaching technitjustsare both personal and
interpersonal. These techniques should allow tindestts and teachers to be more aware of and
responsible for their own thinking. This realizatican increase the understanding and
appreciation of others and their thinking (John6)@)1).

Sociocultural Theory: Another theory closely related to special educaisathe
sociocultural theory. Again this theory was intwodd by Vygotsky (1986) and stresses the
interaction between culture and people in soci&@gciocultural theory relates to inclusion
because of the roles in schools and the resistarsacial equities which results in teachers not
treating all students equal. We tend to stereotyjgbmake assumptions about students based on
the inability to perform academically or behavibyahs expected based on the norm (De
Valenzuela et al., 2000).

The sociocultural theory has become a standarmebicher education programs and has
begun to influence the general education teachessigh in-service programs in many schools
(De Valenzuela et al., 2000). In teacher educatragrams across the country there is very little
social interaction with students that have disaegdi(Zumwalt & Craig, 2005). The research
today should focus on increasing culturally respanslassrooms as well as concentrating on
gaps and deficiencies in preservice teachers’ epegs, attitudes, and perceptions of inclusion
(Castro, 2010).

Social Cognitive Theory:The third theory related to special education thiitbe
discussed in the literature review is the sociginitive theory. Psychologist Albert Bandura is

the founding father of this theory. According tari8lura (1977), there is a conception of triadic
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reciprocity between behavior, environmental fagtarsl personal factors, such as cognitive,
affective, and biological events. Using this the@eachers can make things better in an
inclusive setting by engaging in their own devel@ptmrand changing in actions.

Self-efficacy is part of Bandura’s social cognitiheory and can influence choices
people make and the course of action taken. Tdteehithe self-efficacy, the more they will try
to master challenges rather than avoid these clggte(Pajares, 2002). Self-efficacy can also
help preservice teachers develop the skills neaalgdprove their emotional well-being and
develop conflict resolution skills to help buildal®ing communities in an inclusive classroom
(Liston et al., 2006).

Although theory plays a part in the way that teasheact to students with disabilities,
there is a need to focus on the teacher preparnatamrams to facilitate better overall interaction
between these students and teachers. The neixtrsedlt discuss ways to redesign preservice
teacher education programs to help meet this need.

Training

Due to the ever-changing face of today’s divetasstoom, research suggests that
teacher preparation and training will have to bgrassively directed toward the goal of
inclusion. Teachers must be ready to teach studdmshave varied educational needs,
emotional and behavioral problems, as well as Bhdlanguage Learner (ELL) (Lambe, 2007).
The focus of most k-12 schools is to promote ingkigducation, but there seems to be little
success in that area (Angelides, 2008). Univessdre in a position now to help preservice
teacher candidates’ gain the knowledge and achierntsmeeded to be successful in an inclusion

setting (Turner, 2003). Inclusion requires thatteer education programs prepare preservice
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teacher candidates to recognize and meet the néstledents with disabilities and have the
skills to work with these students successfullygi#dzo, Dodeen, & Algaryouti, 2003).

To gain the needed knowledge and understandinge thast be a change in the way we
educate preservice teacher candidates. Therebmwasteviation from the academic strategies
that teacher education programs traditionally os ¢urriculum that provides these needs and
shape attitudes for today and future classroomsb@rBa006). Ambe (2006) established that one
way to change the educational programs would [@eltomulticultural education that extends to
all disciplines of education and is not just lindit®® one course.

Sogunro (2001) identified that most teachers ldageher education programs with the
content knowledge needed, but do not have thetyabiliattitude to effectively meet the needs of
all learners in an inclusion classroom. Preserigeehers must be prepared to meet the
inclusion challenge with a firm knowledge, apprageiattitudes, and skills. Forlin, Cedillo,
Romero-Contreras, Fletcher, and Rodriguez (201ddhat 44% of the preservice teacher
candidates (n=286) that participated in their stiidg not received the training they needed and
were not fully aware of what was needed to edusiatgents with disabilities in an inclusive
classroom. These teacher educator programs nédedl tways to help preservice teacher
candidates reach this goal (Bradshaw & Mundia, 2006

Many universities are struggling with the needewase their courses to meet the
changing focus that influences curricula and pedggbut, to date, there is little empirical
evidence to support how to change the curriculalifFet al., 2009; Forlin, Loreman, Earle, &
Sharma2007). Forlin et al(2007) recognized that without this empirical daiéical decisions
cannot be made on how to impact teacher educatagrams related to inclusion or increase

positive attitudes in an inclusive classroom.
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Even after more than 25 years of education refothese still seems to be a mismatch
between what is happening in schools today anteteher education programs. According to
Mclintyre (2009) teacher education programs havpduepreservice teachers expand their
understandings, outlooks, and academics, but thisat help them to be successful teachers in a
diverse school setting.

Most teacher education programs stress the diffeebhetween the programs of
elementary, secondary, and special education, whicbt realistic, because teachers must be
well versed in the ability to adapt curriculum ansfruction to meet the needs of all the learners
in the classroom (Hardman, 2009). This holistewwibf education is a sharp contrast for most
teacher education programs. Teacher educatiomgr@gare set up in such a way so preservice
teachers decide to work with a distinct set ofdreih based on age and/or special needs which in
turn create the obstacles we see in today’s divdassrooms.

One study conducted with higher education facubgavered that even though most
colleges offer one class of introduction to speealcation, there needs to be more collaborative
transdepartmental efforts to meet the requiremai¥CLB and IDEA (Harvey et g§12010).

This one class of special education has helpeapvies teacher education candidates shape
ideas and beliefs toward inclusion, but friends tamdily influenced their beliefs more than the
one special education class (Garriott, Snyder, @aethi& Ringlaben, 2004). Very few preservice
teachers are able to experience collaboration leetwee general education teacher and the
special education teacher unless they are spettighon majors.

It is difficult for higher education faculty to @k to the need for being prepared for a
diverse classroom, because many of them have petiexced these types of classrooms

themselves and do not understand the challengetotltay’s general education teachers face
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(Richards & Clough, 2004). Therefore, it is harfterhigher education faculty to sustain the
positive belief that some college students havermdrgering the educational program and
provide them tools needed to be effective incluseacthers.

The inception of the Blue Ribbon Panels or Comregt&as created to provide more
focus on educational practices and help impactdheher education programs in a positive way
by providing reports, surveys, policy reviews attiges on teacher preparation. It also helped to
launch new initiatives, but there are still mangltdnging claims about teacher education
programs and the policies and practices directiogé claims in teacher preparation,
performance, and educational outcomes (CochranhSg005). Some of the claims explore
teacher education preparations approach to inelusith research on what teacher candidates
learn, how they practice this knowledge in a prach setting with cross-disciplinary methods of
general education and special education, and shaillent’'s knowledge achievement during
practicum.

There is compelling evidence that taking at least course of special education or
inclusive education can increase the attitudeseseyvice teachers (Alghazo et al., 2003; Ambe,
2006; Bradshaw & Mundia, 2006; Shade & Stewart,120®Ithough, Ambe (2006) discovered
that one course on diversity is not enough forpteservice teacher candidates to understand and
appreciate these students and a joint effort betwestructors and preservice teacher candidates
should be implemented. Bradshaw and Mundia (268@&aled that completing at least one
course that exposes the preservice teachers t@akpduacation in an inclusive setting, can help
them to have a more positive attitude toward iriolus

Alghazo et al., (2003) learned that the educatibaakground of preservice teacher

candidates could have an effect on attitudes towtrdients with disabilities and that taking one
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class could help create a more positive attitudeatd these special needs students. Shade and
Stewart’s (2001) study on preservice teachersralsiized that even a single course could
benefit the attitudes toward inclusion of studemts a disability in a general education
classroom.

Several studies have examined preservice teadygpsehension about teaching in an
inclusive setting (Brownlee & Carrington, 2000; ¥alin, 2006). Many preservice educators
enter the teacher education programs with veitg kxperience with students that have
disabilities. These preservice educator candidaemfluenced by their past educational
experiences and how they perceive and define diisab(Brownlee & Carrington, 2000). Itis
through their education programs that preserviaelhters have an opportunity to develop a
greater understanding of diversity, as well asreshravarious learning experiences that foster the
awareness of diversity and diversity issues (Vaie2006).

Teacher education programs face the challengeepiaping preservice teacher candidates
to teach in an inclusion classroom that many adeh@eservice teacher candidates have never
experienced in their own educational backgroundl{&ids & Clough, 2004). In the study by
Richards and Clough (2004) two issues in prepgrnegervice teacher candidates for an
inclusion setting were found: university-basedhiray and the inclusive philosophy of the
placement school. They also discovered that preseteacher candidates are aware of their
lack of preparedness for an inclusion setting. rélseems to be little research on how
elementary preservice teacher candidates leanthode students with special needs in their
classrooms (Hamre & Oyler, 2004).

Research identifies several needs concerning teadoeation programs. Some of these

needs are: the preparation of preservice teathenget the challenges of an inclusion setting;
24



the perceptions and attitudes of preservice teadberard inclusion, and the ability of teacher
candidates to change to a more positive aspedirffatral, 2009; Shippen et al., 2005).

As a result of changes in the educational servetieery paradigm, teacher preparation
programs must consider how to better train preseri@achers, both general and special
educators, with necessary strategies to servergiidéth disabilities in the general education
classroom (Shippen et al., 2005). According tdiR@t al.(2009) teacher education programs
must recognize their responsibility to prepare heas who have the knowledge, skills, and
attitudes, along with the confidence to be moreagptige in promoting diversity in schools.

Field Experience

One way to increase preservice teachers’ levehofedge about special education
students and help them be less anxious about ingwiudents with disabilities in their
classrooms, could be to add a field experience oot to the introductory special education
course taught in colleges (Campbell et al., 2008h&ds & Clough, 2004). This field
experience component would help the preservicehtzazandidates to interact with students
with disabilities in their natural environment, wgmphasis just on these students and not on a
whole general education class. Field experierioagavith the coursework, could help these
preservice teachers prepare themselves to workspghial needs children in their general
education classrooms. In addition, they would haeee ownership for these students while
experiencing less anxiety.

Richards and Clough’s (2004) study detected thatpieservice teachers think they are
ready for an inclusive classroom until they actuatart teaching and then find they are lacking

the skills needed for all students to be successthky go on to say that field experience could
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help the preservice teachers feel a more personshct with students with disabilities, and in
turn that exposure could help them to include sttglwith disabilities in their classrooms.

Peebles (2012) discovered in her dissertationghd#sat most preservice teachers did not
have the skills or prior knowledge needed to beassgful inclusion teachers. Her study of
preservice teacher candidates (n=141) in Canadapa@d three results: after completing a pre-
test, then ten weeks of coursework, and lastlgahveeks of field experience, the participants
scored much higher on instrumentation scores dosion teacher-efficacy after receiving the
coursework and field experience.

According to Campbell et al. (2003) preservice hescandidates typically see more
value in their field experiences than their uniugrsoursework, yet direct contact with these
special students does not necessarily lead to ehangerceptions, dispositions, or attitudes.
Methodology could play a factor in changing presmrteachers’ perceptions, dispositions, or
attitudes, especially, those preservice teachatsatie more resistant to change. Even though
preservice teacher candidates’ attitudes are nesistant to change, field experience with
students with disabilities in an inclusive setteamn directly change these attitudes and help the
candidate feel more in control (Ng, Nicholas, & Wdiins, 2010).

By using a set of pedagogical techniques, teaethecation programs could help these
preservice teacher candidates’ link knowledge,rieepand practices using a variety of formats.
These formats could include narrative literaturedshcases and hypermedia cases, which have
been shown to have success in preparing the preséeacher candidates for teaching in an
inclusion classroom (Boling, 2009). Furthermonglibking case methodology to students’
narrative ways of knowing, teacher education caatera context that encourages them to reflect

upon and hopefully alter their prior dispositiomgldeliefs (Boling, 2009).
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Brownlee and Carrington (2000) discovered thatgmase teacher candidates need to
concentrate on their experiences and determime#et experiences can sway their beliefs and
attitudes toward students with disabilities. Tigeyon to say that changes in attitudes can only
take place when preservice teacher candidateghekgpportunities to evaluate their beliefs
from their field experiences. This can also hélp preservice teacher candidate grow
professionally and be more prepared for an inclusitting. Other ways to change teacher
education programs to meet the needs of all leauthet are equally important should also be
considered. Dual certification could be one ofsthconsiderations.

Dual Certification

Dual certification could be an important way moriease training, giving exposure to
specific situations, skills, and knowledge of sfieanterventions to help general education
teachers meet the needs of all learners. Accotdidgnkins et al. (2002), dual certification is a
program that unifies the disciplines of regular@ation and special education to create a pool of
educators qualified for an inclusive setting. Thebtem seems to be that general education
teachers have more content knowledge and speciahgdn teachers have more skills adapting
and accommodating students with disabilities. égpam that unifies the two disciplines and
creates a pool of educators qualified to provideets with a quality education in an inclusive
setting may be a better approach (Jenkins et@02)2 K-12 schools should be moving to more
direct services given in the general classrooninggittstead of a separate special education
classroom. The goal of dual certification wouldtbgrepare preservice teachers to embrace the
importance of educating students with disabilibgghe time they complete their teacher

education program (Ford et al., 2001).
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The few studies that have been conducted uncovleatdual training in both general
education and special education may produce classteachers who are more capable and
willing to serve students with disabilities in theneral education classroom (Ford etz001;
Hadadian & Chiang2007; Jenkins et alR002; Shippen et al., 2005). The study by Hadadia
and Chiang (2007) disclosed that the field experesomponent did not change the preservice
teachers’ attitudes toward students with a diggbibiut taking courses in special education
helped the preservice teacher to have more posittitades toward inclusion and special
education students in general. Their recommenadaiéor general education teachers to take
special education courses along with the elemertanyculum.

The study by Shippen et §2005) attained that an introductory class in sgesducation
could change the attitudes of both preservice ®acdcind special educators and that a dual
certification leads these preservice teachers mpea and less concerned about teaching in an
inclusive classroom. Jenkins et@002) discovered in their study that dual cerdificn worked
in their cohort group and that the cohort groumnemended that more integration between
special education and general education couldlae@ractice they need in the program and that
extending the program past the required two yeaukicalso make a difference.

The study by Ford et g2001) identified that a collaborative program cbwiork for
future teacher education graduates. Expectatibtigsocollaborative program would be
dedicated to the academic development of all learmeould help candidates understand the
different disabilities beyond the label; appreciat®at is going on with the learner;” make
reasonable accommodations per the IEP; be readgrtoin an inclusive classroom; collaborate
as needed; and understand the political, socidlh&storical aspects of special education in the

districts in which they work.
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Although a “unified” teacher preparation progranuicobe ideal, expanding the program
design to include meeting both guidelines has nieamgiers: cost, disincentives to extend the
length and requirements of the undergraduate pmogrbong with both the human and
institutional resistance to changes that are ire@l(j/an Laarhoven et al., 2007). Due to the
increased number of students in special educatidritee awareness of inclusion, general
education teacher training programs and preseteaeher candidates should provide an
infusion of content to prepare these preservicehia for an inclusion setting (Cook, 2002).

It is assumed that a variety of courses and creasrre needed to teach students with
disabilities. This limits the amount of teachefsodeel they are qualified to teach students with
disabilities because they feel they do not havekttmavledge or skills to work with these types
of students (Young, 2008). This could add to thecgption that only special education teachers
can work with students that have special needs.

Cook (2002) examined the infusion of special edanatontent and general education
seminar courses on preservice teacher candideiieslecided that attitudes differ depending on
the disability category of the student and thasereice teacher candidates do not feel prepared
to teach in an inclusive setting.

Infusing one or two special education coursesedd fexperience with special needs
students has not been reliable and is not enougtefmare preservice teacher candidates for an
inclusive classroom (Strayton & McCollum, 2002)ragton and McCollum (2002) discovered
that one way to infuse general education and spedtiecation into the curriculum would be to
have courses taught by faculty from special edanand general education and that the field

experiences be supervised jointly.
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Because teachers set the mood for today’s classiabesuccess or failure of inclusion
could depend not only the training they receive,dyutheir attitudes as they interact with
students, including those with disabilities, inittedassroom.

Preservice Teachers’ Attitudes and Perceptions omtlusion

Preservice teachers enter the field of educatidih preconceived ideas about inclusion
based on prior experience and modeling from prevteachers from their k-12 experience. This
prior experience and modeling can create a vaokt#alues and attitudes about issues in the
field of education. This in turn can influencdtaties toward inclusion and students with
disabilities in general (Mintz, 2007). Mintz remdd that preservice teachers are not aware of
these attitudes until they are faced with spedscies in the classroom.

Research on preservice teacher candidates’ pevospif inclusion has been mixed
(Bradshaw & Mundia, 2006; Carroll, Forlin, & Joldin?2003; Garriott, Miller, & Snyder, 2003;
Jobling & Moni, 2004; Loreman, Sharma, Forlin & EaR005; Mintz, 2007; Sharma, Forlin, &
Loreman, 2008). The study by Mintz (2007) indésathat preservice teacher candidates’
attitudes toward inclusion were somewhat positivé #uid with changes during the different
courses taken in their education program. The awiso reports that the initial teacher
education training is critical in developing anlisive setting that is in sync with the individual
needs of students in a diverse population.

Bradshaw and Mundia (2006) and Forlin et al. (2GL@)gests that attitudes can vary and
that special education teachers are more posititieeir attitudes when working with special
needs students, but that it is critical that teaeldeication programs provide appropriate
occasions for preservice teacher candidates tdajeaepersonal philosophy that promotes the

support and achievement of all learners. Camglell. (2003) and Garriott et al., (2003) both
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determined that preservice teacher candidatefi@ds and perceptions toward students with
disabilities were more positive after taking unsigr coursework.

Loreman et al., (2005) revealed in their studyhef attitudes of preservice teachers, that
preservice training is the most advantageous tonmahénge negative attitudes toward students
with disabilities. Ahsan, Sharma, and Deppel@l® and Jobling and Moni (2004) discovered
that measuring the perceptions that preservicd&zadring to the classroom about diverse
students is a starting point for designing curadhiat prepares them to provide effective
classroom instruction to these diverse studengsimclusive general education setting.

According to Carroll et a[2003) when preservice teacher candidates intetaate
students with disabilities they felt more considierg less pity, and more comfortable in being
themselves. They also reveal that participatingourses helped preservice teachers grow in
knowledge, maturity, and confidence while workinghwstudents with disabilities.

Sharma, Forlin, and Lorem@R008) realized in their study that for presentieachers to
be good inclusion teachers with positive attitudiesy have to feel comfortable working with
students that have disabilities and understan@tiiesophy of inclusion. Having direct contact
with these types of students can have a positiyaainon preservice teacher candidates toward
inclusion. The researchers found that we haveltlness all concerns that preservice teacher
candidates have about inclusion during their teraetiacation programs.

Some studies show a concern by preservice teaahdidates toward inclusion
(Bradshaw & Mundia, 2006; Loreman et, @005). Loreman et ali2005) specify in their study
that preservice teacher candidates are concerrmed efglusion and doubt their judgment when

interacting with students that have disabilitidhey go on to report that their undergraduate
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teacher program may be the appropriate time toesddhese concerns and, hopefully, change
the negative attitudes about inclusion.

Bradshaw and Mundia (2006) denote in their study pineservice teachers are concerned
about the inclusive classroom and their attitudesatd inclusion could affect their teaching.

The findings from the research showed that everconese of special education or an inclusion
course could change the preservice teacher’'sdgstand make them feel that they could engage
all the participants in the diverse classroom. Kiong at teacher education program positions on
inclusion is another issue to survey.

Along with all the changes for inclusion, there afso expanded responsibilities for the
general education teacher and some studies, kkerth that follows, shows they may not have
the disposition, attitude, or professional preparato meet these expanded responsibilities.
Although professional development for in-servicacteers remains a prominent approach to
preparing for inclusion, increased emphasis has pged on teacher preparation programs to
prepare new educators for teaching in inclusivernget (Van Laarhoven et al., 2007). Malinen,
Savoainen, and Xu (2012) concluded from their stofdp-service teachers (n=451), that the
most critical practical concern about teachingrarusive classroom may not be the pedagogical
approach used, nor the managing of student behdobimstead a lack of efficacy in
collaborating with other teachers, parents, anfegsionals, required for an inclusive setting.
Savoainen, Engelbrect, Nel, and Malinen (2012)istlith-service teachers in South Africa
(n=319) and Finland (n=822) and discovered thdtefétacy in collaborating with teachers,
parents, and professionals could be the best poeditattitudes and that teacher education
should place more emphasis on collaboration, alatigpedagogy and behavior management

skills.
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Although preservice teachers feel that they hawédid or no training in special
education and feel unprepared to work with studetitts disabilities. Cook, Tankersley, Cook,
and Landrum (2000) suggested that if these presetgachers are exposed to diverse
populations and are taught the strategies andvertéions that are successful with these students,
they will have a more optimistic and positive aiti¢ toward inclusion. Another factor that can
strongly influence the teachers’ attitude towardih@ special needs students in a general
classroom setting is the nature and severity ofthdent’s disability, which can also relate to
how well that teacher was trained for this typstoident (Loreman et ak007).

Campbell et al., (2003) argued that teachersualtis could be affected by the level of
disabilities of the students in their general etiocaclassrooms and these attitudes could
correlate with actual classroom practice, althotlghreasoning behind this is not clear.
Symeonidou and Phtiaka (2009) believe that teadbetdhat inclusion is not for all students
and that putting students in an inclusive classrocoaid be more for socialization and not
academic achievement which could be a benefitdoresstudents with more severe disabilities.
Students that have more severe disabilities arggbecluded in a full inclusion classroom more
and more each year, increasing by 3.6% from 198986 (Cook, 2002).

Teacher education programs are in a position tarerthat preservice teacher candidates
acquire the knowledge, skills, dispositions, andggemances needed to be successful in meeting
the needs of all students (Johnson & Hawkins, 200@8)many cases, teachers set the attitude for
classrooms. For this reason, students’ achievesmeay well depend upon the widespread
attitudes and perceptions of teachers as theyaicttanth students with disabilities (Larson,

2006).
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Sobel and Taylor (2005) stated that preserviceneracandidates are placed in situations
where they must teach in ways not only contradyctortheir educational preparation, but with
students who differ from them in language, cultaired experiences. They thought it could be
argued that preservice teacher candidates coulthaagome teacher education programs give
too much attention to theory and not enough tesHilds needed to teach students in an inclusive
setting. This includes real-world experiences lietpnodeling, as well as, demonstrations on
how to accommodate instruction for diverse learners

These preservice teacher candidates leave thelidepreparation program with an
understanding of the autonomous purposes of educddiarning theory, a curricular vision, and
a basic repertoire of teaching strategies (Joh&sHawkins, 2008), yet, the preservice teacher
candidate often needs support drawing on this fatiodal knowledge to plan and carry out the
curriculum within their classrooms (Liston et &006).

Although there is no doubt about the usefulnesewastigating the attitudes and
perceptions of preservice teacher candidates, vat atgo be familiar with the reality of these
attitudes and perceptions. These perceptions thtublas are being formed in the teacher
education experiences and from their own beliefisvéal from experiences they had as students
(Sze, 2009). Sze also maintains that teacherdedimegatively toward special needs children
or have not been properly trained in the skills sindtegies needed to teach these children, are
less likely to be successful. Her study noted timet of the most significant predictors of having
a successful inclusive classroom is the attitudéleoteachers toward students with disabilities
and recognition of interactions can affect the etiooal progress of their students. She reported
that preservice teacher courses in special eduncesin be beneficial by enhancing comfort or

confidence levels when teaching students with disab.
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Prior experience of teacher candidates’ own edoicatibackgrounds continues right
through their teacher education program and i teaching profession. This belief can also
impact the relationship they have with their studerPreservice teachers feel that the
relationships with students with disabilities sltbe similar to the relationship they had with
their own teachers (Fajet et al., 2005). Fajel.¢(2005) study recommended that preservice
teacher candidates’ perceptions and belief sysstimsld be explored before entering teacher
education programs because their findings showatdhlere was greater emphasis on their own
personal uniqueness and less emphasis on pedadogiciag.

Silverman (2007) maintained in his study that theeee important correlations between
epistemological beliefs and positive attitudes \Wwtgan influence the preservice teachers’
behavior toward students with disabilities andrtBaccess in the general education setting.
Although preservice teacher candidates’ attitugesitive or negative, are shaped by our
experiences and could have been molded duringwnrchildhood and school experiences,
providing these preservice teacher candidateskilie and experiences needed to be successful
in an inclusive classroom is very important (Gétriet al, 2004).

Preservice teacher perspectives are strong preslictdheir success in an inclusive
classroom. Increasing confidence levels is onetwayeate more positive attitudes and increase
overall success.

Confidence Levels and Self-Efficacy of Preserviceehchers

Confidence levels have been shown to increasetveithing, exposure to specific

situations, and knowledge utilizing explicit intentions; this can work with a general education

teacher, as well as, a special education teacheg(2007). Preservice teachers are found to
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have higher confidence levels in applying bestfaras in inclusion with courses and field
experience that deal with students with disabdi{leoreman, et al2005.

Preservice teacher candidates feel that they dneraepared to deal with special needs
students and this can affect their confidence &va@bbling and Moni (2004) contribute this lack
of confidence to lack of experience in developitrgtegies during their teacher education
programs. Teacher education programs need tovsogeng new programs that help preservice
students learn strategies for use in diverse dasss and this will help preservice teacher
candidates have more confidence to meet the clgaiéeaf a diverse classroom. Understanding
the theory of self-efficacy can also help preserte@acher candidates to have more confidence in
an inclusion setting.

Self-efficacy is a theory proposed by Albert Barad(k977) and refers to an individual's
judgment on observing and modeling the behavidtisudes, and emotional reactions of others.

Bandura (1977) states:

Learning would be exceedingly laborious, not to titenhazardous, if
people had to rely solely on the effects of th@&naactions to inform
them what to do. Fortunately, most human behasitgarned
observationally through modeling: from observinigest one forms an
idea of how new behaviors are performed, and @t tatcasions this
coded information serves as a guide for actio22.

Hoy (2000) stated that Bandura’s theory of selfeaffy is more conforming during the
years of education training and could be very s$icgmt during the long term development of
teacher self-efficacy. She stated that the bew to develop teacher self-efficacy is during the

preservice teacher candidates’ field experiencgse@ally during student teaching. This could
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be due to the fact that before student teachireggovice teachers have a low sense of self-
efficacy and a pessimistic view of students’ madima

Low self-efficacy could lead to student teacherd st year teachers not having control
of their classroom creating a gap between what ¢éixggcted of themselves and what is actually
happening in the classroom, thereby lowering theirciples to compensate for the gap between
outstanding teaching and their self-perceptiongaching capability. Hoy (2000) reported in her
completed research that during student teachirigeffedacy was very high and lower during the
first year of teaching with the lack of supportdugation programs have to find a way to create a
high level of self-efficacy during preservice teachandidates field experiences because once
these preservice teacher candidates graduate aadh&r own classroom, beliefs and self-
efficacy are more resilient to change.

Palmer (2006) indicated that self-efficacy is adortor of performance, as in people with
low self-efficacy will avoid an activity with whicthey have difficulty, while people with high
self-efficacy will make more energetic labors antl lae more likely to complete the activity
with success. He goes on to say that his studsated that preservice teachers self-efficacy was
increased when they took a methods course (thily stas with a science course) and had the
opportunity to teach during practicum.

Teacher Attitudes and Self-Efficacy

Teachers today must understand that their actrottgei classroom can result in negative
actions toward students with disabilities and thay alone have the choice to make decisions
that can affect their own attitudes, which willusn a more positive student outcome (Berry,
2008; Berry 2010; Campbell et al., 2003; Sze, 20@Hrry (2008; 2010) believes that general

education teachers should have the beliefs, agistuskills, and temperament that helps these
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teachers be positive, successful teachers in olass with different academic abilities and
levels, including those classrooms with speciablsestudents. He goes on to say that general
education teachers that have positive attitudeartdwclusion are less anxious about issues of
fairness than general education teachers who haegative attitude toward inclusion. These
negative attitudes can also affect those studeiti®wmt disabilities, due to the fact that the
teacher has concerns about the demands for themtiah from students with disabilities.

Campbell et al. (2003) results showed that gerezhatation teachers had lower levels of
self-efficacy, ability, and understanding towardlusion of students with disabilities and felt a
greater need for in-service training, supports, r@sdurces than special education teachers.
General educators may say that they are supp@migleavelcome an inclusive classroom, but
have a hard time dealing with the full range oBdisties found in diverse classrooms
(Bradshaw, 2003).

Sari, Ceikoz, and Secer (2009) discovered thabbtige most important issues in the
success of an inclusive classroom is the teachértsde and that these attitudes can be
influenced by several variables, such as: studgmtseverity of disability, level of the disability
and level of supports needed. They also concuha&dhe attitudes of preservice teachers were
better than those of general education teachdnsy &lso reported that the self-efficacy
perceptions of preservice teacher candidates gheld@cause they regard themselves as being
effective teachers before they actually enter iglel.f

Freytag (2001) believes there are two differenesypf self-efficacy: teaching efficacy,
which is the global belief that teachers can infleeestudent learning and achievement, and
personal teaching efficacy, which is the teachews self-confidence in their ability to teach.

The results of her study determined that self-atficcan be influenced by the number of classes
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on inclusion taken during their undergraduate teaphogram, and can relate to special
education teachers having a higher overall seitadl in both teaching efficacy and personal
teaching efficacy. Her suggestion is to restriethe teacher education programs to include
more classes that teach strategies for inclusagsoboms and that will in turn increase self-
efficacy and produce better quality teachers.

Summary

Today, according to Hadadian and Chiang (2007u&n@n of children with disabilities
in the general education classroom has progressedd theoretical argument to widespread
phenomena. Underlying the process of inclusidhesassumption that the general education
classroom teacher has a certain amount of knowlakdget special education, students with
special needs, teaching techniques, and curricstuategies, which help them to be confident in
an inclusive setting. Exposure to students wislabllities and related concepts, strategies, and
practices in the field will help preservice teachlee more prepared for an inclusive setting,
change attitudes toward inclusion, increase confiddevels and raise self-efficacy.

Many teacher education programs still use the mafdeeparation between elementary,
secondary, and special education. There is ngratien of materials or field experience for the
transdisciplinary nature of today’s educationalisgt(Carroll, et al., 2003). Teachers have a
pivotal role in creating an environment that iduiseve for all students. Little research has been
done on redesigning teacher education progranectiitdte more positive interactions with
students in an inclusive setting.

This study will assist in discovering if preservieacher candidates are prepared to teach
in an inclusion setting and if their perceptionstiatles and self-efficacy differ from the teacher

education program to their first year of teachifddnis research could provide additional
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evidence of the correlation between attitude atfeestecacy and could be used in teacher
education programs to better prepare candidaties &ffective teaches for all students.
The following chapter 3 contains information on greposed participants, the research

design, the instrumentation, the procedures fdectihg, and the findings of this research.
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CHAPTER 3
Methodology
Introduction

Research indicates teachers feel that they arprapared to teach students with a
disability in an inclusive classroom (Alghazo et @D03; Ambe, 2006; Berry, 2006; Bradshaw
& Mundia, 2006; Shade & Stewart, 2001). In thisdst, | used survey results to examine senior
preservice teacher candidates’ attitudes, peraeptend self-efficacy toward inclusion and how
those attitudes and perceptions toward inclusioy differ from teachers in their first year of
teaching.

This chapter includes the methodology used fordhidy. The main sections of this
chapter are: research design, research questi@usftesis, participants/subjects,
instrumentation, procedures, and data analysi® dEsign of study section describes the
research design utilized for this study. The regeguestions include a detailed description of
the hypotheses. The participants section desctfitgegarticipants and how the samples were
created for this study. The instrumentation sectiotlines and describes the two surveys used
in this study, and how these surveys were creatddding the psychometric information. The
procedures section of the study will explain thecesss to complete the research design. The
data analysis section describes the proceduresimusieel analysis of data.

Research Design
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The study was a quantitative cross sectional stdiglyeservice teacher candidates and
first year teachers using survey data. | compgredps for possible differences in preservice
teachers’ perceptions, attitudes, and self-efficagyard inclusion and the increase or decline of
teacher-efficacy as they become first year teachers

This study added to the current literature by hog comparison data on the two levels
of teachers: preservice teacher candidates angéies teachers, which has not been studied
before. Knowing more about how these groups diffay help to inform teacher education
programs in ways to prepare preservice teachdteganake the transition to their first year of
teaching. This quantitative cross sectional stwdyg to determine if there were differences
among survey data of the two groups; preserviaeheacandidates and first year teachers. This
study included the level of the teacher (preserteegher candidate and first year teachers) as
the independent variable and the survey scordse@ACIE-RandTEIP were used as the
dependent variable.

Research Questions/Hypothesis

This quantitative cross sectional study addressedlifferences between preservice
teacher candidates and first year teachers, pevospif preparedness and responses to thoughts
of teacher efficacy concerning the preparationalnitity to teach in an inclusion classroom.
This study was designed to answer the followingaesh questions and hypotheses:

Research question: Is there a difference in mearesbetween preservice teacher
candidates and first year teachers on instrumentatores measuring inclusion self-efficacy
and teacher efficacy?

Hypothesis 1: There is no difference in mean susgyes for level of teacher compared

to the reported population parameter for the imsénts.
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Hypothesis 2: There is no significant relationgbgbween teacher attitudes and
perceptions and teacher self-efficacy scores.

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant differencaeriean scores dBACIE-Rby level of
teacher.

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant differenceriean scores ofEIP by level of
teacher.
Participants

The sample participants used for this study weneos@reservice teacher candidates in
the area of elementary education and secondaryagdancand first year teachers that were
graduates of a four-year public research instituiothe southeastern United States. | used the
convenience sampling method for choosing partidgéor this study. The participants
consisted of women and men, minimum age of 21 daifelent ethnicities and socioeconomic
groups. The participants (n = 40; 31 Elementarycation teachers, 9 Secondary education
teachers) consisted of senior preservice teaclmelidates in the 2012-2013 academic school
year and first year teachers (n=51) from the gradgaeacher education class of the 2011-2012
academic school year.
Instruments

The sentiments, attitudes, and concerns inventory.

The Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns aboutdimiltEducation Revisg@orlin et al.,
2011; SACIE-R) measures preservice teachers’ peocepon three constructs of inclusive
education.TheSACIE-Rincludes a demographic section which is comprafesix independent
variables: gender, age, highest qualification ai@dj prior contact with individuals with a

disability, previous training in the area of stutdewith disabilities, and if they have experience
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teaching students with disabilities (Forlin et 2D09). The second portion of the instrument is a
4-point Likert scale which allows the participatdgespond either positively or negatively to the
guestions (e.g., | am concerned that studentsdistbilities will not be accepted by the rest of
the class; | am concerned that it will be diffictdtgive appropriate attention to all studentsrin a
inclusion classroom) from Strongly Disagree to 8¢lg Agree: (Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
Agree, Strongly Agree). These items pertain téusige education that can involve students
with a range of disabilities while learning witrethage appropriate peers in general education
classes.

The three psychometric constructs or factors ackedyed in theSACIE-Rscale are
relevant to aspects underlying a teacher’s bedietssupport of inclusive education (Loreman et
al., 2007). Appendix B outlines the scales farhemstrument used. The first construct is the
sentiments scale, which represents the teacherses# teaching efficacy. Next, is the attitudes
scale, which represents teacher’s attitudes towaréased inclusion of students with disabilities
in their classrooms. And finally, is the conceseale, which represents the teacher’s willingness
and ability to adapt one’s teaching to meet thecational needs of students with disabilities
(Loreman et al., 2007).

The total score for the three factors has a regaogkability at .85 (Forlin et al., 2011).
The subscales indicated reliabilities as sentimg86), attitudes (.70), and concerns (.85). The
whole-scale reliability is acceptable at .85 dughhigh level of inter-item consistency between
the factors of sentiments and concerns.

The Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns aboutdivelEducatior{Loreman et al.,

2007; SACIE) was created using factor analysishad previous scales using (n = 996)

preservice teachers from five institutions. Aneganel, consisting of senior academics and
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researchers, performed the analysis to creat8 AGEDby identifying the three factors used in
the instrument. The final developmentldfe Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about
Inclusive Education ReviséBorlin et al., 2011; SACIE-R) that was used iis $tudy was
validated using a four-stage process: Stage ltheamitial review and consisted of a sample of
(n = 297) preservice teachers from four institusionthree countriesQanada, Australia, &
Singapore) and the province of Hong KpBtage 2 was testing of the refined scale which
included the reduction from 19 to 15 items and wséddferent population sample of (n = 227)
preservice teachers from three institutions in HEpngg, Australia, and Singapore; Stage 3
consisted of a revision and further testing of p8&service teachers from Canada and Hong
Kong; and Stage 4 was the final validation usirg1b-item, three-factor scale using (n = 542)
preservice teachers from 9 institutions and foumntoes.

In this SACIE-R validation study, the reliabilitpefficients (Cronbach’s alpha) resulted
in the subscales of Sentiments (.75), attituded,(&hd concerns (.65) with a combined scale
(.74) which is acceptable. My study'’s reliabildgefficients (Cronbach’s alpha) resulted in the
subscales of Sentiments (.65), attitudes (.63),canderns (.68) with a combined scare (.78).
My study is similar in the overall alpha for theakes for the SACIE-R Instrument. Other studies
of preservice teachers using the SACIE scale beéwision, was also similar to the original
study and this study. The studies by Peebles (2&i@ Forlin et al., (2010) had overall
Cronbach’s alphas of .69 and .72. The origB®&CIEscale (Forlin et al., 2007) used a
demographic statement left off the revised scalkother factors used to determine self-
efficacy of inclusion are the same.

T.J. Loreman, primary author, granted permissiooubh personal communication on

October 27, 2010 (see Appendix C), and was cortsuiteegard to the fit of this scale to the
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research. It was determined that the design antéobof the scale was a match for the research
in this study.

Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practice(TEIP) Scale.

TheTeacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practice ScéBharma et al., 2012; TEIR)easures
perceived teacher efficacy to teach in an incluslassroom. The TEIP consists of 18 items
which denotes three factors. The three factorpédix B) are: efficacy in using inclusive
instruction, efficacy in collaboration, and effigaio dealing with disruptive behaviors (Sharma
et al., 2012). The first factor, Efficacy in usimglusive instruction, measures individual
perceptions of their teaching efficacy in usinguiseon instruction in their classrooms. The
second factor, Efficacy in collaboration, measuhesindividual’s perceptions of teacher
efficacy in working with parents and other professils. And the third factor, Efficacy in
managing behavior, measures self-perceptions ohiieg efficacy in dealing with disruptive
behaviors. Using a 6-point Likert scale, the ggrants will answer questions (e.g., | can make
my expectations clear about student behavior; lac@urately gauge student comprehension of
what | have taught) from 1 to 6; (1, strongly dissgg 2, disagree; 3 disagree somewhat; 4, agree
somewhat; 5, agree; 6, strongly agree). Thesecaldsscan be found in instrument under
Appendix A.

The alpha coefficient for the total scale was 8Barma et al., 2012). The alpha
coefficient for the three subscales is efficacyge inclusive instructions (.93), efficacy in
collaboration (.85), and efficacy in managing beba(.85). Internal reliability analysis for the
total scale suggested that the scale is a relrabbksure of pre-service teacher perceptions of

self-efficacy for inclusion across different coues: From my research the alpha coefficient for
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the three subscales is efficacy to use inclusi®®)( Efficacy in collaboration (.75), and efficacy
in managing behavior (.84). The alpha coefficfenthe total scale was .92.

Other studies confirmed the results of my study tiednstrument scale results of the
TEIP (Ahsan et al., 2012; Forlin et al., 2010; Mal et al., 2012; Peebles, 2012). These studies
determined total scale Cronbach alpha’s of .85,.®0) and .93 which signifies a very strong
reliability among the scales of this instrumenthmumbers close to 1.00 (Cronk, 2010).

This instrument was created using an exploratartofeanalysis on 26 items to establish
the factors (Sharma et al., 2012). Tl&item scale was developed from a sample of 6%
preservice teachers selected from three countiestialia, Canada, and India) and the province
of Hong Kong. Inter-correlations between itemsevesed to identify any items that were highly
correlated (>.80) and items were deleted that Hadvaorrelation (<.30). Items that loaded on
more than one factor were deleted and the remathireg factors accounted for 64.5% of the
variance. The primary author of the TEIP scale, Umesh Shagramted permission for using

this scale by email on November 10, 2010.

Procedures

| was granted approval from my dissertation conarittn September 12, 2012, and the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) on September 2@12, for the preservice teacher candidates
from the undergraduate class at The University fsMsippi and first year teachers who
graduated from The University of Mississippi in M&p12, to voluntarily compleféhe
Sentiments, Attitudes and Concerns about IncluSturcation Revised ScalEorlin et al., 2011,

SACIE-R) and th&eacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practice Scéiharma et al., 2012; TEIP).
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To compare the results from two levels of teachaeservice teacher candidates and
first year teachers, two different groups were aot&d to voluntarily participate in this study. |
recruited forty senior student teacher candidatas the Teacher Education program of The
University of Mississippi for the preservice teachandidate participants of this research
project. Recruitment began by contacting universitpervisors of preservice teacher candidates
at The University of Mississippi. After universisyipervisors agreed to recruit students for the
study, | conducted one-on-one training on how tmiadter the instruments (SACIE-R and
TEIP) to preservice teacher candidates at thedtestiteaching placement to those supervisors
on the main campus and sent letters with instrostto supervisors off campus. Once trained,
the supervisors were given coded packets for eaditipant included in the study. The packet
included an overview of the research project wincfuded IRB approval, and a brief
description of each instrument, along with a copgaxh instrument used for this research
project. Each packet was coded using a label withde, E-1 to E-31 for elementary student
teacher candidates and S-1 to S-9 for secondadgstieacher candidates. The labels, and all
identifying information, were removed before bermeturned to me. These codes were aligned to
a primary list of the 2012-2013 student teachdenfentary and secondary) that graduated in
December 2012. The completed instruments wereatell and returned to me, minus the label,
in the sealed envelope. This data was locked ilmg tabinet in my office. | checked off each
packet from the primary list of codes by universtypervisor, and then destroyed the list to
assure confidentiality. | sent follow-up emailghe supervisors to remind them of the final
collection date of November 1, 2012. When | did reaeive a coded packet back by that date, |

sent another email. 1 did not receive nine packets the elementary supervisors.
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| recruited participants from first year teachdvattgraduated from The University of
Mississippi in May 2012, with a degree in elemepntarsecondary education, by email.
Recruitment consisted of emailing first year teashvdth an introduction and a brief explanation
of the study. | sent a follow-up email every tweeaks for a total of three times. | had fifty-one
completed responses to the emailed version ofuheygs.

Participant’s response to the email which includeahpletion of both instruments,
(SACIE-R and TEIP) indicated their agreement tdip@ate. Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT)
a web-based survey tool available through The Usityeof Mississippi was used to collect the
data. Qualtrics automatically generated an ID Wwigcassociated with every survey response.
These codes are a random combination of letterqamdbers generated by Qualtrics in
connection with each distinct response, and noorespID is given until the response has been
submitted. | gave the participants a deadlinevofweeks for completion. Using my master list
of non-responses from Qualtrics, the participamds failed to complete the survey on deadline,
were sent a reminder by email and an explanatiadheoimportance of their contribution is to
this study. After two weeks with no response,rtsmother email as a reminder (Dillman,
2007). After sending three emails with no respphs@as unable to use those participants for
this study.

After collection of the surveys from both studezddher candidates and first year
teachers, and before data entry, | opened pachdtsteecked online survey results for
completion. The original research packets have betined in a locked filing cabinet in my
office until the research project was completed| @nren destroyed via a shredder.

Data Analysis
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This quantitative cross sectional research wad tesdetermine if there were differences
among survey data of two groups; preservice teardratidates and first year teachers. After
collecting all the survey data from each of theletu teacher supervisors for elementary and
secondary preservice teacher candidates, and sdatayrom first year teachers through
electronic means, inferential statistics were usemhswer the research question and address the
hypotheses.

An important aspect to consider in my researchtiwasample size, power, and effect
size. Sample size, statistical power, and effieet was determined priori to research and is
discussed in the results of chapter four. Power sthtistical test is the likelihood of finding a
significant difference when a difference in factstx (Cohen, 1988). Power is important
because a useful test would be one that, with la pMigbability, correctly rejects the null
hypothesis. One that does this has high powertrandesults of the experiment can be
supported.

Effect size is a way of taking your statistic amdcalating the typical effect of the
differences between two groups, and can have dibewer tests of statistical significance only
(Coe, 2002). The size of the effect emphasizesiiteeof the difference, or the standardized
mean difference between two groups. Changes éttedize can directly affect statistical power
(Balkin & Sheperis, 2011).

To establish the sample size, power, and effeetaspriori for this research project, |
used the software progra@*Powerto calculate these measures. According to Balkih
Sheperis (2011) this analysis is measured by cernsglthe preferred effect size to determine
statistical difference, the alpha level determif@dhe study, the preferred amount of power for

the study, and the number of groups used in thdystBased on these recommended
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calculations, a medium effect size of .25, an alphd 0 (.05 for both tests), a power of .80, and
the sample size needed is 128 participants. Mykasize of 91 was 28.9% less than needed.
Including the effect size in my research could lm®mtribution to the previously published
research, which did not report effect size. Althjlothe ANOVA showed that the means were
significantly different for the TEIP scales, théeet size was small. Based on Cohen’s (1988)
interpretation, there was small or no effect siz@) between the groups.

After determining effect size, sample size, and @owhe mean and standard deviation
were calculated for this study. According to G@&lgll, and Borg (2007) the measures of central
tendency determine the mean, median, and modehamdean score will be used to compare
groups for this study. Although, the mean scomigles information on the average of the
scores, the variability of the scores is also ingoatr

Patten (2001) stated the standard deviations wallide information on how the scores
differ, and how the scores differ by variabilitpin the mean score. This information helped
determine if the data was in normal range from jmevresearch using the SACIE-R and TEIP,
along with running normality plots, skewness, anddsis statistics.

The skewness showed the distribution of the datarsewas used as a measure of
symmetry, meaning the same amount on both siddgseafenter point or normally distributed. A
skew that is positive will tail to the right, ancgkew that is negative will tail to the left. Vaki
outside the range of -2 to +2 are a sign of a clanable skewed distribution. All of my data was
under 2.00 for a normal distribution. Kurtosis isiaasure of whether data are peaked or flat
relative to a normal distribution of the data. @aged distribution would result in a positive
value and a flat distribution will result in a néiga value. My distribution was peaked and

resulted in a positive value.
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Before the data analysis, | compared the resultseomean scores to the published
population parameters reported in previous studiensure that my population was not so
different from the population used in previous g#8d Comparing these results will satisfy
Hypothesis 1 and will ensure that | can go fortthvgiteps to complete the ANOVA for
Hypothesis 2, Hypothesis 3, and Hypothesis 4.

After measuring the mean and standard deviatiomeaway analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was used to compare preservice teacheridatelscores on both surveys to the first
year teacher scores on both surveys. Accorditgrdan (2010) the purpose of a one-way
ANOVA is to compare the means of two or more grofips independent variables of preservice
teacher candidate and first year teachers) on ependient variable (survey scores). This
determined if the groups were significantly diffieré&om each other, and answered the query as
to the average quantity of difference or varianetveen scores of levels of teachers compared
to the average variance within each group.

The steps of a one-way ANOVA: setset sample size; set hypothesis; collect data;
create descriptive statistics of each group inclgdjraphical representation, means, and
standard deviation; and compare the group meahsselsteps were accomplished using several
procedures.

Several procedures were used to assist in compteigennterpreting, and reporting of
results. These procedures were completed beferarthlysis and helped distinguish, and rectify
problems that ensured that my data met all theitond of a multivariate analysis. The
procedures included: graphical representation ®fiita; four-step process for identifying and
evaluating missing data; identify and assess impiagtitliers; test the assumptions of statistical

analysis (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010).
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The first procedure that | performed was a graplagamination of the data. These
visual representations of the data helped me tenstehd the essential characteristics of each
variable. These characteristics included the sbéfp®e distribution, the relationships between
variables, and group differences.

After graphical examination, | identified and eatied missing data. Missing data can
have an important impact on any analysis, espgdiadise of a multivariate kind. Missing data
can reduce the sample size and could cause biagidAa performing this procedure was to
complete the following four-step process: stepetemmine the type of missing data; step 2:
determine the extent of the missing data; stedeéhtify the randomness of the missing data; step
4: determine approach for accommodating missing (tdair et al., 2010). Any surveys with
missing data were evaluated to determine if misdatg could be replaced or data not used in
the study. | deleted two surveys that were missioge than 10% of the data. For the remaining
surveys, | used the mean substitution techniquegiace missing data.

The next procedure was to identify and assesseosithf the data. The outliers are an
atypical high or low values or a distinctive condtion of values that are prominent from the
other values. These outliers could be both helphal provide information that would not be
found in the usual analysis or be harmful by distgrthe statistical tests. According to Hair et
al. (2010) these outliers could be caused fromegmoral error (data entry error), as a result of an
extraordinary event (unusual event such ilinesatidestc.), as a result of extraordinary
observations (a rare happening during data catlejstend as a result of data falling into
ordinary range, but are unique in their combinatbralues (these are used unless confirmation

is available that disregards the outlier as a blatmmember). There were no outliers in my data.
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The final procedure was used to test the assungptiba multivariate analysis. The use
of analysis of variance (ANOVA) has three assumysio

1. Normality — the use of an ANOVA, which is a paraneetest, requires that all
data sets be normally distributed. | will assegsrtbrmality assumption with a
“goodness-of-fit” test.

2. Homogeneity — we expect the variances to be equairor terms to be the
same. | will test this using Levene’s test.

3. Independence — required case independence, whighatleat the
observations of each of the variables is indepenalegach other, but does
not mean that the variables have to be indeperadezaich other. My data
collection method ensures independence for thidystu

Any assumptions not met will change the Type 1ramte and could either be higher or
lower than alpha depending on the assumption @dlaEor example, if the population
distribution is not normal, there will be very ligteffect on the Type 1 error rate. If the sample
sizes are equal (and mine should have an equaleruohlelementary and secondary level of
teacher), there should be no problem with homoggoévariance and any effect on Type 1
error will be minimal. If the assumption of indewence is not met, it means the groups are not
independent of each other and the one-way ANOWi#otsan appropriate statistic to use for this
data. My data met all assumptions for ANOVA.

Summary

This section revealed the methodologies provide@dlyen (1988), Coe (2002), Gall et

al. (2007), Patton (2001), Urdan (2010), and Haale(2010) as a plan for the research study.

The research procedures used for this quantitatbgs-sectional study have been detailed in this
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chapter and include IRB approval, participant cohs@d steps for gathering data. The
instruments used for this study are discussedtaldacluding how the scales were developed
and validated. An overview of procedures that used to determine sample size, power, and
effect size were examined. The chapter concludemstiae procedures used to analyze the
surveys, including the steps for hypotheses teséind a description of the statistical test that

was used for this study, a one-way ANOVA.
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CHAPTER 4
Results

The purpose of this quantitative cross sectionalystvas to concentrate on preservice
teacher candidates’ and first year teachers’ péooepof preparedness, and responses to
thoughts of teacher efficacy concerning preparadiach their ability to teach in an inclusion
classroom. Chapter 4 examines the analysis frend#ta collected that concentrates on the one
research question and four hypotheses that guisistiidy. This chapter also contains
information concerning the participants of the gtutie percentage of surveys returned,
graphical analysis of the data, the examinationtesatment of missing data, and the identity
and assessment of outliers. Once this was contpligte instrumentsSentiment, Attitudes, and
Concerns about Inclusion Educati@®ACIE-R) Revised Scale (Forlin et al., 2011) dmedcher
Efficacy for Inclusive Practic€éTEIP) Scale (Sharma et al., 2011), comparedtbees across
the two groups, including effect size. The negattems on th&ACIE-Rused reverse coding
before analysis following the same procedures agedaout in the original study by Forlin et al.
(2012). The chapter ends with a summary of thigstitaal analysis guided by the four
hypotheses.
Research Questions/Hypothesis

The one research question and four hypothesegula# this study are as follows:

Research question: Is there a difference in mearesbetween preservice teacher
candidates and first year teachers on instrumentatores measuring inclusion self-efficacy

and teacher efficacy?
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Hypothesis 1: There is no difference in mean susgyes for level of teacher compared
to the reported population parameter for the imsénts.

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant relationgbgbween teacher attitudes and
perceptions and teacher self-efficacy scores.

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant differencaeriean scores dBACIE-Rby level of
teacher.

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant differencaeriean scores ofEIP by level of
teacher.

Study Participants

Forty-six survey packets, which included elemen{an87) and secondary (n=9)
education majors, were given to University Supemago personally distribute to the student
teacher candidates. Forty survey packets wereneddu(n=40; n=31 elementary; n=9 secondary)
with a response rate of 86.9%. According to tterirctional Assessment Resources (2011) an
acceptable response rate for this type of surveyradtration is anything greater than 50%. The
response rate of 86.9% is well above the acceptahbge.

One hundred and thirty-one surveys were emailaausie online software program
Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT). Of these, 56vays were attempted, with 51 surveys
completed. Thisis a 37.5% response rate. Thepéaile response rate for on-line surveys is
30% per the Instructional Assessment Resourced j200herefore the response rate of 37.5% is
above the acceptable rate of return.

Coded survey packets were given to the univessipervisors to hand deliver to the
student teachers of each program of elementary E3IL) and secondary (S1 - S9) education.

On the outside envelope of each packet was a Vabiethe student teachers name, school
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placement, and university supervisor's name. Aftanpletion of the survey, the student teacher
gave the packet back to the university supervisbn removed the label before returning them
to the researcher ensuring anonymity. After coding next step was a process for evaluating
missing data from the surveys.
Missing Data

Missing data was identified and evaluated. Theme mo missing data from the surveys
completed by the student teacher candidates. hjsfata from the online surveys completed by
the first year teachers was less than 10%. Hail. €2009) noted that missing data under 10% is
acceptable if it occurs in a specific nonrandom mean

Of the nine surveys with missing data, two werestel and the seven were addressed
using a mean substitution technique. This is tbetrmommon technique for handling missing
data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Using the mealug from all data in the factor sample to
represent the missing data is a very conservatigtegy because the distribution of the mean as
a whole does not change (Sheskin, 2011). All dasidentified and evaluated including
demographic data.
Demographic Data

Other demographic data was collected for examinatibich included grade level
teaching and training, gender, age, highest lefvetiacation, interactions with a person with
disabilities, level of training educating studewith disabilities, knowledge of legislation and
policy pertaining to students with disabilitiesyéé of confidence in teaching students with
disabilities, and level of experience teaching stud with disabilities. Based on the

demographic data gathered from the surveys, gead teaching and training showed 5.3 % of
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the surveys collected were in early childhood etana6l.1 % in elementary education, 29.5 %
in secondary education, and 2.1% in special educati

Table 1 includes all participants surveyed inahgdstudent teacher candidates and first
year teachers. More elementary education majdrd ¥) participated, as shown in table 1,
which was expected, due to the larger numbersudiesit teacher candidates and first year
teachers in that category. Special education (Ridétuded only first year teachers since no
special education student teacher candidates weliged in this study. This could be due to
the first year teachers accepting a job in the afepecial education when their major is

elementary or secondary education. Table 1 iktstrthe percentage per teaching/training level:

Table 1: Grade Level Teaching/Training

Grade Level Teaching/Training Frequency Percent
Early Childhood 5 5.5
Elementary 59 64.8
Secondary 25 27.5
Special Education 2 2.2

N 91 100.0

Gender and age were other sections that were egdmibhe participants surveyed
included student teacher candidates and firsttg@ahers. The information collected shows that
female participants were the largest group (n=086B According to the National Center for
Educational Statistics (2011), 76% of teachersién2007-2008 school year were female. The
highest percentage of student teacher candidateBranyear teachers were 25 years of age or

below.
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The second part of the demographic sections datiisstatements that involve special
education and children with disabilities. Thetfstatement “I have had significant/considerable
interactions with a person with a disability” releghthe number of interactions with a person
with a disability. Within this study 50 (54.9%p$td, yes; they had significant interactions with
students who have a disability and 41 (45.1%) dtate; they had not had significant
interactions with students who have a disability

The next demographic statement on the surveyhave had the following level of
training on educating students with disabilitie$None,” was 12 (13.2%), “Some,” with the
highest percentage was 72 (79.1%), and the lovezseptage of “high level of training” was 7
(7.7%).

“My knowledge of the local legislation or policg & pertains to children with
disabilities” is the following demographic questioriNone” was 1 (1.1%), the largest
percentages was in “Poor” 28 (30.8%), “Average¢’ ighest with 46 (50.05%), “Good,” 13
(14.3%), and “Very Good,” very low with 3 (3.3%).

Survey statement, “My level of confidence in taaghstudents with disabilities”
responses were “Very Low,” with 14 (15.4%), “Lowyith 33 (36.3%), “Average,” with 32
(35.2) as the highest percentage, “High,” with 7%3), and “Very High,” with the lowest
percentage of 5 (5.5%).

The last demographic statement for the SACIE-R ‘Whslevel of experience teaching a
student with a disability is:” “None” was the higgt with 33 (36.3%), “Some” was a close
second with 32 (35.2%), and “High (at least 30 dlays) was 26 (28.6%).

Data Analyses

60



This study focused on four hypotheses to deternfhithere are any differences among
the survey data of two groups: preservice teachedidates and first year teachers. The
negative items on the SACIE-R used reverse cod#figré analysis following the same
procedures as carried out in the original stud¥yosfin et at. (2011). This study concentrates on
preservice teacher candidates’ and first year gxatperceptions of preparedness, and responses
to thoughts of teacher efficacy concerning prepamednd their ability to teach in an inclusion
classroom.

Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 determined if there was a differemceéan survey scores for level of
teacher compared to the reported population pasamgdr the instruments. A one samptest
was used to compare the sample scores from my sutlg mean population parameters of the
instrument. The data was normally distributed, ared the assumption for a one-santpiest.

The Bonferroni method was used to control for ael'Ygerror due to the use of multiple tests.
The alpha was determined by dividing the total nemds dependent variables (3) by the alpha
of .05, and the adjusted alpha was 0.0167.

A one samplé-test was used to compare the mean population géeano the combined
sample of student teacher candidates and firsttgaahers for the Sentiments Scale (N =
10.584). A significant difference was fourt®Q) = 4.681p = .000) with the sample mean of
16.088 being significantly higher than the popwiatmean. The same test was conducted to
compare the sample mean for the Attitudes Scaleetpopulation parameter (N = 14.317).
There was a significant difference foun(®Q) = -3.778p = .000) with the sample mean being

significantly less than the population mean. BerConcerns Scale sample one sartipést,
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the population value (N = 13.0805) was used. Ther a significant difference fount{q0) = -
1.694,p = .094) again showing the sample mean significaetg than the population mean.

After comparing the total sample data to the pajputgparameters for both levels of
teachers, | completed Post Hoc analysis betweetwihgroups to determine if one population
had lower or higher mean scores. A one samiast was performed to compare the studies. No
differences were found between the means of thepgraiith Post Hoc testing.

Population parameters for theacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practi¢€EIP) Scale was
compared to a study done by Peebles (2012) usimg damplé-test on the sample of student
teacher candidate (n=141) for the Efficacy in Isole Practices (N = 25.87). A significant
difference was found(@9) = 12.149p = .000) with the sample mean of 31.65 being
significantly higher than the population mean. Fhee test was conducted to compare the
sample mean for the Efficacy in Collaboration te gopulation parameter (N = 25.94). There
was a significant difference fount{39) = 9.52p = .000) with the sample mean of 30.48 being
significantly higher than the population mean. tar Efficacy in Managing Behavior one
samplet-test, the population value (N = 24.54) was usEldere was a significant difference
found ¢(39) = 8.57p =.000) again showing the sample mean of 30.06 sogmifly more than
the population mean.

Comparing my sample mean to international poputgbarameters using the same
instruments (SACIE and TEIP) detected similar oNeesults on the Total Scale Score (TSS) to
a study done in Mexico by Forlin et al., (2010) anstudy in Bangladesh by Ahsan et al., (2012)

using preservice teachers on the SACIE, but detextnsignificant differences in the TEIP.
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The one sampletest comparing these population parameters otpriee teacher
candidates found a significant difference in thexian study on the Efficacy of Inclusion Scale
(t(39)=4.225, p=.000), Efficacy in Collaboration St&(39)=3.390, p=.002), and Efficacy in
Managing Behaviort(39)=3.133, p=.003). The Bangladesh study didusetthe Sentiment
Scale in their study due to low alpha score, betstiudies were similar for the Attitudes and
Concerns Scales. The TEIP found significanedéhces on the Efficacy of Inclusion Scale
(t(39)= 5.990, p=.000) and Efficacy in Collaborat®eale {(39)= 6.161, p=.000). My study
was not significantly different for the Efficacy Managing Behavior Scale. Table 2 compares
the Total Scale Score (TSS) to the population patanof studies done in Mexico and

Bangladesh with preservice teachers and the meampger for Canada study:

Table 2 — Total Scale Score (TSS) of Preservice Tokeer Candidates

Douglas 201Z Douglas  Forlinetal.  Peebles Forlin,et  Ahsan et al.
TSS(SD) 2013 2011 2012 al. 2010 2012
Scale Mean(SD) SACIE-R  Mean(SD)  Mexico Bangladesh
Mean(SD) TSS(SD)  TSS(SD)
N= 40 54z 141 286 1623
Attitudes 2.68 (.68) 13.40 (2.01) 14.32* (2.45 2.81 (.69) 2.81 (.54)
Sentiments 3.25(.71) 16.20 (2.39) 10.58* (2.61 2.46 (44)  Didn't use
Concerns 2.57 (.77) 12.83 (2.74) 13.08* (2.87 3.09 (.52) 2.67 (.52)
Inclusion 5.28 (.71) 31.65 (3.01) - 25.87%(4.59) 4.94*(.65) 4.80%(.59)
Collaboration 5.28 (.72) 30.48 (3.01) - 25.94%(4.80) 4.81*(.86) 4.59*%(.75)
Behavior 5.00 (.91) 30.03 (4.05) - 24.54%(4.40) 4.67%(.71) 5.10 (.52)

Sentiments = Sentiments Scale, Attitudes = Attigid@oncerns = Concerns Scale,
Inclusion = Efficacy in using inclusion, Collabaat = Efficacy in collaboration,
Behavior = Efficacy in managing behavior * a siggaht difference at .05

Other international studies that utilized thes#ruiments (SACIE and TEIP) using in-

service teachers found similar overall resultstanTotal Scale Score (TSS) to a study done by
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Savolainen et al. (2012) which compared teacher84B) from South Africa and Finland. The
one samplé-test comparing these population parameters ofiice teachers found a
significant difference was found in the South Admcstudy on the SACIE with Attitudes Scale
(t(50)=11.107, p=.000) and Concerns ScHEe0)=6.890, p=.000). My data was similar for the
Sentiments Scale. The TEIP found a significarfed#hce in Efficacy in Collaboration Scale

(t(50)=9.436, p=.000) and Efficacy in Managing BebasiScalet(50)= -3.040, p=.004).

The Finnish test results for the SACIE found a significanfeliénce in the Sentiments
Scale {(50)=-9.538, p=.000), the Concerns Sc@0)=10.699, p=.000), and the Attitudes
Scale {(50)=4.882, p=.000). The TEIP found a significdifterence in the Efficacy in
Managing Behavior Scal&($0)=3.111, p=.003) and found similar results fa Efficacy in
Inclusion and Efficacy in Collaboration Scales. [EaBcompares the Total Scale Score (TSS) to
the population parameter of studies done in Soditicadand Finland with in-service teachers:

Table 3 — Total Scale Score (TSS) for In-service &ehers

Douglas Douglas  Savolainen, Savolainen,
2013 2013 etal. 2012 etal. 2012
Scale . .
Mean(SD) TSS(SD) S. Africa Finland

TSS TSS
N=In-service Teachers 51 - 319 822
Attitudes 13.62 (2.01) 2.72 (.59) 2.10* 2.45*
Sentiments 16.00 (1.92) 2.5 (.66) 2.10 1.88*
Concerns 12.53 (2.05) 3.19(.59) 3.14* 3.71*
Overall 14.05(1.99) 2.80(.61) 2.39 251
Inclusion 28.73 (3.71) 4,79 (.85) 4.68 4.60
Collaboration 27.92 (3.24) 4.92(.72) 4.33* 4.50
Behavior 27.47 (4.11) 4.58 (.91) 4.87* 4,28*
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Overall 28.04 (3.69) 4.76 (.83) 4.63 453
Sentiments = Sentiments Scale, Attitudes = Attitsydeoncerns = Concerns Scale,
Inclusion = Efficacy in using inclusion, Collabaat = Efficacy in collaboration,
Behavior = Efficacy in managing behavior * Signéit at the .05

The overall findings for hypothesis one when cormmamy study to the population
parameters gbublished data was a follows: For tBACIE sentiments were higher in
preservice teacher candidates and in the middIgrébryear teachers. For attitudes, preservice
teacher candidates were lower and higher in fesr yeachers. For concerns, preservice teacher
candidates were lower and first year teachers weitee middle. On th&EIP, preservice
teacher candidates and first year teachers wehehig efficacy of inclusion and collaboration

and in the middle on efficacy of managing behavior.

Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 established if there was a significalationship between teacher attitudes
and perceptions and teacher self-efficacy scotelsivariate Pearson Correlation Coefficient
was used to determine the strength of the reldtiprizetween these variables. Pearson
Correlation Coefficient meets the assumption ofsneag interval data that is normally
distributed with a linear relationship (Cronk, 2010

Table 4 shows the relationship calculated witlearBon correlation coefficient
for the relationship between the scales of theitgtruments used in the study. A strong
positive correlation was found between the follogvatales: Efficacy in Inclusion Scale and
Efficacy in Collaboration Scale (89) = .800p < .01); Efficacy in Inclusion Scale and Efficacy
in Managing Behavior Scale (89) = .732p < .01); Efficacy in Collaboration Scale and
Efficacy in Managing Behavior Scale (@89) = .702, p < .01); Moderate correlations wierend
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in the following scales: Sentiments Scale and Corsc8calern((89) = .581p < .01); Concerns
Scale and Efficacy in Inclusion Scale(89) = .441, p < .01); Low to weak correlationgeve
found in theses scales: Sentiments Scale and EfficaCollaboration Scale (89) = .394, p <
.01); Sentiments Scale and Efficacy in Inclusioal&¢ (89) = .326, p <.01); Sentiments Scale
and Efficacy in Behavior Scale (89) = .307, p <.01); Attitudes Scale and Cons&uoale 1

(89) =.302, p <.01); and Concerns Scale and &ffien Behavior Scale (89) = .277, p < .01).
Attitudes Scale and Efficacy in using Inclusion I8da (89) = .243p < .05), Attitudes Scale and
Efficacy in Collaboration Scale (89) = .213p < .05), and Sentiments Scale and Attitudes
Scale ( (89) = .210p < .05). The only correlation not showing a sigraht difference was the
Attitudes Scale and Efficacy in Managing Behavioal8. Table 4 displays the output of the
correlation matrix for the scales of the instrunseiged in the study:

Table 4 — Scale Correlation Matrix

Variable Sentiments  Attitudes  Concerns Inclusion Collaboration Behavior
Sentiments 1

Attitudes 210 1 - - - -
Concerns 581 307" 1 -

Inclusion 326 243 441 1 -

Collaboration 394 213 371 800" 1

Behavior 307 .096 277 737 702 1

Sentiments = Sentiments Scale, Attitudes = Attigid@ncerns = Concerns Scale, Inclusion =
Efficacy in using inclusion, Collaboration = Efficain collaboration, Behavior = Efficacy in
managing behavior. *Correlation is significantta .05 level. **Correlation is significant at
the .01 level.

Hypothesis 3 and 4
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A One-Way ANOVA was utilized to address Hypotheésmsnd Hypothesis 4 as follows:
Hypothesis 3 — There is no significant differenceniean scores on SACIE-R by level of
teacher. Hypothesis 4 — There is no significaffeénce in mean scores on TEIP by level of
teacher. SPSS was used to determine if a signifidifference occurred between the dependent
variable of Survey Scores and the independentiari@ Level of Teacher used in this study.

There are assumptions that must be met when A8@)\/A, including, having a single
independent variable and single dependent var{aitkrval), that are normally distributed, and
each group must be independent of the other (C201)). This data meets all of these
assumptions and a one-way ANOVA was used to teshése hypotheses.

After computing the one-way ANOVA comparing Sunggores to Level of Teacher, a
significant difference was found in the followingfficacy in Inclusion (1,89) = 16.220p <
.05), Efficacy in CollaborationH(1,89) = 14.822p < .05), and Efficacy in BehavioF(1,89) =
8.774,p < .05). No significant difference was found betwehe following scales: Sentiments
Scale F(1,89) = .196p> .05), Attitudes Scald+(1,89) = .275p> .05), and Concerns Scale
(F(1,89) = .346p> .05)

Table 8 displays the means as calculated throdd@VWA comparing the student teacher

candidates to the first year teacher results:
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Sentiments = Sentiments Scale; Attitudes = AttituSieale; Concerns = Concerns Scale; Inclusion =
Efficacy in Inclusion Scale; Collaboration = Effain Collaboration Scale; and Behavior = Efficacy
in Managing Behavior Scale. * indicates a sigaifitdifference in means.

Effect Size

The between group effect size is resolved by digdhe between group sum of squares
by the total sum of squares from the output ofAN®OVA analysis. The results of the between
groups effect size includes: Sentiments Scali?2; Attitudes Scale, .0031; and Concerns Scale,
.0039; Efficacy in Inclusion, .1542; Efficacy in (Gaboration, .1428; and Efficacy in Behavior,
.0897. Based on Cohen’s (1988) interpretatiorretiesmall or no effect size (<.2) between the
groups for the TEIP. These results for the SAQIENT that there were no differences between
the groups, so no effect size.

Although the ANOVA showed that the means wereificantly different for the TEIP
scales, the effect size was small. The largesteffize or difference was Efficacy in Inclusion
with 15.42% of the total variance being accountadoly the dependent variable, level of teacher.
Efficacy in Collaboration was a close second widl28% of the total variance being accounted

for. A similar study done by Ahsan et al. (201Bpaound a small overall effect size for the
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TEIP with 12% of variance on the scales and coaléxplained by variables not examined
during the study.
Summary

In conclusion, chapter 4 began with a review ofdtugly and the research question and
hypotheses that guided this study. An in-deptbudision of the participants of the study, the
return rate of the instruments, graphical analgsitie data including outliers, examination and
treatment of the missing data, and effect sizeineaded, as well. Analysis for each of the
hypotheses was outlined and discussed. Chaptantaios the interpretation of the data analysis

and the implications for further research.
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CHAPTER 5

Analysis of Data

Introduction

This chapter contains a discussion of the findings the analysis of data as they relate
to the literature concerning level of teacher (prege teacher candidates and first year teachers)
and their perceptions, attitudes, self-efficacy] taacher efficacy toward inclusion. In addition,

limitations, recommendations for future studieg] arfinal summary are discussed.

The purpose of this quantitative cross-sectionadystvas to concentrate on preservice
teacher candidates’ and first year teachers’ péooepof preparedness, and responses to
thoughts of teacher efficacy concerning preparadiach their ability to teach in an inclusion
classroom. Student teacher candidates (n=40)iemtgéar teachers (n=51) were assessed using
two instruments, SACIE-R and TEIP. TBentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about Incusiv
Education Scale Revis¢8ACIE-R), which measures preservice teacher daes and first
year teachers sentiments toward students with illtssdhand how they treat these students in
their classroom, their attitudes toward the indusof these students in their classroom, and their
concerns or willingness and ability to adapt one&ching to meet these educational needs of
students with disabilities. The negative itemglSACIE-R used reverse coding before

analysis mirroring analysis in the original study.
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The second instrument used for the study wasTHagher Efficacy for Inclusive

Practices Scal€TEIP), which measures efficacy of inclusion iastion in the teachers’
classrooms, their perceptions of efficacy in wogkmth parents and other professionals, and
self-perceptions of efficacy in dealing with distivp behaviors. According to the study by
Forlin et al. (2011), the need to assess the sentanattitudes, and concerns of teachers to help
evaluate the participants’ willingness to teacldstus with disabilities in their classroom is an
area that has limited prior research. This stuahcentrates on preservice teacher candidates’
and first year teachers’ perceptions of preparesjraasl responses to thoughts of teacher
efficacy concerning preparation and their abildyteach in an inclusion classroom that may add
to this prior research.
Demographics

Demographic data was collected for examination tvincluded grade level
teaching/training, gender, age, highest level aication, interactions with a person with
disabilities, level of training educating studewith disabilities, knowledge of legislation and
policy pertaining to students with disabilitiesyéé of confidence in teaching students with
disabilities, and level of experience teaching stid with disabilities. Based on the
demographic data gathered from the participantgesed, which included student teacher
candidates and first year teachers, we find thaeraementary education majors (61.1%)
participated which was expected due to the largerbers of student teacher candidates and first
year teachers in that major. The special educéfd®6) was first year teachers only since no
special education student teacher candidates weltgded in this study, this was unexpected.
This could be due to the first year teacher acogijob in the area of special education on an

emergency certification.
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Another demographic section examined was genélgain, the participants surveyed
included student teacher candidates and firsttgzahers. The information collected showed
that female participants were the largest grouy 80%) and was expected. According to the
National Center for Educational Statistics (20T5% of teachers in the 2007-2008 school year
were female. The highest percentage of studeahéeaandidates and first year teachers were
25 years of age or below (61.1%) which is to beeeigd. It is interesting to see the non-
traditional student combined for a total percentaig@7.9%. According to the Center for
Postsecondary and Economic Success (2011) thenpefcendergraduates that are
nontraditional age of 25 or above as of the 200®gskyear was 36% with this percentage
increasing over the next ten years more proporiipttzan the traditional group with today’s
economy and unemployment rates.

The next section of the survey was the highe&l leveducation with all participants
being either student teacher candidates or firat gachers. Any higher level of education other
than bachelor’s degree, was not expected.

The second part of demographic sections dealsstatements that involve the
statements pertaining to special education andm@mlwith disabilities. The first statement “I
have had significant/considerable interactions &ifferson with a disability” shows the
interactions with a person with a disability. THiscovery was unexpected with 51 (53.7%)
stating yes they had significant interactions gifindents who have a disability. | did a post hoc
analysis and divided the data by preservice teamdnstidate and first year teachers with no
change. As previously stated in the literatureen@y Campbell et al. (2003) and Richards and
Clough (2004) found that many preservice teachedidates enter the field of teacher education

with little or no experience with students that éaksabilities.
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The next demographic statement on the surveyhave had the following level of
training on educating students with disabilitieBhe highest percentage was “some” with 78.9%
and could be due to the Introductory to Specialdatian course that all education majors are
required to complete during their education progrdrne lower percentage of “high level of
training” 7.4%, was expected since there is na¢ld £xperience component attached to the
introductory course for special education required.

“My knowledge of the local legislation or policg & pertains to children with
disabilities” is the next demographic questionheTargest percentages are in “Poor” (27%) and
the highest in “Average” (51.6%). This is expectath the topic of policy and legislation
introduced in at least two classes during the ugrdeluate education program.

Results and Discussion

This study was completed to determine if meanescdiffered between preservice
teacher candidates and first year teachers orumstntation scores measuring inclusion self-
efficacy and teacher efficacy. The summary ofrdsearch question and each hypothesis

follows:

Research Question

Is there a difference in mean scores between piesdeacher candidates and first year
teachers on instrumentation scores measuring indwself-efficacy and teacher efficacy?
Results for the inclusion self-efficacy, as meadurg the SACIE-R for this study, revealed that
sentiments were higher in preservice teacher catecand in the middle for first year teachers.
For attitudes, preservice teacher candidates wererland higher in first year teachers. For

concerns, preservice teacher candidates were kaneefirst year teachers were in the middle.
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Results for teacher efficacy, as measured by #i€ in this study, showed that preservice
teacher candidates and first year teachers wehehig efficacy of inclusion and collaboration

and in the middle on efficacy of managing behavior.

Hypothesis One

Hypothesis one stated that there is no differém¢lee mean survey scores for level of
teacher compared to the reported population paerfatthe instruments. A one sample t-test
was used to determine if there was a significaifédince between the survey means and
population mean. This analysis found that thers avaignificant difference between the sample
from this study and the established populationmpatar. A Post Hoc analysis was calculated

dividing the level of teachers and found no siguaifit change in the results.

The results of hypothesis one could be influertmedther factors: One possible
explanation of the results could be the small samsjae of this study compared to the population
parameter for the instrument. Small samples cpresent extremes in a normal distribution and
thus additional research is needed to verify ifsagnple represents the normal distribution in
this population. Another explanation could bedeenographics of the study compared to the

international demographics of the population patemeaf the instrument.

The results indicated that the sample from thidysgcored lower than the population
parameter, but was not significant. Standard Diervia were similar with scores falling between
+1 and -1 or 68% of the population. These resultlss comparable variability with the original
study being a larger sample (n=514), replicatirggstudy with this smaller sample (n=91).

There may be several explanations for this occager®©f particular concern may be that the
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student teachers and first year teachers may chate lower views of individuals with
disabilities based on a lack of experience workiiify this population. According to (Brownlee
& Carrington, 2000) a lack of direct contact withdents that have disabilities during their k-12
experience or teacher education program can inflibow teachers perceive a student with a
disability. Additionally, the lack of personal dawt with these students can directly affect the
perceived sense of efficacy to teach in an inclustassroom (Bowlin, 2012; Campell et al.,

2003; Mintz, 2007; Richards & Clough, 2004).

Hypothesis Two

Hypothesis two states that there is no significamtelation between teacher attitudes and
perceptions, and teacher self-efficacy scores. Pdason Correlation Coefficient was
conducted to find any significant relationshipswestn the scales of the two instruments used in
the study. The survey results revealed a sigmftidéference in in all scales (Appendix B)
except Attitude and Efficacy of Managing Behavidihe null hypothesis was rejected based on

the results of the data.

From the results of hypothesis two, attitudescareelated with all scales except
behavior. This indicates that attitudes can béipesr negative, but it is not related to handlin
behavior in the classroom. This lack of correlatio this study could indicate that the teachers
believe their ability to teach is not related totatles, but to teacher efficacy or sentiments,
which is engaging students with disabilities. Mydy results were similar to the study
conducted by Savolainen et al. (2012), regardidbier efficacy in Finnish, using in-service
teachers. The participants, in my study, stutkaather candidate and first year teacher, were

concerned about managing behavior in an includassooom.
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Sentiments and concerns are correlated in alsarBata reveals that the sample can
have a positive attitude or a negative attitudeudbaving a student in an inclusive setting, but
are not sure if they know what to do with thosalsnis. The study by Savolainen et al., (2012)
found that Finnish teachers did not have positiveagative attitudes toward inclusion, but had

concerns when they actually had a child with dig#s in their classes.

The analysis agreed with Burke and Sutherland 2€@4didates and teachers need a
positive attitude to work with students with diddigis as detailed earlier. The survey results
matched previous research conducted by Sze (20@9Campbell et al. (2003), which found
that the most significant predictor of having acassful inclusive classroom is the attitudes of
the teachers, and teachers who have lower levelslbéfficacy and negative feelings toward
special needs children are less successful. Theg®s can affect the educational progress of

their students.

Hypothesis Three and Four

Hypothesis three shows that there is no signifidé#fference in mean scores on SACIE-
R by level of teacher. Hypothesis four states tihate is no significant difference in mean
scores on TEIP by level of teacher. A one-wayymislof covariance (ANOVA) was completed
to compare the mean difference between survey styréevel of teacher. The analysis showed
that there was no statistically significant diffece in the SACIE-R scores by level of teacher
indicating that teachers’ sentiments, attituded, @ncerns do not differ in the time period of
training to first year teaching experience. Asffilook this could be interpreted as the reverse of
Bowlin (2012), Campbell et al. (2003), Mintz (200@hd Richards and Clough ( 2004) who

believed that additional experience with teachhmse with disability would increase SACIE-R
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scores. However, this was a brief time period perdhaps students and first year teachers did
not gain enough experiences to significantly gheir perceptions. Additional longitudinal
studies are needed to develop a credible line wldpment for teacher attitudes concerning

students with disabilities.

The results from my study are supported by theltesf Malinen et al. (2011). There
was significant difference in TEIP scores by levkeleacher on all three scales, thus the null
hypothesis was rejected. The results were sirtolarevious research conducted by de Boer,
Pijl, and Minnaert (2011) stating that teachergpsupinclusion classrooms in general, but do not
want to have children with disabilities includedemhit involves their individual teaching
performance. Results were further supported bydysy Malinen et al., (2011) and Ahsan et
al., (2012) using the TEIP scale. Both found thatmost significant concern for teachers was

their perception or sense of efficacy in collabmgvith parents and other professionals.

Limitations

The limitations of this study were the small saengike, the demographic area of the
study, and all of the participants came from on@emsity’s teacher education program. The
instrument population parameter was from 542 pwaseteachers from four countries that
included nine institutions. My study was conduci¢dne university in southeastern United
States and may not generalize to other universifiEsmographics were not discussed due to the
small sample size. Timing could be a limitatioattaffects results due to the effect of lack of
time in the field with student teacher candidatedue to some student teacher candidates just

completing an introduction to special educationrseu
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Summary of Findings

The purpose of this quantitative cross-sectionalyswas to compare two groups by
level of teacher for possible differences in prewerteacher candidates’ and first year teachers’
perceptions, attitudes, and self-efficacy towardusion, and the increase or decrease of teacher
efficacy. In Hypothesis one a one samplest was used to determine if there was a diffaren
in mean survey scores for level of teacher comptaréde reported population parameter for
both instruments used. For the SACIE-R, a sigaficlifference was found. This could have
been due to the small sample size. For the TEEPrdsults of my study showed a strong
reliability coefficient on the TEIP scale Cronbashlpha between my study and three other

studies indicating a very strong internal consisyen

For Hypothesis two a Pearson Correlation Coeffiicveas conducted to find any
significant relationship between the scales of agitruments used in this study. The
correlations from both level of teachers, found thare was a positive correlation between
attitudes and all other scales with the exceptidifficacy in Managing Behavior. So both
groups feel positive in their ability to acceptdents with disabilities into their classroom
environment, but have reservations about managhgwor in the inclusive classroom. A
recommendation for teacher education programs woellldave a classroom management class
that focuses on managing inclusion students. Alsoexposure to students with disabilities
during field experience could help with this ddfiey observing effective clinical instructors and

their classroom management skills.

Another result of the Pearson Correlation Coedfitis the positive correlation between

sentiments and all scales. The sentiments scétatabm that the responses of this study
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determined, is the measurement of discomfort #ethers feel from being around someone with
a disability and how they would feel if they hadisability. Since all scales are positively
related in this area, our teachers believe theyacaapt that students with disabilities can learn
in their classrooms. The teachers also beliewe ¢bald overcome a disability themselves, and
could fit in and be a part of society with a digiépi From this correlation, when sentiments go
up, all scales go up. This is an important findimigteacher education. If programs focus on

increasing sentiments, teacher efficacy shouldcamse.

Hypothesis three and four used a one-way ANOVAdtermine a significant difference

in mean scores by level of teacher on the SACIEWREEIP instruments. The results found no
differences in the SACIE-R scale between the grplopisdid find significant difference in the
TEIP scales. This result found that as studerhiracandidates they feel they are prepared to
teach in an inclusive classroom, but first yeacheas reveal a drop in efficacy. These findings
are consistent with other professions. Teacheassas of professionals are experiencing the
same phenomenon as other professions such asgyuaorneys, counselors, and doctors. This
is an area that will need further research to dates if dual certification would help this drop in

efficacy to be less, rebound quicker, or not droglla

Based on the findings of this research study baddsponses of the participants, |
determined that more clarification of the definsoof the SACIE scale is needed: Sentiments is
defined as teacher efficacy in the scales. Thadystevealed that it is more about including
students with disabilities in an inclusive settargl the measure of comfort the teacher feels
being around someone with a disability. Attituftesn the scale definition are attitudes toward

students with disabilities in a classroom. It seeémbe more about the opinion or belief that
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students with disabilities should be in an inclestlassroom. Concerns from the scale definition
are the teachers willingness and ability to adagtoteaching to meet educational needs of
students with disabilities. Although | agree witiis definition, it should also include the

worries a teacher feels in meeting the challen§@s anclusive classroom.

Future Research Recommendations

Based on the instrumentation scores, the fiele¢éegpce component of the dual
certification in the areas of elementary educatiod mild/moderate special education could
improve scores. Institutions should provide morparspunities for preservice teachers to interact
with students with disabilities which may impacg¢ithattitudes toward working with them.
Bandura (1977) found that efficacy beliefs can Ih@nged through positive experiences. Field
experience with disabilities, in a positive, sugp@ environment, could create a higher level of
self-efficacy which could positively change attigsdkoward inclusive classrooms.

In order to attain more statistically significagsults to the instrument population
parameter, a larger sample population needs teé&e in future research. The instruments used
in this study were intended to measure self-effiatd teacher efficacy. For further study, a
gualitative component could be added to the stodglarification of results.

A suggested five year longitudinal study, compapngservice teacher candidates and
first year teachers who have a degree in elementasgcondary education with preservice
teacher candidates who have dual certificatiol@mentary or secondary education and
mild/moderate certification in special educatidy using both instruments &ACIE-Rand

TEIP, we could compare these two groups on perceivgddes of inclusion and the increase or
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decline of teacher efficacy between the groupse Stbdy could also address the rate of teacher
retention between the groups.

Chapter Summary

The research question for this study asked ietweas a difference in mean scores
between preservice teacher candidates and firsttgaehers on instrumentation scores
measuring inclusion self-efficacy and teacher affic Results for the inclusion self-efficacy, as
measured by th8 ACIE-Rfor this study, revealed that sentiments were érigh preservice
teacher candidates and in the middle for first yeachers. For attitudes, preservice teacher
candidates were lower and higher in first yearliees. For concerns, preservice teacher
candidates were lower and first year teachers weitee middle. Results for teacher efficacy, as
measured by th€EIP in this study, showed that preservice teacheridates and first year
teachers were higher in efficacy of inclusion aotlaboration and in the middle on efficacy of

managing behavior.

Overall, the data provided evidence from hypsithéhree, that the preservice teachers
feel prepared to teach in an inclusive classroamfilst year teachers’ do not feel as prepared,
due to the drop in efficacy. Richards and CloudB®04) study found that most preservice
teacher candidates think they are prepared fon@uodgive classroom until they actually start

teaching and then feel they are lacking the skilsded to help all students succeed.

Loreman et al. (2005) and Jobling and Moni (208¢josed in their research that the
negative attitudes of preservice teacher candidatedve changed through teacher training.

Measuring these perceptions of inclusion usingumsénts such as tIf®ACIE-RandTEIP can
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be a starting point for designing curricula thapgares these preservice teacher candidates for a

positive inclusion setting.

One of the goals of teacher education is to predeachers who have knowledge, skills,
and dispositions to be effective teachers who caetrthe needs of all students in an inclusive
classroom (Notar, 2009). NCATE (2008) defines dssfions as values, commitments, and
professional ethics that influence behaviors towandilies, colleagues, and communities that
affect student learning, motivation, and developtnas well as the educator’s own professional
growth. These dispositions are guided by the ter@clattitudes and beliefs that are linked to
values that inclusive teachers must have. Thessfdamclude the disposition that all students
can learn and participate in the classroom commurBased on the results of this study, the
SACIE-R measures these aspects dispositions flusion and could be utilized to reform the

policy and curriculum reforms for Inclusive EducatiPrograms.

Identifying preservice teachers and first yearlteag attitudes, sentiments, and
concerns, along with efficacy in inclusion pracsiceollaboration and managing behavior is the
first step in changing the teacher education progearricula. This identification of aspects of
dispositions could be used to produce inclusionhees with positive attitudes to ensure the

success of all students in a classroom.
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The Sentiments, Attitudes and Concerns about | nclusive Education Scale
(SACIE)

In order to be able to track pre and post datasplézclude your student number. This will not bedu identify individuals.

Student ID: Pre-Test Post-Test

Pleasev’ on the line as appropriate.

A. |am teaching / training to teach in:

1. Early Childhood 3. Secondary
2. Primary/Elementary 4. Special Education
B. lam: 1. Male 2. Female
C. Whatis your age? years

D. My highest level of education completed is:
1. Secondary School or its equivalent 3. dtasDegree

2. Bachelor's Degree or its equivalent 4 eQthlease specify

E. How many years of university education have you copteted?

F. | have had significant/considerable interactions wh a person with a disability:
1. Yes 2.No

G. | have had the following level of training on educting students with disabilities:
1. None 2. Some 3. High (at least 40hrs)

H. My knowledge of the local legislation or policyas it pertains to children with disabilities is:
1. None 2. Poor 3. Average 4. Good 5. Very Good

I. My level of confidence in teaching students with dabilities is:
1. Very Low 2. Low 3. Average dgi 5. Very High

J. My level of experience teaching a student with a sability is:
1. None 2. Some 3. High (at least 3@ays)
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The following statements pertain to inclusive edud#on which involves students
from a wide range of diverse backgrounds and abilies learning with their peers in regular

schools that adapt and change the way they work iorder to meet the needs of all.

Please circle the response which best applies touwyo

SD D A SA
Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

| am concerned that students with disabilities nilt be
1 SD D A SA
accepted by the rest of the class.

| dread the thought that | could eventually endvith a
SD D A SA
2 disability.

Students who have difficulty expressing their tHaisg
SO D A SA
3 verbally should be in regular classes.

I am concerned that it will be difficult to give pyopriate
SO D A SA
4 attention to all students in an inclusive classroom

| tend to make contacts with people with disaletitbrief and
SD D A SA
5 | finish them as quickly as possible.

Students who are inattentive should be in reguésses. SD D A SA

I am concerned that my workload will increaselifave
SO D A SA
7 students with disabilities in my class.

Students who require communicative technologies (fo
SD D A SA
8 example Braille / sign language) should be in ragalasses.

| would feel terrible if | had a disability. SD D A SA
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I am concerned that | will be more stressed ifuenatudents

10 SD SA
with disabilities in my class.
| am afraid to look a person with a disability gjfd in the
SD SA
11 | face.
Students who frequently fail exams should be inisg
SD SA
12 | classes.
| find it difficult to overcome my initial shock vén meeting
SD SA
13 | people with severe physical disabilities.
I am concerned that | do not have the knowledgeséiiid
SD SA
14 | required to teach students with disabilities.
Students who need an individualized academic progra
SD SA
15 | should be in regular classes.
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Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practice (TEIP) Scad

This survey is designed to help understand the nate of factors influencing the success of
routine classroom activities in creating an inclusie classroom environment.

Please circle the number that best represents yowpinion about each of the statements.

Please attempt to answer each question

Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Strongly

Disagree Somewhat | Somewhat agree

SD D DS AS A SA

I can make my expectations clear about studentiieha 1 2 3 4 5 6

| am able to calm a student who is disruptive dsyio 1 2 3 45 6

I can make parents feel comfortable coming to skhoo 1 2 3 4 5 6

| can assist families in helping their childrenwlell in school. 1 2 3 4 5 6

4
| can accurately gauge student comprehension of Wieve taught. 1 2 3 4 5 6

5
| can provide appropriate challenges for very cépatudents. 1 2 3 4 5 6

| am confident in my ability to prevent disruptildehavior in the

1 2 3 4 5 6
7 classroom before it occurs.

I can control disruptive behavior in the classroom. 1 2 3 45 6
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I am confident in my ability to get parents invalvia school activities of

their children with disabilities.

1 2 3 4 5 6

9
I am confident in designing learning tasks so thatindividual needs of
1 2 3 4 5 6
10 students with disabilities are accommodated.
| am able to get children to follow classroom rules 1 2 3 45 6
11
I can collaborate with other professionals (e mgitant teachers or speech
1 2 3 4 5 6
12 pathologists) in designing educational plans fadents with disabilities.
| am able to work jointly with other professionalsd staff (e.g. aides,
1 2 3 4 5 6
13 other teachers) to teach students with disabilitigbe classroom.
I am confident in my ability to get students to wéwgether in pairs or
14 1 2 3 4 5 6
in small groups.
| can use a variety of assessment strategies Xé&mple, portfolio
1 2 3 4 5 6
15 assessment, modified tests, performance-basedsassas etc.).
I am confident in informing others who know litééout laws and
1 2 3 4 5 6
16 policies relating to the inclusion of students wdikabilities.
I am confident when dealing with students who drgsprally aggressive. 1 2 3 45 6
17
| am able to provide an alternate explanation angde when students
1 2 3 4 5 6
18 are confused.

"
THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE \‘-’)
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Scales foiThe Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns aboutdivelltEducation Scale Revised

Scales Statements

Attitudes ¢ Students who have difficulty expressing their tHatggrerbally should be
in a regular classroom

e Students who are inattentive should be in a regideasroom

e Students who require communicative technologiesgfample
Braille/sign language) should be in regular classes
Students who frequently fail exams should be iegular classroom

¢ Students who need an individualized educationajiam should be in
regular classes

Sentiments e | dread the thought that | could eventually endvith a disability
| tend to make contacts with people with disaletitbrief and I finish
them as quickly as possible

o | would feel terrible if | had a disability

e | am afraid to look at a person with a disabilitsagyht in the face

o Ifind it difficult to overcome my initial shock vén meeting people with
severe physical disabilities

Concerns e | am concerned that students with disabilities nit be accepted by the
rest of the class

e | am concerned that it will be difficult to give @opriate attention to all
students in an inclusive classroom

e | am concerned that my workload will increasetifive students with
disabilities in my class

e | am concerned that | will be more stressed ifuehstudents with
disabilities in my class

e | am concerned that | do not have the knowledges&iild required to
teach students with disabilities
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Scales foiTeacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practice Scale

Scales

Statements

Efficacy of
Inclusion

| can accurately gauge student comprehension of Wieeve taught

| can provide appropriate challenges for very cépatudent

| am confident in designing learning tasks so thatindividual needs of
students with disabilities are accommodated

| am confident in my ability to get my studentsatork in pairs or small
groups

| can use a variety of assessment strategies gpioréfissessment, modifie
tests, performance-based assessments, etc.)

| am able to provide an alternative explanatioexample when students
are confused

Efficacy of
Collaboration

I can make parents feel comfortable coming to schoo

| can assist families in helping their childrenwiell in school

I am confident in my ability to get parents invaiviem school activities of
their children with disabilities

| can collaborate with other professionals (eigeitant teachers or speeg
pathologists) in designing educational plans fadehts with disabilities

I am able to work jointly with other professionalsd staff (e.g. aides,
other teachers) to teach students with disabilitiedbe classroom

I am confident in informing others who know litééout laws and policie
related to the inclusion of students with disaieit

>

Efficacy of
Managing
Behavior

I can make my expectations clear about studeni@ha

I am able to calm a student who is disruptive asyo

I am confident in my ability to prevent disruptiehaviors in the
classroom before it occurs

| can control disruptive behavior in the classroom

| am able to get children to follow classroom rules

I am confident when dealing with students who drgsjrally aggressive
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Information to Participate in an Experimental Study

Title: An Investigation of Attitudes and Perceptiongoéservice Teachers Compared to First
Year Teachers Toward Inclusion

Investigator Sponsor

Nancy E. Douglas, M.E Jerilou Moore, Ph.D.

Department of Teacher Education Department of Teacher Education
306 Guyton Hall 333 Guyton Hall

The University of Mississippi The University of Mississippi
(662) 501-1150 (662) 915-7622

Description

Over the last decade the “push” for full inclustwas changed the appearance of our general
education classrooms to the extent that our geedrtatation teachers do not feel adequately
prepared to teach. The teacher preparation praghave to change with the federal mandates
for inclusion. Pre-service teacher candidates ned&e prepared to meet the needs of all
learners in a classroom. The lack of preparatiay aifect the pre-service teachers’ attitude and
perception of students with disabilities in a gaheducation classroom. The purpose of this
study will be to examine senior preservice teachaedidates’ attitudes and perceptions toward
inclusion and the change from the teacher educatiogram to their first year of teaching. This
data will help to develop a teacher education @ogthat will prepare today’s education
students for today’s inclusive classrooms. It wéke you about 15 minutes to complete both
surveys. The survey will be explained, along vaitletter of consent and questions answered.

Risks and Benefits

You may feel uncomfortable because you do not wardte your teacher education program
negatively or discuss your efficacy toward inclusibut this data could help to improve the
teacher education program for students in the éutur

Cost and Payments
The surveys will take about 15 minutes to complétkere are no costs and no payments given
for helping us with this study.

Confidentiality

The surveys will be coded with no name appearinthersurveys. The only information that
will be on your survey materials will be your gendgur age, and level of education.
Therefore, we do not believe that you can be ifiedtfrom any of your surveys.

Right to Withdraw

You do not have to take part in this study. If wbart the study and decide that you do not want
to finish, all you have to do is to tell Nancy Eomylas or Dr. Jerilou Moore in person, by letter,
or by telephone at the Department of Teacher EducaBuyton Hall, The University of
Mississippi, University MS 38677, or 915-7063. \itier or not you choose to participate or to
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withdraw will not affect your standing with the Dapment of Teacher Education, or with the
University.

The researchers may terminate your participaticdhenstudy without regard to your consent and
for any reason, such as protecting your safetypaotécting the integrity of the research data.

IRB Approval

This study has been reviewed by The University efdidsippi’s Institutional Review Board
(IRB). The IRB has determined that this studyilislthe human research subject protections
obligations required by state and federal law and/&fsity policies. If you have any questions,

concerns, or reports regarding your rights as aggaaint of research, please contact the IRB at
(662) 915-7482.

109



APPENDIX D

Primary Authors Permission for Using Instrument
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Tim Loreman tim.loreman@concordia.ab.ca to"doug@slemiss.edu”
<douglasn@olemiss.edu>
ccChris Forlin <cforlin@ied.edu.hk>,
Umesh Sharma <umesh.sharma@education.monash.edu.au>
DateWed, Oct 27, 2010 at 12:46 AM

SubjectRe: Permission to use SACIE scale

Dear Nancy,

We would be pleased for you to use SACIE. Since’200 have refined and validated the

instrument, with the validation paper currently sutbed to a journal. It is a much more concise

instrument now. We have also started looking aft Siéicacy for inclusion and so have

constructed a scale for that which has good rdifigbi attach both for your use.

We'd be very interested in hearing the outcomeoaf gtudy. We may be able to provide some

support when you come to the analysis phase ifwauwid like your data included in a larger

international database we have.

Cheers, Tim
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Umesh Sharma umesh.sharma@monash.edu toTim Loraimaloreman@concordia.ab.ca>
cc"douglasn@olemiss.edu” <douglasn@olemiss.edu>,
Umesh Sharma <Umesh.Sharma@education.monash.edu.au>
Chris Forlin <cforlin@ied.edu.hk>
DateWed, Nov 10, 2010 at 6:01 PM
SubjectRe: Permission to use SACIE scale

Hi Nancy,

You need to contact Professor Chris Forlin to gghpssion to use SACIE and to get info about
this scale. | can give you information about thi¢ eificacy scale.

The reference for the article is:

Sharma,U., Loreman, T. & Forlin, C. (accepted). Maag teacher efficacy to implement
inclusive practices: An international validatiooudnal of Research in Special Needs Education.

The purpose of this study was to develop an ingéntrto measure perceived
teacher efficacy to teach in inclusive classroofms18-item scale was developed on a
sample of 607 pre-service teachers selected fraimcountries (Australia, Canada, Hong
Kong and India). Factor analysis of responses fittersample revealed three factors:
efficacy in using inclusive instruction, efficaay collaboration and efficacy in dealing
with disruptive behaviours. The alpha coefficiemt the total scale was 0.89. Alpha
coefficients for three factors ranged from 0.891@3. Reliability analysis for the total
scale as well as factors for each country suggektedhe scale is a reliable measure of

pre-service teacher perceptions of self-efficacyirfolusion across different countries.
Good luck with your research.

Regards,
Umesh
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VITA
Nancy Eugenia Durham Douglas was born in OxforgsMsippi on April 27, 1957. She
graduated from South Panola High School, in BallesWwlississippi in 1974 and graduated from
The University of Mississippi in 1999 with an ungexd degree in Secondary Mathematics and
Special Education. While at Ole Miss, she recethedTaylor Medal and Class Marshall of her
graduating class. She also was a member of sdvamal societies including Phi Kappa Phi.
She was awarded the Mississippi Teacher FellowBtogram grant to attend The University of

Mississippi to earn a Master’s Degree in Specialdation.

After teaching in public schools in the area c¢@pl education (including self-contained,
resource, and inclusion) at Independence High Schomdependence, Mississippi, she
accepted a job in Desoto County as Local Survey@ittee Chair and Teacher Support Team

Chair.

In 2006, she accepted a job at The Universityigkissippi as an adjunct professor
teaching in the area of Special Education in theo8kcof Education and is presently in that
position. After her second year of teaching at Kdiss, she decided to pursue a doctorate degree
in Elementary Education with an emphasis in readife received the Outstanding Doctoral
Student in Elementary Education while completingdwrtorate degree. She resides in

Batesville, Mississippi with her husband of 39 year
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