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ABSTRACT 

Research over the past decade suggests teachers have low instructional self-efficacy/confidence 

and more concerns about implementing inclusive teaching practices. This quantitative 

correlational study explored whether reported concerns and demographic variables (gender, age, 

education, and years of teaching experience) predicts teachers’ instructional self-efficacy with 

students with disabilities. The Concerns about Inclusive Education and the Teachers’ Efficacy in 

Implementing Inclusive Practices scales were administered to 123 K-12 classroom teachers in 

Georgia. Data were subjected to hierarchical linear multiple regression to examine whether 

systematically adding select demographic variables and teachers’ concern scores to the overall 

model significantly improved the model’s ability to predict teachers’ self-efficacy in 

implementing inclusive instruction. Analysis revealed a nonsignificant predictive relationship 

between all the demographic variables and self-efficacy, where these predictors accounted for 

only 2.9% of the variance with the criterion variable. A significant inverse relationship was 

found between the concern predictor and self-efficacy variables (β = -0.414. t = -4.58, p < .001) 

with the concern variable accounting for an additional 15.80% of variance with self-efficacy, p = 

.009, R
2
 = 0.216. Results suggest gender, age, educational qualification, and years of teaching 

experience contribute scant explanatory power to teachers’ reported self-efficacy in 

implementing inclusive education. However, teachers’ concerns about inclusive education offer 

some meaningful explanation about their instructional self-efficacy with students with 

disabilities. Future research studies need to replicate this study on a different sample population 

region, using quantitative, qualitative, or mixed research methods to understand better teachers’ 

concerns and their PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices to instruct students with 

disabilities.  
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CHAPTER ONE:  INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

 Chapter One contains a brief description of the problem, purpose, and significance of 

this study, which explores the concerns and perceived self-efficacy (PSE) of K-12 classroom 

teachers regarding their ability to effectively teach students with disabilities (SWD) in the 

general education setting. This chapter also presents the background to the issues, problem and 

purpose statements, research questions, and potential significance of the study. 

Background 

Since the early to mid-1990s, schools across the United States (U.S.) have adopted the 

political concept of inclusion whereby students with and without disabilities are educated 

together in the regular classroom (Armstrong et al., 2016; Brock, 2018). One of the enduring 

issues related to the concept of “inclusion” and related inclusive practices is the multiple 

interpretations of inclusion found across education, with models that (a) fully include all SWDs 

in general education classrooms regardless of their severity level; (b) involve regular class 

placement for some SWDs, but on a part-time basis for others; and (c) only include students for 

whom it is instructionally appropriate, even suggesting that separate, special schools should be 

part of the student’s inclusion plan (Crockett & Kauffman, 1998). At the policy level, full 

inclusion falls short of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2004) provisions 

and mandates. At the educational level, the concept of inclusion means full inclusion of all 

students in the general setting regardless of severity level, and then its adoption requires the 

abolition of IDEA’s mandated continuum of alternative placements. If inclusion is meant to 

include some SWDs but not others, then “inclusion” has been available since the Education for 

All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 was passed, so the profession does not need the special 
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term “inclusion” (Kauffman et al., 2005; MacMillan et al., 1996). As Martin (1995), former 

director of the Bureau for the Education of the Handicapped, pointed out, state governments and 

local schools “cannot responsibly adopt ‘inclusion’ without defining its proposed program” (p. 

193). Schools need to clearly define/explain the instructional supports and strategies that will 

facilitate the relationship between students’ specific learning needs and what will be done in the 

classroom (in terms of specially designed instruction, as required by IDEA) to address those 

needs (Kauffman & Badar, 2017).  

These issues have also created problems for teachers who are now expected to teach all 

students regardless of the nature/severity of the disability. This expectation is worrisome because 

“advocating that all teachers should be prepared to teach all students reflect serious 

underestimation of the complexity of teaching effectively and an almost total lack of 

understanding of the educational implications of the full range of disabilities” (Kauffman et al., 

2019, p. 159). Because of this expectation, public schools have found it challenging to retain 

quality teachers in K-12 classrooms, with teachers reporting a low PSE (or lack of confidence) in 

being able to work successfully with SWDs in an inclusive classroom setting (Derosier & 

Soslau, 2014; Dimopoulou, 2013; Poulou, 2017; Urton et al., 2014).   

For decades, researchers have acknowledged that teachers have concerns and face 

challenges in implementing inclusive teaching practices (Beasley & Bernadowski, 2019; 

Burstein et al., 2004; Carrington et al., 2016; Hwang & Evans, 2011; Scott et al., 1998). Several 

factors, such as availability of resources, the expertise of stakeholders, appropriate adaptations of 

curriculum and instructions, attitudes, concerns, and PSE of teachers are thought to influence the 

success of inclusive education in K-12 classrooms (de Boer et al., 2011; Deng et al., 2017; Forlin 

& Chambers, 2011; Kim & Rouse, 2011; Shogren et al., 2015; Yan & Deng, 2019). 
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Coupled with the concern teachers have been expressing about their teaching practices is 

the importance of teachers’ PSE, which helps facilitate motivation, affects coping with stress, 

and provides the confidence needed for accomplishing challenging tasks (Bandura, 1986), 

especially in relation to teaching students who struggle to learn at school. For this reason, 

Bandura’s (1986) theory related to PSE was the guiding framework for this study. Teachers’ PSE 

is influenced by four major sources: cognitive, motivational, affective, and selection processes 

(Bandura, 1993). PSE refers to “people's beliefs about their capabilities to produce designated 

levels of performance that exercise influence over events that affect their lives” (Bandura, 2010, 

p. 3). Teachers’ PSE refers to the beliefs they have about desired instructional outcomes, the 

judgment of what one can do with their skills, perceived ability to plan, organize, and 

successfully implement activities needed to attain educational goals, or deal with the prospective 

situation (Bandura, 1982; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). Teachers’ PSE plays a crucial role in 

determining significant outcomes for students (Pantić & Florian, 2015). Teaching experience, 

acquisition of teaching knowledge, and skills are important predictors of variation in teachers’ 

PSE (Kosko & Wilkins, 2009; Malinen et al., 2013).   

Teachers’ concerns and PSE are important indicators of how well they meet the 

challenges in K-12 classrooms in successfully implementing inclusive teaching practices.  

Teachers’ concerns are defined as issues, questions, feelings, or resistance they have in teaching 

students in response to new situations, such as implementing inclusive education (Hall & Hord, 

2014; van den Berg & Ros, 1999; Yan & Deng, 2019). Some teachers may have concerns 

teaching SWD in their classrooms (Forlin & Chambers, 2011; Forlin & Cooper, 2013; Horne & 

Timmons, 2009; Kim, 2016; Starr et al., 2014). Some teachers may show low PSE, lack 

confidence, be unprepared to teach SWDs, and struggle to implement inclusive practices in K-12 
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classrooms (Kim, 2016; Kosko & Wilkins, 2009; Stephenson & Carter, 2014). Therefore, there 

is a need to reform teacher training programs to successfully improve and implement inclusive 

education in K-12 classrooms (Forlin et al., 2014; Sharma et al., 2015).   

There is overwhelming empirical evidence that demonstrates that effective/efficient 

teaching is a powerful intervention/means for increasing student achievement, and teachers’ 

actions in the classroom directly impact students’ learning (Finkelstein et al., 2021; Kauffman & 

Hornby, 2020). SWDs need to receive “meaningful benefit” per IDEA’s FAPE mandate as 

demonstrated by measurable academic and functional progress. SWDs will benefit from 

effective education, including special education strategies and approaches in an inclusive 

classroom so long as those interventions are intensive in nature (Fuchs et al., 2015).  

Unfortunately, many SWDs do not receive an intensive/explicit instructional programming as 

general education classrooms are not equipped to provide these services (Calhoon et al., 2019). 

The relationship between K-12 classroom teachers' concerns and their PSE needs to be studied 

as those highly self-efficacious teachers have few concerns in teaching SWDs and effectively 

implement effective teaching practices in inclusion classroom settings (Gebbie et al., 2012; You 

et al., 2019). In an inclusive classroom, general and special education teachers share the 

responsibility of educating the students (Allday et al., 2013). Even with the shared responsibility, 

the increased placement of SWDs in inclusive classrooms has resulted in classroom teachers 

experiencing increased difficulty providing effective specially designed instruction to address 

these students’ skill deficits due to the wide-ranging learner characteristics, behavior problems, 

and severity of the disability as well as the lack of pre-service preparation (Dimopoulou, 2013; 

Koegal et al., 2011; MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013).   
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Teachers come with varied educational backgrounds, training, and experiences (Grant et 

al., 2008; Haimour & Obaidat, 2013). Researchers have posited that the more teachers had 

concerns teaching their students, the less PSE they had in teaching (Boz & Boz, 2010; Dunn et 

al., 2013; Fives & Buehl, 2010). The concerns expressed by teachers and their PSE may impact 

teachers’ teaching practices in effectively implementing inclusive teaching practices in K-12 

classrooms. 

Most teacher education programs do not adequately prepare teachers on instructional 

modifications, collaboration with other professionals, and management of students’ behavior 

(Dicke et al., 2015; Dunbar, 2004; Forte & Flores, 2014; Griffin et al., 2009; Loreman et al., 

2005; Morgan, 2014; Westling, 2010). Teachers have reported their concerns in managing 

challenging behaviors of students with specific disabilities, such as Autism (Koegal et al., 2011), 

Emotional and Behavior Disability (EBD) (Butler & Monda-Amaya, 2016), Learning Disability 

(LD), and Intellectual Disability (ID) (Stoesz et al., 2014). Student's behavioral problems may 

cause educational concerns and stress for teachers (Fulmer & Turner, 2014; Griffin et al., 2009; 

Koegal et al., 2011; Matson et al., 2009; Probst & Leppert, 2008; Westling, 2010).   

The success of SWDs depends on the effectiveness of teachers in the classrooms (Jones 

& Brownell, 2014). Research regarding the willingness of teachers to include SWDs in general 

education classrooms is mixed (Gersten et al., 1988; Treder et al., 2000). Some of the teachers 

who were more efficacious and knowledgeable were more open to new ideas and willing to 

experiment with new methods to meet the needs of SWDs (Schunk et al., 2008; Woolfolk & 

Hoy, 1990).   

Some general classroom teachers show concerns such as class size, variation in student 

skills, and teaching SWDs with a variety of needs (Knight, 1999; Wolery et al., 1994). Some 
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teachers who do not get proper support and training regarding their concerns show difficulties in 

effectively meeting the challenges of students (Carrington et al., 2016; Chao et al., 2017; 

Derosier & Soslau, 2014). K-12 general education teachers have little or no training to serve 

SWDs, whereas special education teachers lack the content-area expertise that the general 

education teachers have (Flower et al., 2017; Laarhoven et al., 2007; Loreman et al., 2007). K-12 

special education teachers felt more prepared than general education teachers in pacing the 

instructions and adapting the curriculum content for SWDs in inclusive classrooms (Zagona et 

al., 2017).  

Teacher attitudes, concerns, and PSE are variables that may impact the delivery of 

reasonable instructional and effective inclusive practices (Sharma et al., 2018; Zee & Koomen, 

2016). Currently, there is substantial research that studies attitudes, concerns, and PSE in pre-

service teachers (Ahsan et al., 2012; Beacham & Rouse, 2012; Dunn et al., 2013; Sharma & 

Sokal, 2015; Woodcock et al., 2012). This study may add to the knowledge base by examining if 

K-12 teachers’ concerns and demographic characteristics (gender, age, education, and years of 

teaching experience) predict their PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices.   

Problem Statement 

The problem investigated was that while K-12 teachers have concerns about successfully 

implementing inclusive teaching practices with SWDs in the inclusive classroom environment, 

the relationship between those concerns and their PSE is unclear. It is also not well understood 

what role certain demographic variables (e.g., gender, age, education level, and years of teaching 

experience) may play in that relationship between teachers’ concerns and PSE. As indicated 

earlier, many teachers do not feel confident in teaching SWDs in K-12 classrooms (Dixon et al., 

2014; Jordan et al., 2009; Jordan & Stanovich, 2003; Kamens et al., 2003). Authorities in the 
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profession who studied this issue suggest a need to document teachers’ concerns regarding issues 

involved in successfully including and teaching SWDs in their K-12 classrooms (see Sharma et 

al., 2012; Starr et al., 2014).   

K-12 classroom teachers may lack the training to effectively deal with the problem 

behaviors of SWDs (Eikeseth & Klintwall, 2014; Hart & Malian, 2013; Hart & More, 2013). 

SWDs sometimes show challenging behaviors and academic needs, requiring proper intervention 

from a trained professional or specialist, such as a special education teacher or school 

psychologist (Chu et al., 2020; Pandolfi & Magyar, 2014). Teachers’ main concern is how best 

to effectively manage students’ classroom behavior (Chen, 2014; Dhanapal et al., 2017). Because 

of these issues, it was important to study the relationship between K-12 classroom teachers’ 

concerns, demographic characteristics, and PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices 

(Sheer et al., 2015). While numerous research studies have focused on identifying and describing 

the attitudes, concerns, and PSE of preservice and in-service teachers in implementing inclusive 

teaching practices (see, for example, Doulkeridou et al., 2011; Shah et al., 2016; Sharma et al., 

2006; Sharma & Sokal, 2016; Sokal & Sharma, 2014; Tümkaya & Miller, 2020; Vashistha & 

Priya, 2013; Yada & Savolainen, 2017), few studies have actually examined the relationship 

between those expressed concerns and PSE, specifically whether teachers’ level of PSE can be 

predicted by the degree of concern they report. The problem was that the literature had not fully 

addressed the relationship between teachers’ concerns, demographic variables (i.e., gender, age, 

education level, and years of teaching experience), and PSE in implementing inclusive teaching 

practices. 
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Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this quantitative correlational study was to examine whether K-12 

classroom teachers’ concerns and demographic characteristics (i.e., gender, age, education, and 

years of teaching experience) predict their PSE to implement inclusive teaching practices.   

The predictor variables were four demographic characteristics of K-12 classroom 

teachers, including gender (X1), age (X2), educational qualifications (X3), years of teaching 

experience (X4), and the variable related to teacher’s concerns (X5). Gender (X1) was defined as 

male or female; age (X2) was defined as how old participants are; educational qualifications (X3) 

relate to the attainment of a post-secondary associate, bachelor’s, master’s, specialist, or doctoral 

degree; years of teaching experience (X4) was defined as the number of years a participant 

worked as a teacher, ranging from less than one year, 1 to 10 years, 11 to 20 years, 21 to 30 

years, and greater than 30 years; and teacher’s concerns (X5) relate to issues that teachers are 

worried or anxious about (Kellner & Attorps, 2015). The outcome variable (Ŷ) was the K-12 

classroom teachers’ reported PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices.  

Survey methods were used for gathering data on the criterion and predictive variables. 

The survey approach involves gathering information from a sample or the entire population of a 

community (Gay & Airasian, 2000). The survey method is especially useful when: (a) the sample 

size is large; (b) the interrelationship between the variables is examined; and (c) the differences 

between the samples in their response patterns are investigated (Gall et al., 1996).   

Data regarding concerns of K-12 classroom teachers and their PSE in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices were collected using pre-validated surveys. Multiple regression 

analysis was used to answer whether statistically significant correlations exist between variables. 



21 

 

 

Multiple regression analysis equations were used to indicate how the predictive variables (PVs) 

were related to the outcome variable (OV).   

The literature has indicated that teachers expressed several concerns in teaching SWDs 

(Berry, 2010; Starr et al., 2014; Villegas et al., 2017; Walther-Thomas, 1997). It was, therefore, 

vital to gain a full understanding of teachers' concerns and their predictive relationship to the 

PSE of K-12 classroom teachers in implementing inclusive teaching practices. Predictive models 

for PSE of K-12 classroom teachers in implementing inclusive teaching practices were 

developed based on multiple hierarchical linear regression analysis results. The further analysis 

investigated the relationships between predictor variables (teachers’ concerns and demographic 

variables- gender, age, educational qualifications, and years of teaching experience) and a 

criterion variable (teachers’ PSE). Figure 1 below describes the predictor variables and the other 

variables.   
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Figure 1 

 

Relationship Showing the Predictor Variables and the Outcome Variable 

 

Significance of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to extend the existing body of knowledge on K-12 

teachers’ concerns and their PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices to instruct 

students with disabilities. Understanding teachers’ concerns and their relationship with PSE may 

help address issues within the teacher preparation programs for inclusive practices and may 

ensure the successful inclusion of SWDs in general education classrooms (Florian, 2012; 

Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2017). The research findings may reinforce current best practices, highlight 

the need for the increased emphasis on the education of SWDs in teacher training programs, and 

support K-12 classroom teachers for promoting inclusion. K-12 teachers are important 

components of student learning (Darling-Hammond, 2000, 2016; Darling-Hammond & Youngs, 

2002). As K-12 classroom teachers become familiar with their concerns and PSE, meeting the 
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needs of SWDs may become less challenging. The study of teachers’ concerns, demographic 

characteristics, and PSE may help stakeholders better understand the effectiveness and 

pedagogical knowledge of K-12 classroom teachers. Given the emphasis on educating SWDs in 

K-12 classroom settings and the lack of previous research studies investigating the predictive 

relationship between teachers’ concerns, demographic characteristics, and their PSE in the U.S., 

it seems especially important to investigate the relationship between these constructs. The result 

of this quantitative correlational study may add to the small body of literature highlighting the 

need for more research as to how teachers’ concerns, demographic characteristics, and their PSE 

in implementing inclusive are integral to effective teaching practices.    

Research Questions 

The following research questions guided the current study:  

RQ 1: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s gender predict their sense of PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP? 

RQ 2: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s age predict their sense of PSE in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP? 

RQ 3: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s educational qualifications/level predict their 

sense of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP? 

RQ 4: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s years of teaching experience predict their sense 

of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP? 

RQ 5: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s level of concerns predict their sense of PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the CIES and the TEIP? 

Definitions 

This study used the following definitions:  
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1. Perceived self-efficacy (PSE) - “PSE is concerned with judgments of how well one 

can execute courses of action required to deal with prospective situations” (Bandura, 

1982, p. 122).   

2. Teacher efficacy - “Teacher efficacy is a judgment of his or her capabilities to bring 

about desired outcomes of student engagement and learning, even among those 

students who may be difficult or unmotivated” (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, p. 

783). 

3. Disability - “A condition characterized by functional limitations that impede typical 

development as the result of a physical or sensory impairment or difficulty in learning 

and social adjustment” (Heward et al., 2018, p. 10). 

4. Teacher concerns - Teacher concerns refer to a set of feelings, thoughts, 

considerations, contentment, preoccupations, and frustration peculiar to an individual, 

specific issue or task (Hall, 2013; Hall et al., 1977; Hall et al., 1986; Hall & Hord, 

2014). 

5. Inclusion - Inclusion is defined as SWDs spending most (i.e., 80% or more) of the 

school day in general classes (Janney & Snell, 2003; Powell, 2016; Sailor & Skrtic, 

1995).   

6. Inclusive teaching practices - Inclusive teaching practices refer to the task of 

modifying instructions and assessment based on students’ needs, managing disruptive 

student behavior, collaborating with parents, and involving parents in school activities 

(Malinen et al., 2013).  
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Summary 

 In addressing the concerns and PSE of teachers in implementing inclusive teaching 

practices to support SWDs in their classrooms, this chapter described the purpose of this 

quantitative correlational study. The background information in this chapter is descriptive in 

justifying further research to resolve the study’s problem and to add to the literature regarding 

teachers’ concerns and their PSE. The outcomes of this research study were to extend the 

existing body of knowledge on teachers’ concerns and PSE in implementing inclusive teaching 

practices.   
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CHAPTER TWO:  REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Overview  

 The purpose of this literature review was to present an overview of literature and 

research findings related to the study of teachers’ concerns, demographic variables (gender, age, 

educational qualifications, and years of teaching experience), and their PSE in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices. The chapter opens with the theoretical framework. This study is 

grounded in Bandura’s (1977) SE theory which is the “belief in one’s capabilities to organize 

and execute the course of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 31).   

A thorough review of the literature pertinent to the history of inclusion in the U.S., inclusive 

teaching practices in K-12 classrooms, teachers' characteristics affecting inclusion, and the 

relationship between teachers’ concerns, PSE, and demographic factors completes the chapter, 

which ends with a summary.  

Theoretical Framework 

The following section provides the theoretical framework for this study. The theoretical 

framework that directly impacts this quantitative correlational study is Bandura’s SE theory 

(Bandura, 1986). It explains how one’s belief in one’s ability to succeed in specific situations or 

competence to accomplish a task can play a significant role in the way one approaches goals, 

responsibilities, tasks, and challenges. “In quantitative research, theories provide a proposed 

explanation for the relationships among variables being tested by the investigator” (Creswell, 

2014, p. 22). Teachers’ concerns and their PSE gain importance in research and have 

implications in helping teachers choose effective classroom management strategies and how it 

impacts children’s learning, achievement, attitudes, and affective growth (Boz & Boz, 2010; 

Chacon, 2005; Woolfolk et al., 1990).   
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Self-Efficacy Theory 

Bandura (1977) took a leading role in studying the impact of SE.  Bandura’s SE theory 

provides a theoretical framework for understanding how teachers’ PSE guides them in managing 

students’ behavior. The term “self-efficacy,” introduced in 1977, is based on the cognitive theory 

of social learning (Bandura, 1977, 1982, 1984, 1997).  

The term “teacher SE” was introduced in the late 1990s (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 

1998). Teacher efficacy is defined as the judgement of one’s capability to implement the needed 

inclusive teaching practices in classrooms (Bandura, 2006; Gibbs, 2007). Teacher SE influences 

educational attainment, teacher growth, and achievement (Pajares, 1997; Ross, 1992; Skaalvik & 

Skaalvik, 2007). Teachers’ actions, thoughts, and behaviors form their courses of action.  

Teachers may have the skills and capability to implement inclusive practices to manage their 

students (Cameron, 2017). Teachers, when they feel they can bring desired outcomes by their 

effort, are more confident and more likely to be motivated to overcome the obstacles (Bandura, 

1986; Soto & Goetz, 1998). However, if they do not perceive themselves as capable, they may 

fail to attempt the practices (Morris et al., 2017). Some teachers with low PSE give insufficient 

effort to reduce behavior problems in their students (Mojavezi & Tamiz, 2012). Some teachers 

with high PSE may show high levels of expectations for student achievement, can have excellent 

classroom management skills, and handle students well (Pendergast et al., 2011; Wong & Wong, 

2009). Teachers often may not feel efficacious in teaching using a new instructional method in a 

new environment (Wyatt, 2016). The teaching context and personal competence are key factors 

when evaluating teachers’ PSE (Sharma & George, 2016).  
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A strong sense of SE comes from four sources: mastery experiences (e.g., past teaching 

experiences), vicarious experience, social persuasion, and physiological and affective states 

(Bandura, 1977).   

The Mastery Experiences  

The mastery experiences let teachers understand about one’s successes and failures. 

Mastery experiences are important for predicting teachers’ PSE (Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 

2007; Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009). Successful experiences enable teachers to have 

increased SE beliefs, while unsuccessful experiences lead to lower SE beliefs. Teachers who 

have been successful with the students in the past are more likely to view themselves as highly 

self-efficacious, and those who saw failures in the classroom had lower SE beliefs (Kosko & 

Wilkins, 2009; Ruble et al., 2011).   

Vicarious Experiences 

Through vicarious experiences, teachers learn by modeling other teachers’ behaviors. 

Teachers’ have increased PSE beliefs in the classroom when colleagues, supervisors, and 

administrators convince them about their capabilities through verbal persuasion (Woodcock & 

Woolfson, 2019). Teachers may look at others' actions and behaviors to judge their relative 

capabilities (Ruble et al., 2011). Teachers may learn by observing other teachers implement 

inclusive practices in their classrooms and effectively deal with challenging behaviors of SWDs 

(Gibbs, 2007). 

Social Persuasions  

 

Social persuasions boost teachers’ SE. The evaluative feedback that teachers receive from 

students, teachers, parents, and administrators, makes them judge their capability in completing 

the task (Ruble et al., 2011). Positive messages improve teachers’ SE, whereas criticism and 
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failures tend to lower their capability. Teachers who received support from their administrators 

felt more encouraged and less stressed on their job, were efficacious in managing disruptive 

behavior, implemented inclusive practices, and engaged in teacher collaboration (Billingsley & 

Cross, 1992; Billingsley et al., 2014; Hosford & O’Sullivan, 2016). 

Physiological and Affective States 

 

Teachers’ physiological and affective states determine their negative and positive 

reactions to their classroom environment. The level of anxiety or excitement determines the 

feeling of mastery or incompetence (Hoy & Spero, 2005). When teachers feel relaxed or excited, 

before performing a new task, they tend to increase their SE towards the task. Teachers may feel 

nervous when they have tension, rapid heartbeats, or sweaty palms, which undermines their 

confidence (Bandura, 1986; Siegle & McCoach, 2007). 

Figure 2 describes the triadic reciprocal relationship between the forces that impact 

people’s behaviors. The social cognitive theory explains that people’s behaviors are determined 

by three interrelated forces: behavior, personal factors, and environmental influences, such as 

cognitive, affective, and biological processes (Henson, 2001). The person engages in the 

behavior because of his/her social environment in which he/she performs the behavior. In an 

optimal environment, the SE beliefs will have a greater role in shaping a person’s behavior and 

his /her outcomes. 
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Figure 2  

 

Three Interrelated Forces Impacting People’s Capabilities (Bandura, 2012) 

 

 

Researchers and practitioners have studied the role of teacher PSE and its impact on 

teacher’s performance for the last two decades (Bandura, 1977; Clayson & Sheffet, 2006; Muijs 

& Rejnolds, 2002; Podell & Soodak, 1993; Schütze et al., 2017). Increased PSE leads to 

increased positive attitudes towards the tasks (Bandura, 1993). SE influences cognitive 

development and functioning through cognitive, motivational, affective, and selection processes. 

SE helps people adjust to challenging realities and proactively sets realistic goals and behavioral 

change (Bandura, 1997). The social cognitive theory offers guidance about sources of teachers’ 

sense of SE, such as the fact that people learn by observing others and verbal persuasion by a 

social group helps to sustain increased beliefs of PSE (Bandura, 1977, 1993).  

Given the increasing diversity in K-12 classrooms, teachers are tasked to teach all 

students (Clarke et al., 2016; Sinclair et al., 2018). Both international literature and the U.S. 
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educational system support that teachers should be well equipped to teach all students, including 

SWDs, in inclusive classrooms (Cameron, 2017; Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018; Chong et al., 2007; 

Cooc, 2019; Forlin & Chambers, 2011)  

The trend towards inclusive education has resulted in a growing body of research on 

teachers’ PSE for inclusive education (Almog & Shechtman, 2007; Leyser et al., 2011; Romi & 

Leyser, 2006). However, there is a lack of research on the predictive relationship between 

teachers’ concerns and teachers’ PSE in implementing inclusive practices in U.S. schools. 

Teachers’ PSE (a) helps teachers to think, feel, motivated, and behave (Hoy, Hoy, & Davis, 

2009); (b) is related to students’ achievement and motivation, classroom management skills, the 

value of educational innovations, and teacher stress (Bandura, 1997; Bandura, 1986, 2001; Fives, 

2003; Musti-Rao & Haydon, 2011); and (c) is the perception of their effect on the motivation and 

learning of all students, including students who show problem behavior (Guskey, 1988). SE is 

“the judgment of his or her capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of student engagement 

and learning including students who may be difficult or unmotivated” (Tschannen-Moran & 

Hoy, 2007, p. 783). SE was first developed by researchers who examined teacher characteristics, 

teacher growth, student learning, and the change process as related to PSE (Rotter, 1966). People 

seek out a positive environment and avoid an unpleasant situation. Teachers who believed that 

they could teach unmotivated and difficult students had internal control. In contrast, teachers 

who believed the environment to have more control over students' learning did not believe in 

their competence (Rotter,1966). Teachers’ PSE promotes learning by bringing the required 

changes in the learning environment so that students learn (Bandura, 1993).   

The two components of teacher PSE are general teaching efficacy and personal teaching 

efficacy. The general teaching efficacy refers to teachers’ general beliefs (external factors that 
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limit what teachers can accomplish). The personal teaching efficacy relates to teachers’ 

perceived ability to bring change in their students (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Lin & Gorrell, 

1998). Teachers who are highly self-efficacious, devote more time to academic learning, 

providing the help that students need, and praising students appropriately (Bandura, 1986; 

Durlak et al., 2015; Humphrey, 2013). Teachers who possess strong PSE tend to include students 

in their inclusive settings and show more confidence in dealing with difficult situations in the 

classroom (Weisel & Dror, 2006).   

A growing body of research studies corroborated that PSE relates to teachers’ readiness 

in meeting students’ needs and their motivation to perform (see Chong & Kong, 2012; Ekstam et 

al., 2018; Mahler et al., 2018; Ruppar et al., 2016). Teachers who perceived themselves as highly 

effective are more satisfied with their job and may express greater motivation to teach their 

students (Bandura, 1986, 2001; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). This higher level of motivation may 

help teachers deal with SWDs more effectively, which may also lead to a more accepting, 

positive attitude about instructing SWDs in an inclusive classroom environment (Hen & 

Goroshit, 2014; Sharma & Jacobs, 2016; Subban et al., 2019). When teachers believe that 

inclusion is beneficial, they may have a positive attitude towards SWDs (Idol, 2006; Kraska & 

Boyle, 2014; Sharma & Jacobs, 2016).   

High PSE may prepare some teachers to meet the challenging needs of SWDs, and they 

tend to work, plan, and organize themselves better (Allinder, 1994). Teachers who perceive 

themselves as highly confident show less anxiety in teaching SWDs in their classrooms. Some 

teachers with high PSE may seek improved teaching methods, use instructional materials 

appropriately, and tend to support struggling students (Caprara et al., 2006; Gibson & Dembo, 

1984; Türkoğlu et al., 2017). Some teachers with high levels of PSE bring high-quality standards 
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to the classroom, effectively manage students’ behavior, and adequately fulfill the varied needs 

of SWDs (see Chacon, 2005; Weisel & Dror, 2006; Woolfolk et al., 1990; Ysseldyke et al., 

1992; Zee & Koomen, 2016). Teachers with low PSE may show more stress and burnout when 

dealing with behavioral problems of SWDs (Boujut et al., 2017; Brunsting et al., 2014; Gaudreu 

et al., 2012; Ruble et al., 2011).     

Related Literature 

The importance of bringing changes to teachers’ knowledge, skills, and competencies, to 

successfully implement inclusive education for SWDs, has been recognized for many years 

(Ballard, 2016; Forlin et al., 2014; Gilberts & Lignugaris-Kraft, 1997; Keefe & Moore, 2004; 

Knight, 1999; Lewis, 1999; McLeskey et al., 2014). The term “inclusive education” refers to the 

practice of assisting SWDs to access the standard curriculum in the general education classroom 

(Bryant et al., 2016). Inclusive education is a provision of providing appropriate curriculum, 

supports, and services to SWDs in general education classrooms (Choate, 2004; Idol, 2006). 

Currently, it is difficult to define inclusion, as there is no one universally accepted definition.  

The term “inclusion” is not used in federal law and regulations. Inclusion is an attempt to 

"establish collaborative, supportive, and nurturing communities of learners that are based on 

giving all students the services and accommodations they need to learn, as well as respecting and 

learning from each other's individual differences” (Salend, 2001, p. 5). The goal of inclusion is to 

educate each student, regardless of ability or disability, in a place appropriate for, and dedicated 

to his or her needs (Gonzalez et al., 2005). SWDs show improved outcomes when taught in 

general education settings (Kurth et al., 2015; Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2001; McMahon et al., 

2016).   
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Studies conducted on the topic of inclusion reveal the importance of studying teachers’ 

concerns and PSE in K-12 classrooms (Dembo & Gibson, 1985; Montgomery & Mirenda, 2014; 

Sharma & Jacobs, 2016; Sharma et al., 2017; Sharma & Nuttal, 2016). Most of the studies in the 

field of teachers’ concerns and PSE around inclusion focused on preservice teachers and in-

service teachers (see Forlin et al., 2009; Savolainen et al., 2012; Shah et al., 2016; Sharma & 

Nuttal, 2016; Sharma et al., 2008; Sharma et al., 2015; Sokal & Sharma, 2014). In recent years, 

researchers struggled to identify the predictive relationship between teachers’ concerns and their 

SE (Ahsan et al., 2012; Aloe et al., 2013; Boz & Boz, 2014; Forlin et al., 2011; Sokal & Sharma, 

2014). Teachers' main concerns in implementing inclusive teaching practices are related to 

inadequate support from the administration and paraprofessionals, lack of planning and 

instructional time, and an increase in class load (Ahsan et al., 2012; Berry, 2010; Brydges & 

Mkandawire, 2016; Hammond & Ingalls, 2003; Horne & Timmons, 2009; Woodcock & 

Woolfson, 2019). 

In 2018-2019, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 2019) identified 7.1 

million students (14% of the students attending public schools), between the age of 3 to 21, as 

having disabilities. The standardized testing requirement expected through the Every Student 

Succeed Act (ESSA, 2015) and the Common Core State Standards resulted in increased 

challenges for the successful inclusion of SWDs in general classrooms (Gregory et al., 2018; 

Hastings & Oakford, 2003). Stakeholders failed to set high expectations to improve the learning 

outcomes of SWDs. Inclusive classrooms in schools need teachers who are self-efficacious, well 

prepared, competent, and knowledgeable in implementing inclusive teaching practices (Chitiyo 

& Brinda, 2018; Jordan et al., 2009; Katz, 2015). Teachers’ concerns and their PSE are two 
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important constructs that play a fundamental role in inclusive teaching practices (Odongo & 

Davidson, 2016; Sokal & Sharma, 2014).   

To better understand teachers' concerns and their PSE, examining the inclusive practices 

implemented in inclusive settings is important. Teachers’ knowledge in implementing inclusive 

teaching practices is becoming an important topic of research (Chao et al., 2017; Robinson, 

2017; Srivastava et al., 2017). In recent discussions of teachers' concerns and PSE, a 

controversial issue has been whether teachers’ concerns predict teachers’ PSE (Sharma et al., 

2018; Sharma et al., 2012). This study examined whether K-12 classroom teachers’ concerns and 

demographic characteristics (gender, age, education, and years of teaching experience) predict 

their PSE to implement inclusive teaching practices. Findings from the present study could 

support the need for additional training and professional development in inclusion and may have 

direct implications for the quality of students’ education.   

Search Methods 

This literature review critically examined the available research on teachers’ concerns 

and their PSE. The following information for this study came from various databases such as 

ERIC, EBSCO, Academic Search, Liberty University online library databases, PsycARTICLES, 

Research Gate, and Google Scholar. Some criteria for the selection of the research articles 

included full text and peer-reviewed articles. A comprehensive search of these databases 

revealed a lack of published literature on this topic. Thus, the extended search criteria covered an 

in-depth perspective on this research. The Liberty University library online search engines and 

the Google search database generated relevant full-text peer-reviewed articles. The keywords 

used to locate the literature for this review included but were not limited to teachers’ concerns, 

teachers’ PSE, inclusion, SWDs in general education classrooms, concerns in teaching SWDs, 
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and inclusive teaching practices. Social sciences citation index search methods were used to 

search for relevant research articles for the extensive literature review, a technique that enables 

researchers to trace an earlier document (e.g., published in 2000) forward to current publications 

(e.g., between 2015 and 2020) who cited the original source. 

This literature review includes the background information, history of inclusion, the 

definition of SWDs, theoretical framework, teachers’ knowledge, teachers’ concerns, and PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices. The literature review provides an in-depth synthesis 

of research on teachers' concerns and PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices and 

justifies why this topic should be studied.   

Historical Context 

Over the last several decades, the education of SWDs has seen significant transformation 

(McLeskey et al., 2011). Special education has shifted from segregation, mainstreaming, 

integrated education to inclusive education (Hettiarachchi & Das, 2014). Historically, between 

the 1950s and 1970s, most SWDs were educated in a segregated setting. They were denied 

access to the mainstream educational environment and placed in settings excluded from public 

schools (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2010). After the end of World War II, increased opportunity for 

all led to the rise of the civil rights movement of the 1960s, and the advocacy for people with 

disabilities during the 1970s (Aron & Loprest, 2012; Meyer et al., 2010; Nagel et al., 2015). The 

concept of educating SWDs in inclusive settings and giving them equal access to schooling 

resulted from a federal district court rulings and landmark cases such as Brown v Board of 

Education (1954), Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania (1972), and Mills v Board of Education of the District of Columbia (1972). It laid 

the framework for special education (Bartlett et al., 2007). Brown v Board of Education (1954) 
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removed segregation in schools based on race, and sixteen years later, it provided the basis for 

landmark cases involving SWDs (Joseph et al., 2019). In the case of Pennsylvania v. 

Pennsylvania Association of Retarded Children (1971), the court ruled to provide children with 

special needs a right to a free and appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least restrictive 

environment (LRE), as much as possible (Horrocks et al., 2008).  

Between the 1980s and 1990s, the most significant discussion was about the schools and 

classrooms SWDs should attend, whereas how and what to teach was of least importance 

(Crockett & Kauffman, 1999). When there was a push for inclusion in the 1990s, some SWDs 

were never wholly accepted into the system, as general education teachers and administrators 

lacked the knowledge to manage students’ behavior problems (Landrum, 1992; Scruggs & 

Mastropieri, 1996).  

 Social changes provided an impetus to an influential model of full inclusion by several 

advocacy groups like The Association of Persons with Severe Handicaps (TASH), Council for 

Exceptional Children (CEC), and The Arc of the United States. The TASH movement claimed 

that special education instructional services and the LRE continuum of placements services 

should be completely removed, and all SWDs need to be placed in general classrooms. Those in 

TASH wanted their students/population in general education classrooms for social benefit 

reasons. TASH claimed that SWDs need more opportunities to interact with their peers to 

develop their positive self-identities (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994). The concept of inclusion, which 

started from the Regular Education Initiative (REI) in the 1980s, supported mainstreaming and 

partial inclusion (Lipsky & Gartner, 1989; Osgood, 2005, 2008; Stainback & Stainback, 1992). 

The REI promoted the idea of serving SWDs in general classrooms.   
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Inclusion was proposed by some parent advocates, disability activists, civil rights 

policymakers, and educators both within and outside the field of special education, who were 

against the segregation and isolation of SWDs (Blake et al., 2003; Danforth & Naraian, 2015; 

Göransson & Nilholm, 2014). The field of special education called it full inclusion, and suddenly 

general educators started to accept/adopt the inclusion principles (Amado et al., 2013; Kauffman, 

1996; Kauffman & Badar, 2017; Sapon-Shevin, 2013). Those opposed to the radical full 

inclusion movement reminded the profession that, “to make a placement decision that all 

students will be in the general education classroom is just as illegal as placing all SWDs in 

special schools” (Yell, 1998, p. 73). Bateman and Linden (1998) rightly stated, “there is not now 

and has never been a requirement in the IDEA that all children with disabilities be included or 

mainstreamed in the regular class” (p.13). The placements of SWDs must be based, not on 

disability group identity but on their Individualized Education Program (IEP). SWDs should be 

placed in an instructional setting where reasonably calculated progress can be made with any 

additional supplementary aids and related services (Kauffman & Badar, 2014; Yell, 1998).   

The tenets of full inclusion and its promised outcomes are much more challenging to 

implement and are mostly achieved at higher grade levels (Mock & Kauffman, 2005). The focus 

of schools should be to create strategies for improving instructional inclusion, by including 

effective instruction, which is sometimes challenging in general education classrooms 

(Kauffman et al., 2018; Kauffman, 2020).  

The passage of The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA; P.L. 94-142, 

1975) provided guidelines for the placement of SWDs. The EAHCA mandated that SWDs 

should be placed in the LRE environment to the maximum extent possible. The EAHCA was 

reauthorized several times and was renamed the Individual with Disabilities Education Act 
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(IDEA) in 1990 and reauthorized again in 1997 and 2004. The Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) of 2004 still requires that SWDs have access to the LRE, 

to the maximum extent appropriate (see IDEA, 20 U.S.C. Section 1412). The original EAHCA’s 

goal surrounding the LRE was to prevent the social segregation of SWDs from typically 

developing peers (Yell, 2006). That preference was maintained in the 2004 reauthorization of 

IDEA, thereby providing SWDs more opportunities to interact with students without disabilities 

(Cushing et al., 2009).   

The federal laws since 1975 and with the advent of the radical full inclusion movement in 

the 1990s, there has been a rise in the number of SWDs being given special education 

placements solely in the general setting (McLeskey et al., 2012). The debate over inclusion has 

shifted to how best to implement inclusive practices so that SWDs have appropriate access to the 

general education curriculum (Kirby, 2017; Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2001). Inclusion is the belief 

and practice that all students have the rightful opportunity to meaningfully access the general 

education setting, both academically and socially (Ryndak, Moore, & Orlando, 2009; Ryndak, 

Jackson, & White, 2013). The current ESSA of 2015 (20 U.S.C. §§ 6311) emphasizes schools’ 

accountability for giving SWDs greater access to the general education curriculum in general 

classrooms (Klein, 2016; Zinskie & Rea, 2016) and removes the requirement of assessments 

based on modified academic assessments.   

Globally speaking, international human rights declarations identify education as an 

essential and fundamental right and must provide equal opportunities, despite inter-individual 

differences in ability (Powell, 2016).  

The international human rights agreement between The Salamanca Statement and 

Framework for Action (UNESCO, 1994) and the United Nations Convention on 
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the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (United Nations, 2006) framed the 

guidelines for inclusive education as (a) all children learning together regardless 

of differences they may have; (b) equal access to inclusive education within the 

home communities; (c) understanding individual differences through appropriate 

curriculum, instruction, and resources; and (d) provision of support as needed 

within the general education system. (Lyons et al., 2016, p. 889) 

These agreements focus on equity, access, opportunity, and rights. “Inclusive education 

represents a whole-school concern and works to align special education and general education in 

a manner that most effectively and efficiently imparts quality education to all students” (Grima-

Farrell et al., 2011, p. 118). Globally, countries worldwide have endorsed this convention and 

have passed legislation that aims to create inclusive educational environments where the 

individual needs of all students are successfully met (Kormos & Nijakowska, 2017). Göransson 

and Nilholm (2014) critically analyzed research on inclusive education, from 2004 to 2012, a 

complementary idea developed globally in different parts of the world. They identified four 

different perspectives of inclusive education: (a) inclusion in terms of placement of SWDs in 

general education classrooms, (b) inclusion meeting the social/academic outcomes of SWDs, (c) 

inclusion meeting the needs of all students, and (d) inclusion as creation of communities with 

specific characteristics. Corbett and Slee (2000) described inclusion as a philosophy of 

acceptance.  

It is about providing a framework within which all children- regardless of ability, 

gender, language, ethnic or cultural origin- can be valued equally, treated with 

respect, and provided with equal opportunities at school.... is an un- abashed 

announcement, a public and political declaration and celebration of difference 
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which requires continual proactive responsiveness to foster an inclusive 

educational culture. (Corbett & Slee, 2000, p. 134) 

Public Law (PL) 94-142 and subsequent reauthorizations under the IDEA give guidelines 

for providing a continuum of alternative placements ranging from the least to the most restrictive 

environments, with various placement options in between. Under IDEA, an IEP is written first, 

as special instruction is the priority, and then LRE is chosen from a continuum of alternative 

placements. The assumption underlying a full continuum of alternative placements is that the 

LRE for learning will differ from student to student and from time to time for an individual 

student (Crockett & Kauffman, 1999, 2013). The LRE must be one in which the student’s IEP 

can be implemented. The IEP team makes decisions for placements of SWDs based on the 

individual needs of the students. When including SWDs in inclusive classrooms, teachers must 

consider students' individualized goals and objectives, as matched with the state’s standards 

(Danforth & Naraian, 2015). School personnel should determine whether the placements they 

recommend are appropriate and a FAPE can be delivered in a regular classroom with 

supplemental aids and services. Most public-school systems follow the concept of a continuum 

of placements of services, in a sequence, namely, from least restrictive (in the general education 

classroom with necessary supports) to most restrictive for SWDs to succeed. Many times, 

students are removed out of the general education settings, when the IEP team determines that 

SWDs may not do well in the general education settings, and when a student has failed to 

achieve satisfactorily despite documented use of supplemental support of aids and services (Villa 

& Thousand, 2003). 
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Prevalence 

There is reportedly an increase in the number of students diagnosed with disabilities in 

both the U.S. and other parts of the world (Villegas et al., 2017). For more than 35 years, SWDs 

have been educated with their typical peers (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 

2016). The number of SWDs in the U.S. has grown from 8.3 % (N = 3,694) to 13.7% (N = 6,964) 

between 1976 to 2018 (NCES, 2019). As per the U.S. Department of Education (2017), most 

SWDs (i.e., 95%) between 6 to 21 years of age were enrolled in regular public schools, while 

around 63.4% of students with special needs, ages 6 to 21, spent 80% or more of their time in 

general classes. Three percent of students served under IDEA were in separate schools for 

SWDs, one percent in the regular private schools, and less than one percent in the homebound or 

other facilities. 

As the number of children diagnosed with disabilities increases in the U.S., there will be 

a corresponding increase in the number of students with varied disabilities in inclusive 

classrooms (Rogers & Johnson, 2018). Teachers are responsible for creating a supportive 

learning environment for their students in inclusive classrooms (Gray et al., 2017; Jennings, 

2014). Schools face challenges of improving student learning, providing equitable access and 

opportunities, and fostering inclusive learning environments for all, because of increased 

enrollment of SWDs in inclusive classrooms (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2001; McLeskey et al., 

2012; Williamson et al., 2020).   

Inclusive Teaching Practices in K-12 Classrooms  

 The placement of SWDs in the LRE has been the focus of special education. IDEA 

(1997) and No Child Left Behind (2001) gave directions on how best to educate SWDs, but 

neither law explained inclusion explicitly. State-funded public-school programs expanded and 
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created more opportunities to identify and serve SWDs in the LREs (Barnett & Carolan, 2013; 

Kahn & Lewis, 2014). As per the new data, a greater number of SWDs are receiving education in 

the general education environment than before (McLeskey et al., 2012; Rogers & Johnson, 

2018). Teachers need careful planning to teach SWDs in general education classrooms 

effectively. Inclusive education is a general education initiative where teachers use a variety of 

inclusive practices in their classrooms to meet the diverse needs of all students, including SWDs 

(Lin & Lin, 2015). Inclusive teaching practices are based on the reality that students vary in their 

abilities, and teachers need to adapt their teaching based on students’ needs (Kauffman et al., 

2018; Tümkaya & Miller, 2020). 

When inclusion practices are promoted in classrooms, students are engaged in all facets 

of the educational process (Kershner, 2009; Waldron & McLeskey, 1998). Decades of research 

findings corroborate that inclusive education settings benefit both students with and without 

disabilities (Ainscow et al., 2006; Bakken, 2016; Choi et al., 2017; Demeris et al., 2007; Hehir & 

Katzman, 2012; Kalambouka et al., 2007; Kurth et al., 2015; McDonnell et al., 2003; McLeskey 

et al., 2014). Several research studies have found better academic, social, and behavioral benefits 

when SWDs are served in inclusion classrooms, where they get an opportunity to interact with 

their peers (Bakken, 2016; Bond & Castagnera, 2006; Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2001; McLeskey 

et al., 2018; Salend & Duhaney, 1999; Vitalaki et al., 2018). SWDs learn social and emotional 

skills and have a more positive understanding of themselves and others. At the same time, 

students without disabilities show personal growth, learn life skills (e.g., taking care of others), 

follow directions, and develop more patience towards others (Bakken, 2016; Gilmour, 2018; 

Griffin et al., 2016; Leatherman & Niemeyer, 2005).   
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There are five themes for successful inclusive practices: (a) collaboration, (b) 

determining progress, (c) instructional support, (d) organizational practices, and (e) 

social/emotional/behavioral support (Finkelstein et al., 2019). The challenges in implementing 

inclusive practices in classrooms are for the teachers to recognize students' diversity, consider 

students’ strengths and weaknesses, and identify the need for share responsibilities (Lehtonen et 

al., 2017). Inclusive teaching practices that make inclusion successful includes co-teaching, 

teacher collaboration, peer-assisted instruction, differentiated instructions, universal design of 

learning (UDL), positive behavior support, adapting tasks according to the students’ needs, 

dividing tasks into several steps, giving repetition of tasks, interactive forms of cooperation, and 

providing additional tasks (Bešić et al., 2017; Coubergs et al., 2017; Deshmukh, 2017; Kirby, 

2017; Parsons et al., 2018; Strogilos, 2018; Tomlinson et al., 2003). Advocates of inclusion 

corroborate that evidenced-based practices can be effectively integrated into inclusion classroom 

settings (Brock, 2018; Jackson et al., 2008; Taub et al., 2017). Some of the evidenced-based 

inclusive practices teachers integrate into K-12 classrooms are discussed further.  

Co-Teaching 

 

In the U. S., co-teaching has become a prevalent inclusive teaching practice since 1975, 

in which, two or more professionals share responsibilities to teach in constructive and 

coordinated ways, to a diverse group of students in a single physical space (Cook & Friend, 

1995; Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018). In the co-teaching model, one teacher designs and delivers a 

lesson, while another teacher provides individualized support to SWDs (Lehane & Senior, 2019; 

Pancsofar & Petroff, 2016). Co-teaching helps provide more resources in the inclusion classroom 

to meet students' academic and social-emotional needs (Allodi, 2002; Bešić et al., 2017). The 



45 

 

 

success of the inclusion programs depends on general education and special education teachers 

working together in inclusion classrooms (Kahn & Lewis, 2014).   

Teacher Collaboration 

 

In inclusive classrooms, the teachers collaborate to create a supportive and positive 

classroom environment where all students feel valued, welcomed, and respected (Brame, 2019; 

Idol, 2006). Teacher collaboration is an integral part of adequate inclusion to meet the demands 

of a diverse group of learners in inclusive classrooms (Chao et al., 2018; Jurkowski & Müller, 

2018; Kleyn & Valle, 2014; Mulholland & O’Connor, 2016). The inclusion of SWDs in general 

education classrooms requires the collaboration of general education and special education 

teachers in planning for implementing an adapted curriculum that meets each student's 

individualized needs (Kwon, 2016; Lipsky & Gartner, 1996; Mulholland & O’Connor, 2016; Nel 

et al., 2014). K-12 classroom teachers tend to collaborate and act inclusively to overcome 

challenging tasks (Idol, 2006). General and special education teachers often collaborate to 

modify curriculum goals, make changes in learning-task requirements, adapt specialized teaching 

methods and materials, alter testing procedures, decide on assistive technology, and alter the 

physical environment to benefit SWDs (Janney & Snell, 2006; Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2001; 

Yan & Deng, 2019). Teachers often showed a positive attitude towards cooperation and 

collaboration but lacked knowledge and training in inclusive teaching practices (Ayaya et al., 

2020; Jurkowski & Müller, 2018).  

Peer-Tutoring 

 

Class-wide peer tutoring and cross-age tutoring supports inclusive education, where 

students receive extra credits for supporting and teaching SWDs (Bond & Castagnera, 2006). In 

peer-tutoring, one student acts as a teacher to provide instruction to peer students. The peer tutor 
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helps the student learn the needed skills, provides opportunities for practice and gives feedback 

when appropriate (Fisher et al., 1995).   

Cooperative Learning 

 

Cooperative learning allows students to work together and achieve a common learning 

goal. Cooperative learning strategies help to include all students, regardless of their differences, 

including SWDs. Students work on their social and emotional competencies, reflect on the group 

progress, and provide constructive feedback (Carter et al., 2016; Gillies, 2016; Muñoz-Martínez 

et al., 2020).   

Differentiated Instruction 

 

In an inclusive classroom setting, it is important to personalize and differentiate 

instructions (Sharma et al., 2017). Differentiated instruction support teachers in planning 

instructions matching with specific needs of students in inclusion classrooms (Algozzine & 

Anderson, 2007). K-12 classroom teachers face challenges to meet the differing needs of 

students with the increased demand for adhering to state standards accountability and high-stakes 

testing (Gonzalez et al., 2017; Westwood, 2018). Students show improvement when they are 

taught based on their readiness, interests, and learning profiles (Coubergs et al., 2017). 

Differentiated instruction lets teachers plan by differentiating the content (things students will 

learn), process (ways students will learn), product (assessments), affect (thoughts and feelings), 

and learning environments (classroom function and feelings) based on students’ learning profile 

(van Garderen & Wittaker, 2006).   

Universal Design of Learning 

 

The UDL framework, developed by the Center for Applied Special Technology (CAST), 

is designed to improve and create universal education for all students, including SWDs, by 
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removing learning barriers (CAST, 2018). The UDL principles include multiple means of 

engagement (the “why” of learning), representation (the “what” of learning), and action and 

expression (the “how” of learning). Teachers have reported an increase in PSE in reaching 

students with diverse needs by using UDL principles and overcoming barriers in instruction in 

inclusion classrooms (Crevecoeur et al., 2014; Lowery et al., 2017). Self-efficacious teachers use 

UDL principles to proactively plan and create motivating and accessible instructions for all 

students, including SWDs (Spencer, 2011).  

Many teachers agree that students need differentiated instructions and adapted 

curriculum, but teachers do not implement inclusive practices with enthusiasm (O’Rourke, 

2014). Teachers who are more confident in their abilities apply differentiated instructions, 

collaborate with others, and provide inclusive education to all (Gregory et al., 2018; Idol, 2006; 

Strogilos, 2018). Both special education and general education teachers’ roles have changed 

considerably because of the implementation of a multi-tiered Response to Intervention and co-

teaching model to address the needs of all students (Friend, 2014). Many of the higher education 

teacher training institutions responsible for improving teacher quality and teaching the concept of 

differentiated instructions, collaboration, and inclusive education do not receive adequate 

funding (Allday et al., 2013; Blanton & Pugach 2017; Blanton et al., 2011). Researchers have 

recommended implementing professional learning programs to improve inclusive education 

(Avramidis, 2006; Crispel & Kasperski, 2019; Woodcock & Woolfson, 2019). Greater 

professional development in inclusive practices, such as the process of differentiation, improved 

teacher’s PSE in integrating it in inclusion classrooms (Dixon et al., 2014). Promoting teacher 

learning equips teachers to facilitate inclusive teaching practices in their classrooms (Acedo, 

2011; Opiyo, 2019).  



48 

 

 

Teacher Characteristics Affecting Inclusion 

 K-12 classroom teachers are key players in the education of SWDs in general classrooms 

and are responsible for implementing inclusive teaching practices to improve learning for all 

students. Some of the teachers’ characteristics that affect the implementation of inclusive 

teaching practices include their teaching experience, preparation/training, educational 

qualification, concerns, and PSE. Since SWDs continue to underperform on standardized 

assessments (NCES, 2013), K-12 classroom teachers need to be highly prepared and receptive to 

implement inclusive teaching practices.   

Most general education teachers are well versed in the content subject area but lacked 

specialized training and knowledge to integrate accommodations and modifications needed to 

teach SWDs (Alexander & Byrd, 2020). Special education teachers may lack the knowledge and 

understanding of academic subjects to teach in inclusion classrooms (Flower et al., 2017; Kahn 

& Lewis, 2014; Mackey, 2014). General education and special education teachers report a lack 

of training in behavior management, with only 10 % receiving field-based practical training 

(Moore et al., 2017; Oliver & Reschly, 2010). Teacher preparation programs need to equip 

teachers in field-based training on inclusive practices, such as co-planning, co-teaching, and 

collaboration (Blanton et al., 2011; Rodriguez, 2019; Tümkaya & Miller, 2020; Zagona et al., 

2017).   

Teachers’ PSE influences their commitment to teaching and their effort in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices, which determines the failure and success of inclusive education. 

Some of the efficacious teachers may show knowledge and skills to deal with the behavioral 

problems of SWDs (Eikeseth, 2010; Koegel et al., 2011). Teachers with high PSE set realistic 

goals for their students, teach with increased self-confidence, ensure safe learning environments, 
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and show more patience in working with SWDs (Ozder, 2011; Sharma et al., 2012; Yeo et al., 

2008). Teachers with low PSE show lower implementation of inclusive education in adapting 

instruction for SWDs with different learning styles and achievement levels, engage in less 

collaboration, and are less supportive of managing disruptive classroom behaviors (Kiel et al., 

2019; Kosko & Wilkins, 2009).  

Teachers’ Concerns 

Teachers’ thoughts and emotions influence their concerns and PSE towards effectively 

teaching and including SWDs in their classrooms (Cassady, 2011; Dunn et al., 2013). K-12 

classroom teachers face difficulties teaching SWDs because of students’ deficits in cognitive, 

behavioral, and social skills (Schonert-Reichl, 2017). Teachers’ concerns are perceived problems 

or issues that are often the focus of thought and action (Miksza & Berg, 2013). The concept of 

‘concern’ relates to something teachers worry about (Cho et al., 2011). Addressing teachers’ 

concerns could enhance their PSE and attitudes about teaching students in inclusive classrooms 

(Kuyini et al., 2020; Sokal & Sharma, 2014).   

Researchers have corroborated that the concerns of beginning teachers significantly vary 

from that of experienced teachers in terms of managing students’ behavior in the classroom 

(Melnick & Meister, 2008). According to Fuller’s (1969) concerns model, most teachers initially 

show concerns about self (concerns about adequacy and survival as a teacher), which changes to 

concern about the task (concern about instructional duties), and concerns about the impact 

(concern about pupil learning). In the first stage (concerns about self), some beginning teachers 

have concerns about their teaching and self-adequacy related to their preparation, knowledge of 

resources, awareness of methods, and survival during the first few weeks of teaching. The 

teachers in the second stage (concerns about the task) are more concerned about classroom 
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management, materials, duties, caseload, and how they assess their students’ progress. Teachers 

in the third stage (concerns about impact) are more concerned about the learning needs of their 

students (Boz, 2008; Fuller & Brown, 1975). 

Teachers’ concerns negatively correlate with teachers’ PSE (Kormos & Nijakowska, 

2017; Kuyini et al., 2020; Sharma et al., 2012; Sharma et al., 2018). General education teachers 

with more concerns showed less PSE (Boz & Boz, 2010). Some K-12 classroom teachers may 

show concerns about having SWDs in their classrooms and feel uncomfortable when tasked with 

taking care of students’ needs (Mulvey et al., 2016; Norman et al., 1998; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 

1994).  

In teaching SWDs in an inclusive classrooms, some teachers show concerns about (a) 

physical accessibility; (b) managing student’s behavior and classroom planning (Cook et al., 

2016; Forlin & Chambers, 2011;  Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Närhi et al., 2015; Rose & Gallup, 

2005; Ross et al., 2012); (c) increased class size (Blatchford et al., 2011; Oswald & Swart, 2011), 

(d) quality of student’s work and meeting the educational needs of all students (Giangreco et al., 

2014; Göransson & Nilholm, 2014); (e) lack of knowledge of evidence-based practices, clarity of 

instructions, way the instructions are delivered, and students evaluation and grades (Buli-

Holmberg & Jeyaprathaban, 2016; Harvey et al., 2010; Kurniawati, 2014); (f) inadequate 

resources and poor funding (Agbenyega, 2007; Hughes & Valle-Riestra, 2014; Sharma et al., 

2006; Sharma et al., 2009; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010; Woodcock et al., 2012); (g) more time 

needed to teach SWDs in inclusive classrooms (Cook, 2001; Donohue & Bornman, 2014; 

Hettiarachchi & Das, 2014, Mulholland & O’Connor, 2016); and (h) lack of support from 

administrators. Some teachers may have concerns about teaching the content well, motivating 

students to learn, and adapting content with the needs of SWDs (Buli-Holmberg & 
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Jeyaprathaban, 2016; Kim, 2016). Each of these concerns is discussed further in the following 

sections. 

Concerns about Physical Accessibility 

Several studies revealed that teachers have concerns about the physical accessibility of 

SWDs in inclusion classrooms (Dvir, 2015; Egilson & Traustadottir, 2009). Students with 

physical disabilities caused by cerebral palsy, myelomeningocele, or neuromuscular disorder 

may demonstrate limitations in their movement, sensation, and cognition, which impact their full 

participation in classroom activities. Teachers may have concerns regarding distances within the 

school premises, cluttered hallways, and classrooms that often create a challenge in promoting 

the optimal performance of SWDs within the school.  

Concerns about Behavior Problems 

The behaviors of SWDs in school settings are a significant cause of concern, which may 

cause interruption of instructions in K-12 classrooms (Armstrong & Hallett, 2012; Caldarella et 

al., 2012; Capizzi, 2017; Chesley & Jordan, 2012; Freeman et al., 2014; McKenna et al., 2015; 

Stough, 2006). Students’ non-compliance, verbal disruptions, and being off task are the most 

frequently identified challenging behaviors by teachers (Alter et al., 2013; Rose & Gallup, 2005). 

Teachers perceive SWDs differently from typical students and may more likely avoid teaching 

students with a specific disability such as autism spectrum disorder (Chung et al., 2015; Hart & 

Malian, 2013; Humphrey & Symes, 2013; Roberts & Simpson, 2016; Segall & Campbell, 2012), 

intellectual disability, multiple disabilities, and EBD (Carrington et al., 2016; Round et al., 2016; 

Yada & Savolainen, 2017) because of behavioral challenges. In the State of Georgia, teachers 

only used 10% of the evidenced-based behavioral strategies with SWDs (Hess et al., 2008). 

Teachers need experience in delivering evidence-based inclusive practices to effectively support 
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SWDs in K-12 classrooms (Sheth et al., 2012; Symes & Humphrey, 2011). Some beginning 

teachers felt unprepared to manage students’ behavior and were concerned about day-to-day 

survival (Danielson, 2007; Freeman et al., 2014; Stough, 2006). The more concerned the teachers 

were about the students’ behavioral needs, the less confident they were in managing behaviors, 

and the less time they spent on quality instructions (Cooc, 2019; Martin et al., 1999; 

Montgomery & Mirenda, 2014).  

Concerns about Class Size 

One of the barriers to implementing inclusive teaching practices is the larger class size. 

Reasonable class sizes enable teachers to meet the needs of all the students in their classes 

(Materechera, 2020). Some teachers complain that they may not be able to look after all the 

children in the classroom and manage the behavior needs of SWDs simultaneously (Bhatnagar & 

Das, 2014; Singal, 2008). Large caseloads may pose challenges for general education and special 

education teachers to collaborate for the delivery of adequate instructions (Kilanowski-Press et 

al., 2010; McLeskey et al., 2014). Teachers gave fewer instructions when they had a greater 

number of SWDs in their classrooms (Cooc, 2019). Researchers have recommended using 

technology to support the hurdles imposed by large class sizes (Tam et al., 2006).  

Meeting the Educational Needs of Everyone 

Federal laws such as ESSA (2015) made schools accountable for meeting the educational 

needs and ensuring adequate yearly progress on academic achievement measures of all students. 

Some teachers show concerns about meeting the needs of all the students and making them 

successful (McLeskey et al., 2014). Several studies have revealed that effective inclusive schools 

meet the needs of all students by providing evidence-based instruction in general education 

classrooms (Farrell et al., 2007; Kirby, 2017; McDonnell et al., 2003). 
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Concerns About Evaluation and Grades 

There are a set of academic tasks and skills that students without disabilities are to 

master. SWDs need to acquire these skills to pass the state-mandated competency tests in many 

states. Some teachers may be concerned about too much time spent evaluating students, applying 

accommodations and modifications, and assigning grades using formative and summative 

assessments (Hargrove, 2000; Lin & Lin, 2015; Shah et al., 2016). General education teachers 

show limited understanding of students’ IEP and referral processes (Forlin & Chambers, 2011; 

Kahn & Lewis, 2014; Lauderdale-Littin & Brennan, 2018; Loreman et al., 2005; O’Connor et al., 

2016; Pennington, 2017).   

Concerns About Teaching Materials and Equipment 

Though all learners need opportunities to learn in K-12 classrooms, teachers face 

challenges finding adequate resources to support students teaching, which results in learning 

barriers (Engelbrecht et al., 2015; Leatherman & Niemeyer; 2005; Leatherman, 2007; 

Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2001). Many general education teachers who never worked with SWDs 

before showed concerns in matching the available resources with students' varying needs 

(Engelbrecht & Savolainen, 2018; Kim, 2016). Teachers who had less concerned about resources 

showed a positive attitude towards including SWDs in K-12 classrooms (Bešić et al., 2017; 

Sokal & Sharma, 2014). Teachers have concerns finding resources for differentiated instructions, 

such as multi-leveled books, hands-on materials, modified curriculum, updated technology, and 

adapted curriculum (Graham et al., 2008; Katz, 2015; Kurth & Keegan, 2012; Leyser & 

Tappendorf, 2001; McLeskey & Waldron, 2002). 
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Concerns About Lack of Time 

In inclusion classrooms, teachers need more time to discuss academic and functional 

curriculum, plan instructional activities, and assess students’ learning (Round et al., 2016; 

Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017). Some teachers have concerns about the lack of time for teacher 

collaboration (Blatchford et al., 2009; Horne & Timmons, 2009; Lohrmann & Bambara, 2006; 

Symes & Humphrey, 2011). Teachers find it challenging to deliver intensive instruction in a 

limited time frame needed to improve the academic achievement of SWDs across ability levels 

(Hardman & Dawson, 2008; Lohrmann & Bambara, 2006).  

Teacher Training and Knowledge 

The U.S. Department of Education documents concerns related to teacher preparation, 

teacher qualifications, and teacher shortages (Aragon, 2016; Sutcher et al., 2019). In recent 

years, teacher training has increasingly focused on the debate of teacher retention, mainly 

because of the increasing prevalence of SWDs in general education settings. The major 

arguments on training and retaining quality teachers relate to teachers leaving the teaching 

profession, the nature of the current teacher training programs, teacher quality, the impact of 

teacher education on student achievement, and strategies to improve teaching (Goldhaber et al., 

2013; Loughran, 2016; Reyes et al., 2017).   

Several researchers studied variables, such as teacher’s SE, teacher’s knowledge, and 

their training, and found positive correlations (e.g., Bourdieu, 1976; Corona et al., 2017; 

Hettiarachchi & Das, 2014; Park et al., 2010; Shogren et al., 2015; Wilson et al., 2016; Yada & 

Savolainen, 2017). There is a gap between the beliefs, skills, and practices of K-12 teachers 

when it comes to working with SWDs (O’Rourke, 2014; Schumm & Vaughn, 1991; Zagona et 

al., 2017). Teachers need to have comprehensive knowledge of behavior management, evidence-
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based practices, and academic content (Freeman et al., 2014; Hart & Malian, 2013; Hart & More, 

2013; Kirby, 2016).   

Teachers expert in dealing with students with specific disabilities show adequate 

knowledge of teaching SWDs and PSE (Boucher, 2008; Brookman-Frazee et al., 2012; Dönger 

et al., 2016; Stone & Rosenbaum, 1988). Even though qualified special educators are more likely 

responsible for effectively teaching SWDs, it seems that many are not skilled and confident 

enough to provide the necessary support to their students (McLeskey et al., 2018; Stephenson & 

Carter, 2014). Many classroom teachers show inadequate knowledge and training in inclusive 

practices, therefore are underprepared to educate SWDs in general education classrooms (de 

Boer et al., 2011; Jenkins & Ornelles, 2009; Haegele et al., 2018; Hornby, 2015; Kim, 2016; 

Loiacono & Valenti, 2010; Segall & Campbell, 2012). School leaders have indicated the need for 

more competent educators and additional training to work with SWDs (Salisbury, 2006; Symes 

& Humphrey, 2011). Adequate training of teachers may increase their sense of competency, 

PSE, knowledge, and skills to deal with SWDs (Chao et al., 2016; Das et al., 2013; Kormos & 

Nijakowska, 2017; Sharma & Sokal, 2015). Teachers need to show appropriate knowledge of 

teaching SWDs and implement specific inclusive practices as intended to facilitate students’ 

learning (Flower et al., 2017). 

Some general education teachers’ goals and expectations vary based on their perceptions 

of students’ disabilities. Teachers focused more on social development goals for students with a 

severe disability, whereas when teaching students with mild disabilities, the behavior skills, 

academic performance, and self-confidence training components were more important (Cameron 

& Cook, 2013). Some teachers' lack of adequate quality education leads to poor student learning 

outcomes. General education teachers lacked knowledge about special education laws, policies, 
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and disability characteristics (Jenkins & Ornelles, 2009; O’Connor et al., 2016). Classroom 

teachers need to have a working knowledge of special education laws to provide appropriate 

services to SWDs (O’Connor et al., 2016). Limited knowledge of teachers to appropriately adapt 

content to enhance student achievement also negatively impacts students’ achievements 

(Darling-Hammond et al., 2020).   

There is an increasing need for training teachers in inclusive practices (Alexiadou & 

Essex, 2016; Das et al., 2013; Livingston, 2016; Loreman et al., 2007; Morrier et al., 2011; 

Strieker et al., 2013). There are problems with many teacher preparation programs that fail to 

train teachers based on their new roles and responsibilities in inclusive classrooms (Harvey et al., 

2010; Shepherd et al., 2016). The teacher preparation programs need to prepare teachers on high-

quality inclusive practices based on a tiered system of support, high-stakes accountability 

requirements, enhancements in technology, and changing needs of diverse students populations 

in today’s classrooms (Shepherd et al., 2016). Teacher education and professional development 

programs positively influenced teachers' SE and reduced concerns to implement inclusive 

practices in inclusive classrooms (Aiello & Sharma, 2018; Beacham & Rouse, 2012; Sharma & 

Sokal, 2013). Teachers who spent a greater number of hours in professional development 

programs showed more ability to adapt the curriculum for SWDs (Dixon et al., 2014; Kosko & 

Wilkins, 2009; Woodcock & Woolfson, 2019). Teachers increased their SE and showed fewer 

concerns in implementing inclusive practices when provided with support through training and 

experience (Bruggink et al., 2015; Forlin et al., 2014; Leyser et al., 2011; Sharma & Nuttal, 

2016; Sokal & Sharma, 2014).   
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Teachers’ Efficacy in Managing Student’s Behavior 

Preparing teachers for their responsibilities in inclusion classrooms has been more 

demanding. In contemporary classrooms, there has been an increased need for evidence-based 

inclusive practices to improve students’ learning (Maciver et al., 2018). Most teacher preparation 

programs in higher education do not offer training on evidence-based best practices and ways to 

effectively deal with problem behaviors in SWDs (Cooper et al., 2018; Fink et al., 2019; Leko et 

al., 2015).   

Researchers argued that managing student behavior needs a repertoire of techniques and 

preventive strategies (Snowman et al., 2009). Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA), Social 

Skills Training (SST), Discrete Trial Training (DTT), and Positive Behavior Support (PBS) are 

some practical, evidence-based approaches, designed to reduce problem behavior in SWDs 

(MacLeod et al., 2016). Teachers with a high level of teaching PSE may learn more than others 

and may use evidence-based strategies with their students (Schütze et al., 2017). Teachers need 

to be highly self-efficacious in choosing interventions and evaluating the effectiveness of these 

approaches to meet the unique needs of SWDs. Some classroom teachers stay unprepared to 

effectively manage their class, as they lack knowledge, skills, and disposition of classroom 

management and procedures (Akdağ & Haser, 2016; Aloe et al., 2013; Gable et al., 2012; Lane 

et al., 2015; Lindsay et al., 2013; Melnick & Meister, 2008). Teachers seem to be practically and 

emotionally under-equipped to support children and young students with Social, Emotional, and 

Behavioral Difficulties (Armstrong & Hallett, 2012). Teacher preparation programs teach 

universal management strategies but lack specific skills and strategies needed to manage 

students’ behaviors (Flower et al., 2017; Moore et al., 2017). Many teachers are not taught to 



58 

 

 

develop classroom rules and routines, reinforce students, and teach skills to communicate with 

parents (Flower et al., 2017). 

Some teachers feel more accomplished when they have a higher sense of efficacy in 

managing their classrooms (Aloe et al., 2013). Teachers with well-developed classroom 

management skills effectively manage classrooms with proper planning (Cooper et al., 2018; 

Gettinger & Kohler, 2006). Educators must choose the right intervention strategies and 

continuously evaluate the effectiveness of their efforts. Highly efficacious teachers work harder 

with struggling students, show more persistence in overcoming obstacles, and assume greater 

responsibility for meeting the needs of students by consistently implementing inclusive teaching 

practices (Boz & Boz, 2010; Hosford & O’Sullivan, 2016; Tümkaya & Miller, 2020). Teachers 

with high SE are more committed to student learning and set higher goals for students 

(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). PSE helps teachers overcome their daily challenges and 

predict students' success in inclusive classrooms (Park et al., 2016; Tschannen-Moran et al., 

1998).  

Relationship Between Teachers’ Concerns, PSE, and Other Factors 

This section of the literature review describes interrelationships between teachers’ 

concerns, demographic characteristics (age, gender, educational qualifications, and years of 

teaching experience), and their PSE. Many factors are associated with teachers’ PSE. Most 

quantitative research studies on inclusion focus on the PSE of general and special education 

teachers towards SWDs. Literature review shows the availability of research limited to inclusion 

and teachers’ PSE (Almog & Shechtman, 2007; Leyser et al., 2011; Malinen et al., 2012; Romi 

& Leyser, 2006; Sze, 2009). Factors such as gender, age, educational qualifications, and years of 
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teaching experience affect the ability of teachers to teach their students (Klassen & Chiu, 2010; 

Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).   

Gender  

 

Male teachers showed higher PSE than female teachers for managing behavior (Ahsan et 

al., 2012; Hussien & Al-Qaryouti, 2015) and were more willing to include SWDs with 

challenging behaviors in their classrooms (Specht et al., 2016; Tsakiridou & Polyzopoulou, 

2014). Male teachers were less efficacious in assigning learning tasks to students to 

accommodate the individual needs of SWDs (Lai et al., 2016). In general, female teachers 

showed a higher level of SE, positive attitude, and were more supportive towards inclusion 

(Adedoyin & Okere, 2017; Boyle et al., 2013; Fackler & Malmberg, 2016; Romi & Leyser, 

2006; Saloviita, 2019; Shaukat et al., 2018; Tsakiridou & Polyzopoulou, 2014; Vaz et al., 2015). 

Teachers’ Age 

Younger teachers showed more positive perceptions of inclusion than older teachers 

(Asres, 2019; Forlin et al., 2008; Salovitta, 2020; Smith, 2000). The reason is, younger teachers 

took more college courses in special education and are abreast of their training (Asres, 2019; 

Hwang & Evans, 2011; Monsen et al., 2014). Younger teachers showed more concern about 

enhancing teacher collaboration to improve students' learning in inclusion classrooms (Yan & 

Deng, 2019). The older teachers showed more concerns and increased reluctance towards 

inclusion with their age (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Forlin et al., 2008; Monsen et al., 2014; 

Yan & Sin, 2014). The older teachers seem to have limited training in inclusive teaching 

compared to younger teachers and suffer from more work pressure (Avramidis & Norwich, 

2002; Lauermann & Konig, 2016; Vaz et al., 2015).   
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Educational Qualification  

Education and training are essential constructs in determining the success of teaching 

SWDs in K-12 classrooms (Engelbrecht, 2013; Engelbrecht & Savolainen, 2018). Previous 

training in special education and a higher level of education impacts teachers’ PSE (Loreman et 

al., 2013). Some teachers with a specialized certification and more professional development 

courses show a positive correlation with teacher efficacy (Chu & Garcia, 2014; Dixon et al., 

2014; Guo et al., 2010). Teachers completing special education coursework were more willing to 

include SWDs in inclusion settings (Kraska & Boyle, 2014; Kim, 2011). Higher teaching 

qualifications were positively related to high PSE and low teachers’ concerns (Lancaster & Bain, 

2007; Sharma & Sokal, 2015). Prior research suggests that pre-service and in-service teachers, 

who took courses on inclusive education, showed an increase in their concerns regarding 

teaching SWDs in inclusive classrooms (Forlin & Chambers, 2011; Romi & Leyser, 2006; 

Swackhamer et al., 2009).  

Years of Teaching Experience 

Several researchers validated that years of teaching experience and training in inclusive 

education determines teachers’ PSE in successfully teaching SWDs (see Allinder, 1994; 

Bandura, 1993; Brownell & Pajares, 1999; Everett, 2017; Porakari et al., 2015; Sharma & Sokal, 

2016; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2017; Yada & Savolainen, 2017). Teachers need to have practical 

hands-on experiences in inclusive classrooms (Skrtic & Sailor, 1996; You et al., 2019). Teachers 

who participate in hands-on practicum training, adopt inclusive teaching practices (Mitchell & 

Hedge, 2007). Teachers with more experience show less concern about self, more concern about 

student achievement, and a higher level of PSE when working with SWDs (Ruble et al., 2011). 

Teachers with more experience show an increased level of PSE in teaching SWDs, show more 
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patience and flexibility, provide more instructional efforts, and implement greater adaptation of 

curriculum (Fisher et al., 2003; Janney & Snell, 2003; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Skaalvik & 

Skaalvik, 2010; Wilkins & Nietfield, 2004; Yeo et al., 2008). Teachers who had more experience 

teaching in inclusion classrooms showed positive perceptions of inclusion than teachers who did 

not teach in inclusion classrooms. Organized classrooms with a positive environment are vital for 

conducive teaching and learning environment for students in K-12 classrooms (Skiba et al., 

2016).   

Researchers found an absence of a relationship between teaching experience and 

teachers’ PSE in understanding children’s language and literacy gains in inclusive classroom 

settings (Guo et al., 2010). Most beginning teachers show low PSE and have concerns about their 

daily performance and organizing their classrooms to manage students’ behavior needs (Florian 

& Spratt, 2013; Melnick & Meister, 2008; Olsen, 2016; Scott et al., 2007; Skiba et al., 2016). 

New teachers who lack experience do not have the requisite knowledge to understand the 

relationship between the behavior, its management, and academic tasks.    

Summary 

The IDEA favors placing and instructing SWDs in the general setting as specified under 

the LRE provision of 20 U.S.C., Section 1412. However, this must be carefully balanced by the 

IDEA’s regulatory mandate under 34 C.F.R., Section 300.551, to ensure that a continuum of 

alternative placements is available to address the educational needs of SWDs for special 

education and related services (Yell, 2018). Legally, educational placement is not supposed to 

base on the setting, but on the SWD’s educational needs, as tailored to and addressed on the IEP, 

and where those needs can be met so that the student benefits from specially designed 

instruction, related services, and accommodations; under the IDEA, diverse skills and knowledge 
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require a diversity of instructional arrangements (Kauffman et al., 2005; Mastropieri & Scruggs, 

2001; Yell et al., 2008). Even with this understanding, there is confusion about the issues related 

to the instruction and placement of SWDs in the general classroom setting, caused in large part 

by the full inclusion movement that occurred in the last several decades of the 20th century where 

proponents of that movement demanded 100% placement in the LRE (Kauffman, 2020; 

Kauffman et al., 2005). The inclusion movement shifted the nature and focus of teacher pre-

service training and in-service professional development, whereby general educators are now 

expected to play a more significant role in managing and instructing SWDs in their classroom 

(Mock & Kauffman, 2002; Rock et al., 2008). As a result of this shift, an increased number of 

novice, even veteran, teachers have expressed concerns about being able to teach SWDs 

effectively and with confidence, indicating that they do not feel they received adequate training 

to do so (Berry, 2011; Fuchs, 2010; Lai et al., 2016; Robinson, 2017; Shoulders & Krei, 2015). 

For school districts in the U.S. to teach SWDs in general education classrooms, there is a 

need to better understand teachers' concerns and their PSE in implementing inclusive teaching 

practices that support SWDs inclusion in the general classroom. To teach in inclusive classrooms 

successfully and effectively, teachers need to have a lower degree of concern and a higher degree 

of PSE in teaching using inclusive teaching practices (Sharma & Sokal, 2015). Although several 

studies find relationships between years of experience, classroom management, and PSE of 

teachers, very few studies have been conducted on the predictive relationship between teachers’ 

concerns and PSE (Wilson et al., 2016). Many researchers have (a) investigated teachers’ 

attitudes, concerns, and efficacy in inclusive classrooms (see Round et al., 2016; Sharma et al., 

2008; Sharma & Sokal, 2016; Sokal & Sharma, 2014; Woodcock et al., 2012); (b) examined the 

PSE of preservice teachers (see Beacham & Rouse, 2012; Leko et al., 2015; Sharma & Sokal, 
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2015); and (c) studied teachers’ PSE related to SWDs and instructional practices. However, there 

appears to be limited research focusing on how teachers’ concerns predict their PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices (Bruggink et al., 2015; Jordan et al., 2009; Jordan & 

Stanovich, 2003). The present study may make a practical contribution to the profession by 

investigating the predictive relationship between K-12 classroom teachers’ concerns, 

demographic characteristics (age, gender, educational qualifications, and years of teaching 

experience), and their PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices.   

Chapter Three highlights the methodology used to collect and analyze the data. A 

description of the sample, sampling method, setting, instruments, research questions, hypotheses 

are also be presented.  
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CHAPTER THREE:  METHODS 

Overview 

The focus of this study was to determine the strength of the relationship between 

teachers’ concerns and demographic characteristics (i.e., gender, age, educational qualifications, 

and years of teaching experience) and PSE of K-12 classroom teachers in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices. This section describes the research design, settings, the population 

surveyed, the instruments used to study the sample, the data collection, and analysis methods. 

The teachers’ concerns and PSE were assessed using two previously validated instruments. 

Identifying the predictive relationship between teachers’ concerns and their demographic 

characteristics on PSE may aid in understanding the capabilities of teachers in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices in K-12 classrooms.  

Design 

This study employs a quantitative, predictive correlational design. “Predictive 

correlational research predicts scores on one or more variables from a participant’s scores on one 

or more other variables” (Martella & Nelson, 2013, p. 208). Because the research aims to 

examine statistically significant effects of numerically measurable concepts, this is the most 

appropriate method (Howell, 2010). In correlational research design, the level of a relationship 

between the two variables is studied (Cohen et al., 2013; Gall et al., 2007). Correlational design 

is an umbrella term that incorporates two-way correlational analyses and regression (predictive) 

analyses (Howell, 2013). Correlational research simply examines whether a relationship exists 

between variables of interest but does not imply cause and effect (Simon & Francis, 2004). 

Besides, Gall et al. (2007) recommend using correlational design when the researcher does not 

have the opportunity or means to manipulate the independent variables.   
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The purpose of the research was to examine whether K-12 classroom teachers’ concerns 

and demographic characteristics (gender, age, education, and years of teaching experience) 

predict their PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices. PSE is defined as “people’s 

judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain 

designated types of performances” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). The predictive variables are gender 

(defined as male or female), age (how old teachers are?), educational qualifications (the 

academic degree that the teachers have achieved), years of teaching experience (number of years 

that teachers have worked), and teacher’s concerns which relates to issues that teachers are 

worried or anxious about (Kellner & Attorps, 2015). The outcome variable (Ŷ) is the K-12 

classroom teachers’ reported PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices.  

Threats to External Validity 

 Key threats to external validity include aspects of the sample that provide potential bias 

to the measured results, specifics regarding the site where study data was collected, or effects 

that result from the use of specific settings. Also, there may be confounding variables that may 

alter the relationships between the research variables (Howell, 2010). Because it is impossible to 

control for every potential covariate, this is noted and accepted in interpreting the results.  

Another threat to external validity corresponds to selection bias, in which the selection of 

individuals is not generated through proper randomization methods. Thus, the researcher will 

take special caution in interpreting the results of this study and will not assume that these results 

may be perfectly extrapolated to the entire population of interest (Creswell, 2005).  

Threats to Internal Validity 

Several limitations exist within the scope of quantitative studies. Quantitative methods 

can address the research question and hypotheses but cannot examine the depth and underlying 
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experiences and perceptions. Consequently, this study will trade the qualitative degree of 

richness within the results for a degree of statistical certainty that these associations did not occur 

by chance alone.  

Causal inferences will have to be demonstrated to attain validity. Such causal inferences 

can occur when the cause precedes the effect. Inferences like these can also happen when cause 

and effect are related in some way to each other and when no plausible alternative explanations 

for the effect exist. Thus, key threats to internal validity can occur if the temporal sequence of 

cause and effect are mistaken, or when there are unaccounted alternative causes, and if there is 

selection bias in gathering the sample.  

Research Questions 

The research questions for this study correspond to: 

RQ 1: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s gender predict their sense of PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP? 

RQ 2: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s age predict their sense of PSE in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP? 

RQ 3: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s educational qualifications/level predict their 

sense of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP? 

RQ 4: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s years of teaching experience predict their sense 

of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP? 

RQ 5: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s level of concerns predict their sense of PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the CIES and the TEIP?  

Null Hypotheses 

The null hypotheses for this study are:  
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H01: K-12 classroom teacher’s gender does not predict their sense of PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP. 

H02: K-12 classroom teacher’s age does not predict their sense of PSE in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP.  

H03: K-12 classroom teacher’s educational qualifications/level does not predict their 

sense of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP.  

H04: K-12 classroom teacher’s years of teaching experience does not predict their sense 

of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP.  

H05: K-12 classroom teacher’s level of concern does not predict their sense of PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the CIES and the TEIP. 

Participants and Setting 

The population of interest for this study corresponds to K-12 classroom teachers in the 

State of Georgia. As per the Georgia Department of Education (GaDOE, 2016), there is 114,244 

total number of teachers teaching 1,764,215 public school students, including 209,106 SWDs 

(11.9%) in the State of Georgia. Among these teachers, 35.5% have bachelor’s degrees; 43.8% 

have master’s degrees; 19.1 % have a specialist degree; 2.5 % have a doctorate, and 0.4 % have 

other types of degrees (GaDOE, 2016). According to GaDOE (2015), 44% of the public-school 

teachers leave the teaching profession within the first five years of employment. As per the 

GaDOE (2018), there are 2,299 schools, including 1,323 elementary, 484 middle, and 479 high 

schools. In the State of Georgia, 65.5 % of SWDs, ages 6 through 21, spend greater than 80% of 

their day in general classrooms compared to 62.6% in the nation (GaDOE, 2016). The 

demographic characteristics for K-12 classroom teachers in the State of Georgia are shown in 

Table 1.   
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Table 1  

 

Demographic Characteristics of K-12 Classroom Teachers in the State of Georgia 

 

Characteristic Number of Teachers Percent 

Highest Degree achieved 

Bachelor’s degree 40,505 35.5% 

Master’s degree 50,070 43.8% 

Specialist degree 21,832 19.1% 

Doctorate degree 2,900 2.5% 

Other types of degrees 485 0.4% 

Experience 

>1 year 6,991 6.1% 

1-10 Years 42,920 37.6% 

11-20 Years 40,718 35.6% 

21-30 Years 21,058 18.4% 

30+ Years 4,105 3.6% 

 

Those employed as K-12 classroom teachers in the public school system in the State of 

Georgia with more than one year of experience met the criteria for participation in this study. A 

power analysis was conducted using G*Power 3.1.7 to determine the minimum sample size for 

the research (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2014). Multiple hierarchical linear regression 

was used as the primary inferential analysis. Using six predictor variables, the statistical power 

of .80, a medium effect size (f 2 = .15), and an alpha level of .05 – the minimum sample size was 

calculated to be 98 participants. Therefore, the researcher target was at least 98 K-12 classroom 

teachers employed in public schools in the State of Georgia.   

A convenience sampling method was employed to recruit participants for the study. A 

convenience sample corresponds to a non-probability sampling method in which subjects are 

selected due to their proximity and accessibility to the researcher (Creswell, 2005). K-12 

classroom teachers were identified using the available electronic records obtained from the 

GaDOE and the selected district’s education department. Prospective participants were 

redirected to the Qualtrics link to complete the survey. Two survey instruments were used for 
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this study. The first is the Concerns about Inclusive Education Scale (CIES), developed by 

Sharma and Desai (2002), which was used to determine K-12 classroom teachers’ concerns 

(predictive variable). The second is the Teachers’ Efficacy in Implementing Inclusive Practices 

(TEIP) survey scale designed by Sharma et al. (2012), which measured K-12 classroom teachers’ 

PSE (outcome variable) in implementing inclusive teaching practices. The demographic 

questionnaire collected demographic data on the teachers’ gender, age, educational 

qualifications, and years of teaching experience before participants completed the surveys.   

Instrumentation 

The instrumentation contained three separate surveys: a demographic questionnaire, 

CIES, and the TEIP. Demographic data on the teachers’ gender, age, educational qualifications, 

and years of teaching experience were collected from the demographic questionnaire at the 

beginning of the survey. The demographic checklist included questions, such as gender (male or 

female);  age with the following categories: (1) < 25 years, (2) 25 to 35 years, (3) 35 to 50 years, 

and (4) >50 years; the highest degree earned with the following categories: (1) Bachelor’s 

degree, (2) Master’s degree, (3) Specialist degree (e.g., EdS), (4) Doctorate, and (5) Other; and 

years of teaching experience for working in inclusion settings had the following choices: (1) < 1 

year, (2) 1 to 10 years, (3) 11-20 years, (4) 21 to 30 years, or (5) > 30 years. 

Teachers’ concerns were measured by the Concerns about Inclusive Education Scale 

(CIES) (Sharma & Desai 2002). This scale measures the four levels of concerns (concern about 

resources, concern about acceptance, concern about academic standards, and concern about 

workload) experienced by teachers as they include SWDs in their classrooms. The CIES consists 

of 23 items (Likert-type scale) ranging from 0 (Not at All Concerned) to 4 (Extremely 

Concerned).   
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The instrument has been utilized and validated across different contexts (Bradshaw & 

Mundia, 2006; Chhabra, Srivastava, & Srivastava, 2010). The content validity of the scale was 

addressed through a panel of experts. The explanatory factor analysis by Sokal and Sharma 

(2014) supported the validity and the four-factor structure of the questionnaire. Sokal and 

Sharma (2014) conducted their study in a central Canadian city totaling 99 schools. The four 

factors measured in the survey correspond to (a) Teachers’ concerns for resources (Factor I), (b) 

Teachers’ concerns for acceptance of SWDs (Factor II), (c) Teachers’ concerns for the academic 

standard of the classrooms (Factor III), and (d) Teachers’ concerns for the workload in inclusive 

settings (Factor IV). Alpha coefficients for these factors were above 0.70 (concerns for resources 

= 0.82, concerns for acceptance = 0.70, concerns for academic standards = 0.84, and concerns for 

workload = 0.74), indicating that the CIES scale has adequate internal consistency reliability. 

CIES yields a total score by adding the value of responses from each item, which varies from a 

minimum score of 23 to the maximum score of 92, a higher score indicating higher levels of 

concern. The Cronbach alpha coefficient for the overall scale was measured to be .91. The 

construct validity of the CIES scale seems to be acceptable, with the factor loadings of the lowest 

one being .49 (Sharma et al., 2012). For the study, the overall scale was utilized.   

 The outcome variable in the study, teacher’s PSE, was measured by Teachers’ Efficacy in 

Implementing Inclusive Practices (TEIP) developed by Sharma et al. (2012). This scale was 

specially chosen as it was designed to measure teachers’ PSE specific in implementing inclusive 

teaching practices. TEIP is based on 23 statements used for measuring teachers’ perception of 

their ability to carry out inclusive practices. This instrument measures teachers’ SE on three 

subscales: (a) efficacy to use inclusive instruction, (b) efficacy in collaboration, and (c) efficacy 

in managing behavior. Sharma et al. (2012) determined the internal reliability of the scale using 
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exploratory factor analysis with a three-factor structure from the data on 607 preservice teachers 

from four countries (Canada, Australia, China, and Indonesia). The Cronbach’s alpha for the 

TEIP scale was .89, and its subscales were .93, .85, and .85, respectively, indicating strong 

internal consistency. The TEIP scale seems to have good construct validity with the reported 

factor loadings of most items above 0.7 (high) except for two items with the score of 0.52 and 

0.59 (Sharma et al., 2012). For the study, the overall scale was utilized.   

Procedures 

This quantitative correlational study followed clear and specific procedures to be 

replicated for future research. This research proposal was submitted for review and approval to 

the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Liberty University. Proper procedures to collect the data 

were followed to ensure the ethics of this research are based on the IRB regulations. The number 

of K-12 classroom teachers serving in the State of Georgia was identified based on the electronic 

records of GaDOE and from the school district education office. Permission was sought from the 

director or the program coordinator from the respective districts. Online searches from the school 

websites explored K-12 classroom teachers’ email contact information. The school principal and 

district superintendent were requested to forward the Qualtrics online survey link to K-12 

classroom teachers in their respective schools. A follow-up reminder email was sent to school 

principals and the district superintendents at the end of 2 weeks.  

In the first email, the participants were sent a brief explanation of the study with a link for 

online Qualtrics to fill out a demographic survey, the CIES, and TIEP survey 

questionnaires. Participants were given the option of not participating in the study. Participants 

were asked to complete the survey within two to three weeks. Participants clicked on the survey 

link to acknowledge their understanding of the research and consent to participate. After two 
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weeks, a follow-up email was resent with a link to the Qualtrics online survey. The participants 

of this study were those K-12 classroom teachers who responded to the survey within one 

month.  

To get enough participants for this study, the researcher took permission from the group 

administrator/moderator and posted the Qualtrics online survey link to Georgia educator groups 

on social sites such as Facebook, Twitter, and LinkedIn. The researcher sought permission from 

the school district to post the flier with a brief explanation of the study and a link to Qualtrics 

online survey on the notice board of public schools in the State of Georgia. The participants were 

eligible to enter a drawing for an opportunity to win $20.00 Amazon gift cards through a random 

name generator. The surveys were submitted anonymously; however, those participants who 

wished to win a gift card were directed to submit their names and email in a separate link at the 

end of the survey. No compensation was provided to the participants.   

After providing consent, the prospective participants completed and submitted the 

Qualtrics online survey that was provided in the email through the generated URL. The 

participants were then be directed to the cover letter containing the necessary explanation about 

this research. The researcher used a password-protected computer file to keep the data 

confidential and secure. Data collection occurred when teachers completed the survey in the 

following order: Demographic survey, CIES, and TEIP surveys.   

Informed Consent  

The researcher administered informed consent documentation as the discussion 

framework for obtaining verbal or written consent from study participants. While establishing a 

relationship with the participants, the researcher introduced the study to the participant by 

explaining the purpose of the study, describing the procedures, disclosing the risks and benefits, 
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establishing the participant's role, and estimating the time involved. The researcher informed all 

subjects that participation is voluntary. Study participants were explained that no identifiable 

data will be used in the study and that participants can drop out of the study at any time without 

penalty.  

The participants joining this study were given a copy of the informed consent document. 

This document includes contact information for the researcher, the dissertation advisor, and the 

IRB. Without written consent, the proposed participants were not allowed to participate in the 

study. However, after the approval from IRB, survey participants were waived from providing 

written consent. They indicated voluntary participation by completing the survey after being 

advised of the details of informed consent, as described in the paragraphs.  

Data Storage, Retention, and Destruction to Protect Confidentiality 

The survey instrument for this study was designed to reduce the need to collect 

identifiable data. Following IRB and federal guidelines, the researcher protected all data and 

information from protecting confidentiality. The safeguard measure for data storage is a locked 

file in the researcher’s residence, where the data will be retained securely for five years after the 

research is complete. Upon the expiration of the five-year retention period, the researcher will 

permanently destroy all research-related data and information on this study. 

Operationalization of Constructs 

 The key variables used in this quantitative correlational study are teachers’ concerns, 

PSE, gender, age, educational qualifications, and years of teaching experience. The 

operationalization of these variables is defined below.  

• Teacher’s concerns: Continuous level variable corresponding to teachers’ 

concerns, as measured by the Concerns about Inclusive Education Scale. 
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• Teacher’s PSE: Continuous level variable corresponding to the teacher’s PSE, as 

measured by the Teacher’s Efficacy in Implementing Inclusive Practices instrument. 

• Gender: Categorical (nominal) variable corresponding to participants’ gender 

(male/female), as measured by the demographical portion of the survey. 

• Age: Categorical (ordinal) variable corresponding to participants’ age, as 

measured by the demographical portion of the survey. 

• Educational qualification: Ordinal variable corresponding to participants’ highest 

level of education as measured by the demographical portion of the survey. 

• Years of teaching experience: Ordinal variable corresponding to participants’ 

employment experience, as measured by the demographical portion of the survey. 

Ethical Considerations 

A researcher who conducts studies that involve human subjects has a responsibility to 

inform and protect participants (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012). Researchers are responsible for 

informing and protecting participants throughout the data collection process and subsequent 

analyses. While conducting this study, the researcher strictly followed the moral and ethical 

guidelines indicated by federal mandates and the Institutional Review Board (IRB). Ethical 

principles were maintained throughout the study.  

Areas for ethical consideration include providing participants with the purpose of the 

study, a voluntary participation statement to ensure participants’ confidentiality, and an 

electronic consent form. Participants were assured that there were no anticipated risks from 

participating, and they could exit from participation at any time. No physical risk existed from 

participating in this study. The benefits of participating include extending the research into the 

concerns and PSE of K-12 classroom teachers. The following paragraphs provide the proposed 
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approach to informed consent and a brief discussion on data storage, retention, and destruction to 

protect confidentiality.  

Data Analysis 

Multiple hierarchical linear regression was used to analyze the data collected in this 

study.  Data were entered using SPSS version 28.0 for Windows. Descriptive statistics were 

conducted to describe the sample demographics and the research variables used in the analysis. 

In descriptive statistics, the researcher describes the sample, defines variables, measures them, 

and computes central tendency and measures of variability (Gall et al., 2007). Frequencies and 

percentages were calculated for any nominal (i.e., categorical and ordinal) variables of interest, 

while means and standard deviations were calculated for any continuous (i.e., interval or ratio) 

data of interest (Howell, 2010).  

Pre-Analysis Data Screening 

Before analyzing the data, the researcher conducted several assumption tests based on the 

nature of the multiple regression model. The assumption of the absence of multicollinearity will 

ensure that predictor variables do not have a high correlation with one another (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2012). The assumption of normality was assessed through scatterplot matrices, visually 

evaluating the multivariate normal distribution, and identifying the presence of any bivariate 

outliers. Data were screened for missing cases and outliers.  Descriptive statistics and frequency 

distributions were conducted to determine that responses are within a possible range of values, 

and outliers do not distort that data. The calculation of standardized values tested the presence of 

outliers. Standardized values represent the number of standard deviations an individual score 

falls from the mean of those scores. Participants with scores of more than 3.29 standard 

deviations or less than -3.29 standard deviations from the mean are considered outliers and were 



76 

 

 

potentially removed from the data set (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). Participants with any missing 

responses were excluded from further inferential analysis.   

Reliability 

 Cronbach’s alpha test of reliability and internal consistency were conducted on the two 

scales: teachers’ concerns and teachers’ PSE. The Cronbach’s alpha identified how closely the 

items correspond to a singular construct based on the participant’s consistency in responses.  

Cronbach’s alpha provides mean correlation coefficients between each pair of items and the 

number of items in a scale (Brace et al., 2016). The alpha values were interpreted using the 

guidelines suggested by George and Mallery (2010) where α > .9 = Excellent, α > .8 = Good, α > 

.7 = Acceptable, α >.6 = Questionable, α >.5 = Poor, and α < .5 = Unacceptable.   

Multiple Hierarchical Linear Regression 

To address the hypotheses, a multiple hierarchical linear regression was used to 

determine whether K-12 classroom teachers’ demographic characteristics (gender, age, 

education, and years of teaching experience) and concerns predict their PSE in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices. Multiple hierarchical linear regression is the appropriate analysis 

when the research goal is to examine the degree to which independent (predictor) variables have 

an individual or collective effect on a continuous outcome variable (Grimm & Yarnold,1995; 

Pedhazur, 1997). Prior to analysis, the assumptions of normality, homoscedasticity, and absence 

of multicollinearity were assessed. Normality and homoscedasticity were tested through the 

examination of scatterplots. The absence of multicollinearity was assessed through variance 

inflation factors (VIFs).    

 The predictor variables correspond to gender (RQ1), age (RQ2), educational 

qualifications (RQ3), years of teaching experience (RQ4), and teacher’s concerns (RQ5). The 
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OV corresponds to PSE. The F test was used to make the overall calculation on whether a 

significant predictive relationship exists between the variables of interest. The coefficient of 

determination, or R2, measured the amount of variance in PSE that the predictor variables can 

explain. The individual predictors were examined for unique significance through two-tailed t-

tests and interpretation of the beta values. Statistical significance was evaluated at the generally 

accepted level, α = .05. 

Summary 

 Chapter Three provided an overview of the purpose of the study and the research that was 

conducted to arrive at solutions to the study’s problem. The quantitative correlational design 

selected for this study provided further data analysis related to teachers’ concerns and PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices. The participation selection procedure to identify 

authentic participant responses was described. The research questions, setting, and procedures 

provided the steps needed to understand research involving teachers’ concerns and PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices. Finally, data analysis procedures were discussed.  

 Chapter Four presents the results of the study. Chapter Five highlights the findings, 

implications, limitations of this study, and future recommendations for further research on the 

topic of teachers’ PSE beliefs and concerns in implementing inclusive teaching practices in K-12 

classrooms.  

  



78 

 

 

CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 

 

Overview 

The purpose of this quantitative correlational study was to examine whether K-12 

classroom teachers’ concerns and demographic characteristics (i.e., gender, age, education, and 

years of teaching experience) predict their PSE to implement inclusive teaching practices. The 

predictor variable was teachers’ concerns and demographic variables- gender, age, educational 

qualifications, and years of teaching experience. The criterion variable was the teachers’ PSE.  

Chapter Four began with the reintroduction of the study’s research question and null 

hypothesis. In this chapter, the findings of the data analyses were reported. Frequencies and 

percentages were examined for the nominal-level variables. Means and standard deviations were 

used for the continuous-level data. To address the research questions, a multiple hierarchical 

linear regression was conducted.   

Research Questions 

RQ 1: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s gender predict their sense of PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP? 

RQ 2: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s age predict their sense of PSE in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP? 

RQ 3: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s educational qualifications/level predict their 

sense of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP? 

RQ 4: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s years of teaching experience predict their sense 

of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP? 

RQ 5: Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s level of concerns predict their sense of PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the CIES and the TEIP?  
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Null Hypotheses 

H01: K-12 classroom teacher’s gender does not predict their sense of PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP. 

H02: K-12 classroom teacher’s age does not predict their sense of PSE in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP.  

H03: K-12 classroom teacher’s educational qualifications/level does not predict their 

sense of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP.  

H04: K-12 classroom teacher’s years of teaching experience does not predict their sense 

of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP.  

H05: K-12 classroom teacher’s level of concern does not predict their sense of PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the CIES and the TEIP. 

Descriptive Statistics  

 Data were obtained for the predictor variables, teacher’s gender, age, educational 

qualifications, years of teaching experience, concerns, and the criterion variable overall teacher 

perceived self-efficacy regarding implementing inclusive teaching practices. Data were analyzed 

using the SPSS 28.0 software. A total of 123 participants responded to the survey questionnaire.  

All the participants responded to a majority of the questionnaire. Potential outliers were 

identified through the standardization of the scores. Outliers correspond to scores of more than 

3.29 standard deviations or less than -3.29 standard deviations from the mean (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2012). Upon examination of the data, no participants had outlying scores for teacher 

concerns or self-efficacy. The final sample consisted of 123 participants.   

The sample consisted of 102 females (82.9%) and 21 males (17.1%). Almost half of the 

participants had obtained a Master’s degree (n = 52, 42.28%), followed by Bachelors (n = 30, 
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24.39%) and Specialist degrees (n = 33, 26.83%). Very few of the sample participants had a 

Doctorate (n = 6, 4.88%). Experience widely ranged between less than five years to more than 31 

years of experience. The sample consisted of 15 elementary school teachers (12.2%), 38 middle 

school teachers (30.9%), and 70 high school teachers (56.9%). Frequencies and percentages are 

presented in Table 2.  

Table 2  

 

Frequency Table for Nominal Variables 

 

Variable n % 

Gender   

Female 102 82.9 

Male 21 17.1 

Educational qualifications     

Bachelors 30 24.39 

Masters 52 42.28 

Doctorate 6 4.88 

Specialist 33 26.83 

Missing 2 1.63 

Experience     

Less than 5 years 16 13.01 

6 to 10 years 26 21.14 

11 to 15 years 29 23.58 

16 to 20 years 14 11.38 

21 to 25 years 15 12.20 

26 to 30 years 18 14.63 

31+ years 5 4.07 

Teachers by School level   

Elementary school 15 12.2 

Middle School 38 30.9 

High School 70 56.9 
Note. Due to rounding errors, percentages may not equal 100%. 
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Summary Statistics 

The ages of participants ranged from 26 to 77 years, with M = 46.10 years and SD = 

10.43. The summary statistics can be found in Table 3. 

Table 3 

 

Summary Statistics Table for Age 

 

Variable n Min Max M SD 

Age 119 26.00 77.00 46.10 10.43 

Note. Four participants did not report their age. 

 Composite scores were developed for concerns and self-efficacy through an average of 

the respective items comprising the scales. Possible concerns composite scores could range from 

1.00 to 4.00. For the current sample concerns composite scores ranged from 1.00 to 3.70, with M 

= 2.01, Mdn = 1.91, and SD = 0.55. Possible self-efficacy composite scores could range from 

1.00 to 6.00. For the current sample, self-efficacy composite scores ranged from 3.57 to 6.00, 

with M = 4.75, Mdn = 4.74, and SD = 0.57. Kline (2010) indicates that data follow an 

approximate normal distribution if the skew and kurtosis fall between -2.0 and 2.0. Both 

skewness and kurtosis for the concerns and self-efficacy composite scores fell in the acceptable 

range of normality. Table 4 presents the summary statistics for concerns and self-efficacy.  

Table 4  

 

Summary Statistics Table for Concerns and Self-Efficacy 

 

Variable n Min Max M Mdn SD Skew Kurtosis 

Concerns 123 1.00 3.70 2.01 1.91 0.55 0.64 0.21 

Self-Efficacy 123 3.57 6.00 4.75 4.74 0.567 0.23 -0.29 

 

The Cronbach alpha values were interpreted using the guidelines suggested by George 

and Mallery (2016) where α > .9 = Excellent, α > .8 = Good, α > .7 = Acceptable, α >.6 = 

Questionable, α >.5 = Poor, and α < .5 = Unacceptable. Both scales met the acceptable threshold 
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for internal consistency reliability. These findings align with previous literature, which indicated 

that the Cronbach alpha coefficient for concerns and self-efficacy were .91 and .89, respectively 

(Sharma et al., 2021; Srivastava & Srivastava, 2010). Table 5 presents the descriptive statistics 

for concerns and self-efficacy.   

Table 5  

 

Summary Statistics Table for Concerns and Self-Efficacy 

 

Variable Number of items α 

Concerns 23 .93 

Self-efficacy 23 .92 

 

A multiple hierarchical linear regression was conducted to address the five research 

questions. The predictor variables of gender, age, educational qualifications, years of teaching 

experience, and level of concern were entered into separate steps of the regression model.  

Gender was a dichotomous variable, coded 0 = females and 1 = males. Age was entered as a 

continuous variable. Educational qualifications were an ordinal-level variable, with bachelor’s 

being treated as the reference group. Years of teaching experience was an ordinal-level variable, 

with less than five years of experience being treated as the reference. Self-efficacy was entered 

as a continuous variable. The continuous dependent variable corresponded to self-efficacy.   

Prior to analysis, the assumptions of a multiple linear regression were tested. A normal-P-

P scatterplot was used to examine the normality assumption. The data closely followed the 

normality trend line, indicating that the assumption was supported (see Figure 3). 
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Figure 3  

 

Normal P-P Scatterplot 

 

 
Homoscedasticity was tested with a residuals scatterplot. Homoscedasticity refers to the 

variance of the residuals being the same for all combinations of the independent variable (Ernst 

& Albers, 2017). The data in the scatterplot did not depict a recurring trend, and there appeared 

to be random scatter, indicating that the data were homoscedastic (see Figure 4). Therefore, the 

assumption for homoscedasticity was supported.   
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Figure 4  

 

Residuals Scatterplot 

 

 

The absence of multicollinearity was tested by examining variance inflation factors 

(VIFs). According to Stevens (2009), VIFs larger than 10 indicate a strong association among the 

predictor variables. All the VIFs were below 10, identifying that the absence of multicollinearity 

was supported (see Table 6).   
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Table 6  

 

VIFs for Predictor Variables 

 

Variable VIF 

  

Gender (reference: female)  

Male 1.11 

Age 1.83 

Educational qualifications (reference: Bachelors)  

Masters 1.59 

Doctorate 1.29 

Other 1.70 

Years of experience (reference: less than five years)  

6-10 years 2.23 

11-15 years 2.52 

16-20 years 2.05 

21-25 years 2.18 

26-30 years 2.28 

31-35 years 1.78 

Concerns 1.08 

 

Hierarchical Linear Regression Analysis 

The findings of the first step of the model were not statistically significant, F (1, 115) = 

0.01, p = .922, R
2
 = 0.000, indicating that there was not a significant relationship between gender 

and self-efficacy. Less than 0.1% of the variance in self-efficacy could be explained by gender. 

The null hypothesis for research question one (H01) was not rejected.   

The findings of the second step of the model were not statistically significant, F (2, 114) 

= 0.55, p = .581, R
2
 = 0.009, indicating that there was not a significant relationship between 

gender, age, and self-efficacy. The addition of age into the regression model explains an 

additional 0.9% of variance in self-efficacy. The null hypothesis for research question two (H02) 

was not rejected.   
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The findings of the third step of the model were not statistically significant, F (5, 111) = 

0.65, p = .661, R
2
 = 0.028, indicating that there was not a significant relationship between 

gender, age, educational qualifications, and self-efficacy. Educational qualifications explained an 

additional 1.90% of the variance in self-efficacy. The null hypothesis for research question three 

(H03) was not rejected.   

The findings of the fourth step of the model were not statistically significant, F (11, 105) 

= 0.59, p = .836, R
2
 = 0.058, indicating that there was not a significant relationship between 

gender, age, educational qualifications, experience, and self-efficacy. Experience explained an 

additional 2.90% of the variance in self-efficacy. The null hypothesis for research question four 

(H04) was not rejected.   

The findings of the fifth step of the model were statistically significant, F (12, 104) = 

2.39, p = .009, R
2
 = 0.216, indicating that there was a significant relationship between gender, 

age, educational qualifications, experience, teacher concerns, and self-efficacy. Teacher concerns 

explains an additional 15.80% of variance in self-efficacy. Teacher concerns had a significant 

inverse association with self-efficacy (β = -0.414). The unstandardized beta value indicates that 

with every one-unit increase in teacher concerns, self-efficacy scores decreased by 0.436 units (B 

= -0.436. t = -4.58, p < .001). The null hypothesis for research question five (H05) was rejected. 

Table 7 summarizes the results of the regression model. 
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Table 7  

 

Results for Hierarchical Linear Regression with Gender, Age, Educational Qualifications, Years of 

Experience, and Concerns Predicting Self-Efficacy 

 

Variable B SE β t p 

Step 1:      

Gender (reference: female)      

Male -.014 .144 -.009 -.099 .922 

Step 2:      

Gender (reference: female)      

Male -.014 .144 -.009 -.094 .925 

Age -.005 .005 -.097 -1.039 .301 

Step 3:      

Gender (reference: female)      

Male -.047 .148 -.030 -.317 .752 

Age -.005 .005 -.090 -.957 .341 

Educational qualifications (reference: Bachelors)      

Masters .114 .133 .099 .859 .392 

Doctorate .369 .263 .143 1.405 .163 

Other .087 .148 .067 .588 .558 

Step 4:      

Gender (reference: female)      

Male -.023 .154 -.015 -.149 .882 

Age -.009 .007 -.159 -1.246 .216 

Educational qualifications (reference: Bachelors)      

Masters .095 .137 .082 .690 .492 

Doctorate .331 .276 .128 1.197 .234 

Other .013 .157 .010 .085 .932 

Years of experience (reference: less than five years)      

6-10 years -.019 .196 -.013 -.095 .925 

11-15 years .195 .200 .146 .976 .332 

16-20 years .142 .237 .081 .597 .552 

21-25 years .288 .236 .169 1.216 .227 

26-30 years .194 .244 .114 .795 .428 

31-35 years .042 .355 .015 .118 .906 

Step 5:      

Gender (reference: female)      

Male -.086 .141 -.056 -.609 .544 

Age -.007 .006 -.128 -1.093 .277 

Educational qualifications (reference: Bachelors)      

Masters .099 .126 .086 .788 .432 

Doctorate .466 .255 .181 1.829 .070 

Other .119 .146 .092 .814 .418 
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Years of experience (reference: less than five years)      

6-10 years -.041 .180 -.029 -.227 .821 

11-15 years .119 .184 .089 .649 .518 

16-20 years .072 .218 .041 .329 .743 

21-25 years .176 .218 .103 .805 .423 

26-30 years .205 .223 .121 .919 .360 

31-35 years .024 .326 .008 .073 .942 

Concerns -.436 .095 -.414 -4.583 <.001 

Note. Step 1: F (1, 115) = 0.01, p = .922, R
2
 = 0.000;  

Step 2: F (2, 114) = 0.55, p = .581, R
2
 = 0.009; 

Step 3: F (5, 111) = 0.65, p = .661, R
2
 = 0.028;  

Step 4: F (11, 105) = 0.59, p = .836, R
2
 = 0.058;  

Step 5: F (12, 104) = 2.39, p = .009, R
2
 = 0.216.  

 

A series of histograms were developed to examine self-efficacy ratings by the 

demographic characteristics. As evidenced in Figure 5, there was not a high level of variance in 

self-efficacy between males and females; however, this observation is tempered by the fact that 

males are significantly underrepresented in the study sample. There was also not a large disparity 

in self-efficacy based on education level (see Figure 6). However, participants with more 

education tended to have higher levels of self-efficacy. There was not a significant variation in 

self-efficacy based on experience (see Figure 7). Two histograms were developed to examine the 

distribution of self-efficacy scores and teacher concerns (see Figures 8-9). Both distributions 

appeared to resemble a bell-shaped distribution, with teacher concerns demonstrating a slight 

positive skew to the right.     
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Figure 5  

 

Self-Efficacy by Gender 

 

                                               

 
 

 

Figure 6  

 

Self-Efficacy by Education Level 
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Figure 7  

 

Self-Efficacy by Experience 

 

 
 

 

Figure 8   

 

Histogram for Teacher Concerns Scores 
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Figure 9  

 

Histogram for Self-Efficacy Scores 

 

 
A series of scatterplots were developed to examine self-efficacy ratings by the 

demographic characteristics. As evidenced in Figure 10, there was not a high level of variance in 

self-efficacy between males and females. There was no trend to the data as evidenced in Figure 

11, indicative of no correlation in self-efficacy based on age. There was also not a large 

difference in self-efficacy based on education level (see Figure 12). However, participants with 

more education tended to have higher levels of self-efficacy. There was not a significant 

variation in self-efficacy based on experience (see Figure 13). As evidenced in Figure 14, there 

was a strong negative relationship between self-efficacy and concerns.  
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Figure 10  

 

Scatterplot of Self-Efficacy by Gender 

 

 
 

Figure 11  

 

Scatterplot of Self-Efficacy by Age 
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Figure 12  

 

Scatterplot of Self-Efficacy by Educational Qualifications 

 

 
 

Figure 13  

 

Scatterplot of Self-Efficacy by Years of Experience 
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Figure 14  

 

Scatterplot of Self-Efficacy by Teacher Concerns 

 

 
 
 

Summary 

The purpose of this quantitative correlational study was to examine whether K-12 

classroom teachers’ concerns and demographic characteristics (i.e., gender, age, education, and 

years of teaching experience) predict their PSE to implement inclusive teaching practices. In this 

chapter, the findings of the data analyses were reported. Frequencies and percentages were 

examined for the nominal-level variables. Means and standard deviations were used for the 

continuous-level data. The instruments used to measure the constructs of teacher concerns and 

self-efficacy met the acceptable threshold for internal consistency reliability, an index indicating 

that items are consistent with one another and measure the same construct. To address the 

research questions, a multiple hierarchical linear regression was conducted. Gender, age, 

educational qualifications, and experience explained a scant amount of the overall variance with 
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self-efficacy, nor was there any significant relationship with self-efficacy. The concerns variable 

had a significant inverse relationship with self-efficacy and explained 15.80% of the variance 

with perceived self-efficacy. In the next chapter, the findings of the data analyses were explored 

with connections to the literature. Recommendations for future research were provided.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS 

Overview 

This final chapter describes the results of the quantitative correlational study that 

analyzed the predictive relationship between K-12 classroom teachers’ concerns and their PSE to 

implement inclusive teaching practices. Teachers’ concerns, the predictor variable was measured 

using the 23 items CIES Likert-type scale. Teachers’ PSE, the outcome variable, was measured 

by the 23 items TEIP survey instrument. After discussing the study results, implications, 

limitations, and recommendations for future research are presented. 

Discussion 

The purpose of this quantitative correlational study was to examine whether K-12 

classroom teachers’ concerns and demographic characteristics (i.e., gender, age, education, and 

years of teaching experience) predict their PSE to implement inclusive teaching practices. The 

original data collection included 138 K-12 classroom teachers, but the final sample included 123 

teachers after 15 participants were removed due to incomplete data. All participants were K-12 

classroom teachers working in the public school system in the state of Georgia with more than 

one year of teaching experience. Data were gathered using three separate surveys: a demographic 

questionnaire, CIES, and the TEIP. The CIES and the TEIP survey instruments have high 

reliability and validity to measure teachers’ concerns and PSE in implementing inclusive 

teaching practices. Examining this relationship may help and equip the school districts to 

understand the effectiveness and pedagogical knowledge of K-12 classroom teachers, identify 

and address issues within the teacher preparation programs for inclusive teaching practices, and 

implement training programs that promote inclusion.    
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Results for the Research Question 

RQ 1. “Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s gender predict their sense of PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP?” 

The multiple hierarchical linear regression analysis addressed this research question. It 

tested the null hypothesis that K-12 classroom teacher’s gender does not predict their sense of 

PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP. The R
2
 for the 

independent variable of gender was 0.00. The gender variable explained less than 0.01% of the 

variance in self-efficacy. The lack of statistical significance indicates that gender does not predict 

PSE. Thus, there is not enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis.  

Previous studies report varied findings related to teachers’ gender and their PSE. For 

example, some studies indicate that female teachers had a higher level of SE and are more 

supportive of inclusive education (e.g., Adedoyin & Okere, 2017; Ashan et al., 2012; Boyle et 

al., 2013; de Boer et al., 2011; Saloviita, 2019; Vaz et al., 2015). Several studies have shown that 

male teachers had a higher PSE than female teachers when including SWDs with challenging 

behaviors (e.g., Ahsan et al., 2012; Forlin et al., 2014; Klassen & Chiu, 2010). Several 

researchers had documented differences in PSE towards inclusive education based on gender 

(e.g., Ahsan et al., 2012; Hussien & Al-Qaryouti, 2015; Specht et al., 2016; Tsakiridou & 

Polyzopoulou, 2014). No significant differences were noted between male and female teachers 

on their PSE towards inclusive education in teaching SWDs (Loreman et al., 2013; Tejeda-

Delgado, 2009), consistent with the result of this study. Even though the teachers in the state of 

Georgia have concerns regarding common planning time, inadequate resources for their 

classrooms, and inadequate support from the school administration, both male and female 

teachers show almost equal PSE towards the implementation of inclusive practices in their 
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classrooms. However, it should be noted that 82.9% of the participants in this study were female, 

whereas 17.1% were males. The skew towards females over males presents a limitation in 

generalizing males’ PSE in implementing inclusive practices.  

RQ 2. “Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s age predict their sense of PSE in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP?” 

A multiple hierarchical linear regression analysis addressed this research question. It 

tested the null hypothesis that K-12 classroom teachers’ age does not predict their sense of PSE 

in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP. The total adjusted R
2  

for 

the independent variables of gender and age was 0.009. The lack of statistical significance 

indicates that age does not predict PSE. Thus, there is not enough evidence to reject the null 

hypothesis. The addition of age explained 0.9 % of the variance in self-efficacy. This study's lack 

of predictive relationship between age and PSE contradicts previous studies showing a 

relationship between teachers’ age and their PSE towards inclusive teaching practices. Some 

research evidence suggests that younger teachers tend to take more courses in special education, 

update themselves with training, and have increased PSE towards the inclusion of SWDs in their 

classrooms (e.g., Asres, 2019; Forlin et al., 2008; Hwang & Evans, 2011; Monsen et al., 2014; 

Salovitta, 2020; Smith, 2000). The lack of a significant predictive relationship between teachers’ 

age and their PSE could be because, in the state of Georgia, the school district provides in-

service teacher training on effective instructional inclusive teaching practices to all of its 

teachers.   

RQ 3. “Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s educational qualifications/level predict their 

sense of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP?” 



99 

 

 

A multiple hierarchical linear regression analysis addressed this research question. It 

tested the null hypothesis that K-12 classroom teacher’s educational qualifications/level does not 

predict their sense of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the 

TEIP.  The total adjusted R
2 
for the independent variables of gender, age, and educational 

qualifications was 0.028. The lack of statistical significance indicates that the addition of 

teachers’ educational qualifications/level did not predict the PSE. Thus, there is not enough 

evidence to reject the null hypothesis. The addition of educational qualifications/level explained 

1.90 % of the variance in self-efficacy. While not statistically significant, participants with a 

higher education level tended to have slightly greater PSE than those with less education (e.g., 

Bachelor’s vs. Doctorate). Despite the findings related to the educational qualifications variable, 

research evidence suggests there is a positive correlation between teachers’ higher level of 

education and their PSE towards implementing inclusive teaching practices (e.g., Chu & Garcia, 

2014; Dixon et al., 2014; Guo et al., 2010; Kraska & Boyle, 2014; Kim, 2011; Lancaster & Bain, 

2007; Sharma & Sokal, 2015).  

This study’s findings indicate that teachers with graduate degrees reported being slightly 

more confident in their preparedness to teach SWDs in inclusive education than teachers with 

undergraduate degrees. It was expected that teachers with a higher level of education would have 

more knowledge of legislation and policies, increased knowledge to work with SWDs, and are 

better prepared to implement inclusive teaching practices. However, the findings of this study 

did not show that there was a significant relationship between teachers’ level of education and 

PSE scores. This study’s findings between the level of education and PSE aligns with the work 

of Alnahdi and Schwab (2021), who postulated that the level of teachers’ education does not 

significantly predict teachers’ PSE towards implementing inclusive teaching practices.  
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RQ 4. “Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s years of teaching experience predict their sense 

of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP?” 

A multiple hierarchical linear regression analysis addressed this research question. It 

tested the null hypothesis that K-12 classroom teacher’s years of teaching experience does not 

predict their sense of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the 

TEIP. The total adjusted R
2  

for the independent variables of gender, age, educational 

qualifications, and experience was 0.058. The lack of statistical significance indicates that adding 

teachers’ years of teaching experience did not predict the PSE. Thus, there is not enough 

evidence to reject the null hypothesis. The addition of years of teaching experience explained 

2.90 % of the variance in self-efficacy. The findings of Dimopoulou (2014) and Guo et al. (2010) 

similarly found a lack of statistically significant relationship between years of teaching 

experience and teachers’ PSE, similar to the result of this study. However, the result of this study 

also contradicts previous investigations into the relationship between these variables. For 

example, evidence points to a positive relationship between years of teaching experience and 

teachers’ PSE (e.g., Allinder, 1994; Everett, 2017; Mitchell & Hedge, 2007; Ruble et al., 2011; 

Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2017; Yada et al., 2018; Yada & Savolainen, 2017). Moreover, mastery 

teaching experiences and vicarious learning may also improve teachers’ PSE (Sharma & Nuttal, 

2016; Sharma et al., 2021). The findings of this research suggest that teachers with increased 

mastery teaching experiences and more opportunity for learning from others (vicarious learning) 

may show an increased PSE in teaching SWDs. If the teachers successfully implement inclusive 

teaching practices, they tend to be more confident in teaching SWDs. To improve teachers’ PSE, 

the schools should give more opportunities to learn and collaborate by observing each other's 
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work. Teachers may need to discuss and reflect on their past performance working with SWDs in 

inclusive classrooms.   

RQ 5. “Does a K-12 classroom teacher’s level of concerns predict their sense of PSE in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the CIES and the TEIP?” 

A multiple hierarchical linear regression analysis addressed this research question. It 

tested the null hypothesis that K-12 classroom teacher’s level of concerns does not predict their 

sense of PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices, as measured by the TEIP. The total 

adjusted R
2  

for the independent variables of gender, age, educational qualifications, experience, 

and concerns was 0.216. The presence of statistical significance indicates that the teacher’s level 

of concerns did predict the PSE. Thus, there is enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis. The 

addition of the teacher’s level of concerns explained 15.80 % of the variance in self-efficacy. 

The findings suggest that teachers’ concerns are an important variable explaining teachers’ PSE 

and are consistent with studies mentioned in the literature review (e.g., Kormos & Nijakowska, 

2017; Kuyini et al., 2020; Sharma et al., 2012; Sharma et al., 2018).  

Teachers with lower concerns show greater PSE towards implementing inclusive 

practices and are more willing to teach SWDs in their classrooms effectively, consistent with the 

research evidence (e.g., Forlin et al., 2014; Savolainen et al.,2020; Sharma et al., 2012). The 

higher the teachers’ PSE, the less they experience stress, are more able to handle classroom 

workload, with less burnout, and effectively teach SWD’s meeting their learning needs (Boujut 

et al., 2017; Brunsting et al., 2014; Gaudreu et al., 2012; Ruble et al., 2011). Teachers’ lower 

concerns are associated with greater confidence to deal with increased stress levels, workload, 

and behavioral challenges of SWDs in inclusive settings (Savolainen et al., 2012; Zee & 

Koomen, 2016). Teachers’ concerns score (i.e., Mean = 2.01) from the current study showed that 
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teachers were somewhat concerned about implementing inclusive teaching practices in their 

classrooms. To improve self-efficacy and reduce concerns, previous research studies have 

recommended districts provide more intensive, ongoing professional training programs on 

effective and inclusive teaching practices that may help to address teachers’ concerns so that they 

may help improve the learning experiences of SWDs as evidenced by students meeting their IEP 

goals (Acedo, 2011; Opiyo, 2019; Sharma et al., 2008; Sokal & Sharma, 2014; Swain et al., 

2021). The results of this study corroborate the need to form professional training programs 

addressing teachers’ concerns to implement inclusive teaching practices in teaching SWDs in K-

12 classrooms.  

Implications  

Students with disabilities (SWDs) are increasingly enrolled in general education settings 

in public schools across the United States (McLeskey et al., 2012; NCES, 2019). With these 

increasing numbers, K-12 classroom teachers may show concerns about knowing what 

instructional practices to implement with SWDs to ensure they are included and meet their IEP 

goals in the general classroom (Chataika et al., 2017; Sharma & Nuttal, 2016; Woodcock & 

Woolfson, 2019). Meeting the legislative and policy initiative, all students should participate in 

statewide assessments, and teachers are required to promote the progress of SWDs in the general 

curriculum (Cushing et al., 2005). Even with teachers' increasing knowledge and skill diversity, 

they must still teach all students effectively (Clarke et al., 2016; Kiel et al., 2019; Sinclair et al., 

2018). SWDs improve their academic, social, and behavioral skills when taught in inclusive 

settings (Bakken, 2016; McLeskey et al., 2018; Vitalaki et al., 2018). The findings from previous 

research studies indicate that teachers lack the skills to teach in inclusion settings effectively to 

appropriately meet the needs of SWDs (Kirby, 2017; Kuyini et al., 2018; Lin & Lin, 2015; 
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Williamson et al., 2020). There is a need to study teachers’ concerns and their PSE in K-12 

classrooms to help students learn since the more efficacious the teachers are in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices, students show growth in their learning (Chao et al., 2018; Kiel et al., 

2019; Mohamed Emam & Al-Mahdy, 2020; Sharma et al., 2012; Wilson et al., 2020).  

The findings of this study support Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, which is rooted in the 

social cognitive theory (1977, 1986). In this model, behavior, cognitive, and environmental 

events all interact bidirectionally to influence each other (Bandura, 1988). A teacher’s 

competency requires skills and self-belief in one’s capability to use those skills adequately. 

Individuals with a higher sense of PSE may commit to a task and successfully handle difficult 

situations. At the same time, those with low self-efficacy often feel stressed and see these 

situations as threats (Bandura, 1977). Teachers' concerns and PSE play an important role in 

implementing inclusive teaching practices in inclusion classrooms (Montgomery & Mirenda, 

2014; Ozokcu, 2018). Classroom teachers’ concerns may be addressed by modeling and 

developing competencies through appropriate professional training programs based on efficient, 

inclusive teaching practices. The findings from this study present valuable information and 

recommendations for improving teacher training programs to address teachers’ concerns in 

inclusive settings.  

Teacher training programs may center on training teachers on how to support SWDs in 

inclusive classroom settings based on teachers’ concerns in inclusive classrooms. Special 

education and general education teachers will benefit from the training programs that include 

specific courses to improve inclusive teaching practices in teaching SWDs in inclusive 

classrooms (Crispel & Kasperski, 2019; Sokal & Sharma, 2017). These results may be useful for 

the school districts and help target professional development programs to address teachers’ 
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concerns about teaching students in inclusive settings. Developing training programs for teachers 

based on pedagogical best practices will help successfully teach students in inclusive settings. 

Teachers with low PSE need to be identified and supported by the school districts through 

special training focused on evidence-based inclusive teaching practices.  

This study is one of the first in the state of Georgia that examine the predictive 

relationship between teacher demographic variables and concerns and a PSE outcome criterion 

related to implementing inclusive teaching practices in K-12 classrooms. To improve students 

learning in inclusive settings, teachers need a high sense of PSE and competence, which can be 

improved when their concerns are addressed (Forlin et al., 2013; Sharma et al., 2012). Many 

teachers with a high sense of PSE strongly believe in their students and provide extra support to 

teach them (Bandura, 1977; Kosko & Wilkins, 2009). A decrease in teachers’ concerns will 

support teachers’ willingness to implement evidence-based inclusive practices (Forlin et al., 

2011; Sokal & Sharma, 2014; Sharma et al., 2018). Teachers who possess greater instructional 

self-efficacy tend to exclude fewer students with challenging behaviors. Teachers with strong 

PSE show lower burnout, better planning and organization, increased persistence in working 

with struggling students, and openness to new ideas (Allinder, 1994; Aloe et al., 2014; Brunsting 

et al., 2014; Kosko & Wilkins, 2009; Sarıçam & Sakiz, 2014; Stein & Wang, 1988). Based on 

the findings of this research study, SWDs are likely to get effective instruction from teachers 

who have significantly less concern about inclusive teaching practices.  

Previous studies suggest implementing inclusive practices based on strategies, such as 

collaborative problem solving, heterogeneous grouping, cooperative learning, effective teaching, 

data-driven assessment for learning, and universal design of learning (see, for example, Ainscow, 

2020; Basham et al., 2020; Finkelstein et al., 2021; Jordan, 2018; Salend, 2016; Stehle & Peters-
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Burton, 2019). Some of the barriers to successful inclusion of SWDs include teachers who show 

concerns related to inadequate support from school administrators, lack of common planning and 

instructional time, increase in class size, and meeting the needs of everyone (Bhatnagar & Das, 

2014; Brydges & Mkandawire, 2015; McLeskey et al., 2014; Woodcock & Woolfson, 2019). 

With more professional development programs geared toward the teachers’ concerns, schools 

could enhance teachers’ efficacy by improving the inclusion of effective instructions, which 

sometimes becomes difficult in general education classrooms (Crispel & Kasperski, 2019; 

Kauffman et al., 2018; Kauffman, 2020; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2007). State 

education agencies should continue to assist local school districts with resources for their 

professional learning opportunities in inclusive practices and efficient teaching strategies so that 

SWDs have access to appropriate educational programs.  

Limitations 

 There are several limitations to this study. One limitation is the disparity in male 

participants compared to female participants, as male participants are underrepresented in this 

study. In this study, there were more female participants (n=109) than male participants (n=21). 

In the state of Georgia, for example, out of 119,492 teachers, 79.6% of the teachers' workforce 

are female, and 20.4% are male (Pelfrey & Flamini, 2020). Given that there are more women in 

the field of education/teaching than men, this could have contributed to self-selection/volunteer 

bias in this study, especially if women might have stronger opinions/concerns about working 

with SWDs than men. Evidence related to rates of volunteering does suggest that there are 

gender differences between men and women in which, across all age groups, women tend to 

volunteer for events, roles, organizations, and research significantly more than men (see, for 

example, Wilson, 2000; Wymer, 2011). With a large proportion of female participants in this 
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study compared to men, the results may not be generalized to male teachers. The participants for 

this study were invited via email. Those who elected to respond to the survey may have provided 

an extreme range of responses, including positive and negative, which may have influenced the 

results. This study used a non-experimental predictive correlational design to identify the 

relationship between dependent and independent variables. However, the findings do not indicate 

the cause-and-effect relationship, may lack internal/ external validity, and do not provide a 

conclusive reason for a correlation between two variables (Gall et al., 2007; Queirós et al., 2017; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2008). This study did not find a statistically significant relationship 

between teachers’ gender, age, level of education, years of teaching experience, and PSE. 

However, it is still possible a different study may find a significant relationship between these 

variables and better explain teachers’ self-efficacy towards inclusive teaching practices.  The 

teachers’ responses to a survey could be biased or untruthful as it includes self-reported 

responses. It is assumed that the teacher participants were honest with their responses when 

completing the survey. The participant scores obtained on the two survey instruments may lack 

temporal stability over time (i.e., test-retest reliability); there was no opportunity to examine how 

stable teachers’ concerns and self-efficacy are over time and how that may affect the overall 

predictive model.  

This research study was limited to only a small geographical region in the state of 

Georgia, which does not provide an overall representation for the United States. Though 

inferences can be made from the results of this study to other states, this study is specific to 

teacher participants teaching in the state of Georgia with 1 and more years of teaching 

experience. This study may be replicated to include different teacher participants from different 

districts, regions, states, and countries. This study used a Likert scale which may be a limiting 
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factor, as many participants may avoid selecting the extreme measures “strongly disagree” and 

“strongly agree” and prefer to choose the middle measure like “agree” and “disagree” to look 

more socially desirable, which may mask the true perceptions/feelings of the participants 

(Theofanidis & Fountouki, 2018). Another limitation in this study may be the threats to construct 

validity in survey instruments based on inclusive practices. There has been inconsistency in how 

inclusion and inclusive practices are defined and viewed from various perspectives.  

Since the data was collected during the COVID-19 pandemic of 2021, there is a possibility that 

the stressors and preventive measures that resulted from the COVID-19 pandemic may have 

affected the data. COVID-19 pandemic may have increased teachers' stress and workload, 

affecting teachers’ concerns and PSE towards inclusive teaching practices. Therefore, scores 

reported on CIES and TEIP instruments may differ outside the pandemic. Results from this study 

do not account for teachers at the schools who chose not to participate due to district research 

policies that prohibited participation or schools who chose not to participate for other reasons. 

The response rate for this study remained low as the survey was sent via email with a follow-up 

reminder. The non-response bias of males needs to be considered when interpreting and 

generalizing the results of this research.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

Based on this research and the literature review findings, future studies are recommended 

to understand further the predictive relationships between teachers’ demographics, concerns, and 

PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices. Future research studies must evaluate the 

current classroom dynamics in inclusive settings to improve teacher training programs to equip 

teachers with good quality teaching practices and reduce teacher concerns to teach SWDs 

effectively. Other researchers should replicate this study to expand on its findings in the future 
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with a large number of samples (including more male participants) and in other states in the 

United States. The analysis of this research is only based on submitted responses from teachers 

who volunteered to participate and may not be generalized to all the teachers in the U.S. A larger 

sample size with balanced gender participation in future studies may result in more 

effective/insightful statements about generalization. This study may be replicated and analyzed 

to identify how the variables are predicted within the subgroups relative to one another 

(educators with 0-15 years vs. 16-31+ years or by elementary, middle, and high school) and in 

different school types (private and charter schools). Since the findings of this study revealed 

teachers' concerns as the contributing factor for the variation in PSE, future research studies 

could investigate a closer relationship between teachers’ concerns and PSE. To ensure construct 

validity and reliability in future studies, the data should be collected in a large and appropriately 

representative sample or the target population. A longitudinal study may help to capture how 

predictions between demographic variables, teachers’ concerns, and self-efficacy change over 

time. The number of professional development training teachers received in their district should 

be considered as a demographic variable in future studies. Future research is commended for 

exploring other stakeholders (e.g., principals, administrators, leaders, parents) on their concerns 

and PSE towards inclusive teaching practices in instructing SWDs in inclusion classrooms.  

Different research methods, instruments, and research designs would give different 

results and broaden the understanding of how teachers’ concerns impact PSE in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices. Mixed methods or qualitative research should be undertaken to 

understand better teachers’ concerns and PSE in implementing inclusive teaching practices and 

how they handle and feel the challenging situations when teaching SWDs in inclusive classroom 

settings. Further research in understanding teachers' concerns and their PSE towards inclusive 
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teaching practices will support and improve the inclusive education classrooms and ensure the 

success of every student, including SWDs. Future research needs to identify how much 

professional development training teachers may need to reduce their concerns and increase PSE 

towards inclusive teaching practices. Despite the limitations, the findings of this study offer an 

understanding of teachers’ concerns, demographic variables (gender, age, educational 

qualifications, and years of teaching experience), and their PSE in implementing inclusive 

teaching practices to instruct SWDs in inclusion classrooms.   

Summary  

This quantitative correlational research investigated the predictive relationship between 

K-12 classroom teachers' concerns, demographic characteristics (age, gender, educational 

qualifications, and years of teaching experience), and their PSE in implementing inclusive 

teaching practices to instruct SWDs. The data gathered for this study came from K-12 classroom 

teachers with one or more years of teaching experience teaching in the public school system in 

the state of Georgia. The findings of this study indicated that there was not a significant 

relationship between gender, age, educational qualifications, experience, and self-efficacy. 

Statistically, a significant inverse association was found between teacher concerns and PSE. 

K-12 classroom teachers are an important part of implementing inclusive teaching 

practices to instruct SWDs in inclusion classrooms. Lower teachers’ concerns and higher PSE 

towards inclusive teaching practices are imperative for improving the learning of SWDs in 

inclusion classrooms (Forlin et al., 2014; Kiel et al., 2019; Malinen et al., 2012; Sharma et al., 

2012; Sharma & Nuttal, 2016; Sharma & Sokal, 2016). The findings of this study acknowledge 

the central role of teachers in delivering inclusive teaching practices to instruct SWDs. Teachers 

may have higher concerns about the successful implementation of inclusive teaching practices. 
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Since the findings of this study identify a significant negative relationship between teachers' 

concerns and their PSE, it is important to assess these constructs and develop programs to reduce 

the concerns. Previous research studies have corroborated that teachers may show concerns, such 

as lack of support from administrators, inadequate resources, increased workload, lack of 

adequate teacher training, difficulty in managing students' behavior, increased class size, lack of 

planning time, and decline in teaching quality (Ashan et al., 2012; Brydges & Mkandawire, 

2016; Kiel et al., 2019; Klibthong & Agbenyega, 2020; Woodcock & Woolfson, 2019; Yu, 

2019).  

This study's result may add to the small body of literature highlighting the need for more 

research on how teachers’ concerns, demographic characteristics, and PSE in implementing 

inclusive teaching practices are integral to effective teaching pedagogy. Teachers may show 

higher concerns to appropriately instruct all students and effectively meet the needs of SWDs in 

inclusive classrooms. In conclusion, the review of the literature and this study’s findings indicate 

that teachers need professional development training programs based on their concerns and PSE 

towards inclusive teaching practices to instruct SWDs in inclusive classrooms. For the success of 

SWDs in inclusive classrooms, the school district may need to focus on increasing teachers' PSE 

towards inclusive teaching practices, such as co-teaching, teacher-collaboration, peer tutoring, 

cooperative learning, differentiated instruction, and the principles of UDL (Bešić et al., 2017; 

Coubergs et al., 2017; Deshmukh, 2017; Kirby, 2017; Parsons et al., 2018; Strogilos, 2018; 

Tomlinson et al., 2003; Walton et al., 2022).  

A better understanding of teachers’ concerns and PSE toward inclusive teaching practices 

could help school districts focus their training and support to benefit K-12 classrooms and 

positively impact students’ learning. Teachers with reduced concerns and a high sense of PSE 
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may provide necessary supports and services to SWDs in general education classrooms and 

effectively implement inclusive teaching practices, thus reducing the need for separate 

placements (Forlin et al., 2014; Malinen et al., 2012; Sharma et al., 2012; Sharma & Sokal, 

2016). Understanding teachers' concerns and their PSE towards inclusive teaching practices to 

instruct SWDs will assist in the overall success of inclusion. The findings of this study highlight 

the need for teachers to implement effective teaching practices in inclusive settings. There is a 

need to improve teacher training and provide teachers with the instructional teaching practices to 

instruct all students, including SWDs. The findings show that the less concerns teachers have, 

the greater efficacy teachers show in implementing inclusive teaching practices in inclusion 

classrooms.  
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APPENDIX C 

A SURVEY OF TEACHERS' SELF-EFFICACY BELIEFS TOWARD 

AND CONCERNS ABOUT INCLUSIVE EDUCATION 

Demographic Information 

 

Please respond to the following items by writing the number on the line or by ticking the box as 

indicated.    

A. I am a:   1: Male      2: Female      ______  

B. My age is… 

C. What is your highest level of education completed?    ______ 

1. Bachelor’s degree         2.     Master’s degree        3. Specialist Degree 

4. Doctorate Degree          5. Other (Specify_____________) 

D. Do you have a certification in teaching?   

1. Certificate in 

Advanced Graduate 

Studies 

2. Board Certified 

Behavior Analyst  

3. Certificate in Special      

Education 

4. Other (Specify) 

 

 

E. How many years of teaching experience do you have in general and in working with 

SWDs? 

1. 1 to 11 months      2. 1 to 5 years       3. 6 to 10 years  

4. 11 to 15 years          5. 16 to 20 years   6. 21 to 25 years 

7. 26 to 30 years          8. 31 to 35 years    9. 36 to 40 years    

10. 41 to 45 years  

F. I have a family member(s) and/or a close friend with a documented disability? 

1. Family member      Yes _____ No _____ 

2. Close friend             Yes _____ No _____ 

3. Other (specify _____________)                 Yes _____ No _____. 

G. I have undertaken preservice and/or in-service training focusing on the education of SWDs. 
1. Yes ____        please specify ____________  ______ 

2. No ____       

H. My knowledge of federal and state laws or policies related to SWDs is: 

1. Very good   ______      

2. Good           ______ 

3. Average      ______ 

4. Poor             ______     

5. Nil               ______. 

I. My level of confidence in teaching SWDs in the general education classroom is: 
1. Very High    ______      

2. High             ______ 

3. Average       ______      
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4. Low              ______      

5. Very Low     ______ 

 

J. If you indicated that your level of confidence in teaching SWDs is low or very low, what 

kind of training (or what content) could improve it? 

 

1. _____________________________________________________ 

 

2. _____________________________________________________ 

 

3. ______________________________________________________ 

 

K. Have you used the co-teaching model in teaching SWDs in inclusive general education 

classroom settings? If yes, what model have you used?     

1.  Parallel Teaching         Yes______No_____     

2. Station Teaching  Yes______No_____     

3. Alternative Teaching Yes______No_____      

4. Team Teaching     Yes______No_____ 

5. I don’t know  Yes______No_____ 

6. No, I have not used coteaching model. __________     

L. I am teaching in  

1. Elementary school 

2. Middle school 

3. High school 

M. I teach in grade ____________ 

 

N. Please describe what things at your school or in your classroom helps or makes it easy to 

deliver instruction to meet the educational needs of SWDs. 
1. _____________________________________________________ 

 

2. _____________________________________________________ 

 

3. ______________________________________________________ 

 

O. Please describe what things at your school or in your classroom tend to hinder or impede 

the successful inclusion and instruction of SWDs. 
1. _____________________________________________________ 

 

2. _____________________________________________________ 

 

3. ______________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX D 

PART 3: 

Concerns about Inclusive Education 

 

Inclusive education is one form of educational provision that may be made for SWDs within the school 

system. In the context of your expectations regarding the school situation and/or your personal 

experiences, indicate whether any of the following items will be a concern to you if a student with a 

disability was included in your class/school.  

INSTRUCTIONS 

Please indicate your level of concern by circling the most appropriate number that applies to 

you. 

4 3 2 1 

Extremely 

Concerned 

Very  

Concerned 

A Little  

Concerned 

Not at All  

Concerned 

  

1.  I will not or do not have enough time to develop/redesign lesson plans for 

SWDs. 

4        3        2          1 

 

 

2.  It will be or is difficult to maintain discipline in class because of the 

presence of SWDs. 

4        3        2          1 

 

 

3.   I do not have the specialized knowledge and skills required to teach 

SWDs. 

4        3        2          1 

 

4.  I will have or already have to do additional paperwork and meetings 

related to SWDs.   

4        3        2          1 

 

 

5.  SWDs are not or will not be accepted by students without disabilities. 4        3        2          1 

 

6.   Parents of children without disabilities do not or may not like the idea 

of placing their children in the same classroom with SWDs 

 

4        3        2          1 

7.  My school does not or will not have enough resources/support for 

implementing inclusion successfully across school settings. 

4        3        2          1 

 

 

8.   There will be or is inadequate para-professional staff available to support 

SWDs in my classroom.  

4        3        2          1 

 

 

9.   I will not/do not receive adequate in-service training or professional 

development to know how to work with SWDs more effectively.           

4        3        2          1 

 

 

10. My workload will/did increase because of having SWDs in my 

classroom. 

 

4        3        2          1 

11. Other school staff members will be or are already stressed about teaching 

SWDs in their classroom. 

 

4        3        2          1 
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12. My school will/does not have difficulty in accommodating students with 

various types of disabilities because of inappropriate infrastructure (for 

e.g., architectural/environmental barriers). 

4        3        2          1 

 

 

 

13. There is or will be inadequate supplementary aid/services or resources 

available to support inclusion for SWDs. 

4        3        2          1 

 

 

14. My school does not or will not have adequate special education 

instructional materials and teaching aids (e.g., Braille, communication 

boards, FM auditory devices, screen readers, etc.).  

 

4        3        2          1 

 

15. The overall academic standards of the classroom will suffer or is 

currently suffering.   

 

4        3        2          1 

16. My performance/ effectiveness as a classroom teacher will decline or is 

declining. 

 

4        3        2          1 

17. The academic achievement of students without disabilities will be 

affected or is being affected.  

 

4        3        2          1 

18. It will be or is currently difficult to give equal instructional attention to 

all students in an inclusive classroom. 

 

4        3        2          1 

19. I will not be or currently am not able to cope with students with a 

disability who do not have adequate self-care skills (e.g., students who 

are not toilet trained). 

 

4        3        2          1 

20. There is or will be inadequate administrative support to 

implement  inclusive education successfully. 

 

4        3        2          1 

21. The inclusion of a student with a disability in my class will lead or is 

leading to a higher degree of anxiety and stress in me. 

 

22.  I will not be or am not able to cope with students with 

emotional/behavioral disorders or autism who have disruptive 

behaviors 

 

23. There will be or is inadequate special education and/or school 

psychologist support for addressing behavioral concerns in my 

classroom. 

4        3        2          1 

 

 

4        3        2          1 

 

 

4        3        2          1 

 

 

Other comments about Inclusive Education 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX E 

Part 4: 

Self-efficacy in Implementing Inclusive Practices Scale 

This survey is designed to help us understand the nature of factors influencing the success of 

routine classroom activities in creating an inclusive classroom environment. 

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

Please attempt to answer each question 

1 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2 

Disagree 

3 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

4 

Agree 

Somewhat 

5 

Agree 

6 

Strongly 

agree 

 

  SD   D   DS  AS   A   SA 

1 

I can use a variety of academic assessment strategies (e.g., 

portfolio assessment, modified tests, performance-based 

assessments, curriculum-based assessments, etc.) to help 

monitor SWD's progress through the curriculum.  

 1    2    3    4    5    6 

2 
I am able to provide an alternate explanation or instructional 

example when students are confused. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

3 I am confident in designing learning tasks (e.g., 

differentiating the instructions, universal design for learning, 

collaborative instructions, etc.) so that the individual needs 

of SWDs are accommodated. 

1    2    3    4    5    6 

4 
I can accurately gauge student comprehension of what I have 

taught. 
 1    2    3    4    5    6 

5 
I can provide appropriate challenges for very capable 

students. 
 1    2    3    4    5    6 

6 
I am confident in my ability to get students to effectively 

work together in pairs or in small groups.  
 1    2    3    4    5    6 

7 
I am confident in my ability to prevent disruptive behavior in 

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

8 I can control disruptive behavior in the classroom. 1    2    3    4    5    6 

9 

I can use functional behavioral assessment as a way to 

collect information about what may be triggering and 

maintaining a SWD’s problem behavior. 

1    2    3    4    5    6 

10 
I can assist or consult with other teachers on how to conduct 

a functional behavioral assessment. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

11 
I am confident in taking information from a functional 

behavioral assessment to develop a behavior support plan. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

12 
I am able to calm a student who is emotionally upset or 

anxious. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

13  I am able to get SWDs to follow classroom rules. 1    2    3    4    5    6 

14 
 I am confident when dealing with students who are 

physically/verbally aggressive. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 
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15 
 I can make my expectations about positive behavior clear to 

students. 
1    2    3    4    5    6  

16 
 I can assist/consult with families in helping their children do 

well in school. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

17  I can improve the learning of a student who is failing. 1    2    3    4    5    6  

18 
I am able to work jointly with other professionals and staff 

(e.g., aides, other teachers) to teach SWDs in the classroom. 
  1    2    3    4    5    6  

19 
I am confident in my ability to get parents involved in 

school activities of their children with disabilities. 
  1    2    3    4    5    6   

20 

I can make parents feel comfortable coming to school to 

attend meetings, such as parent-teacher conferences, and 

parent training programs.  

  1    2    3    4    5    6   

21 

I can collaborate effectively with other professionals 

(e.g., speech/language pathologists, school psychologists, 

counselors, and related service providers) in designing 

educational and/or behavioral plans for SWDs. 

1    2    3    4    5    6   

22 

Concerning the placement of SWDs in inclusive settings, I 

am confident in my legal knowledge/understanding of 

IDEA’s free appropriate public education in the least 

restrictive environment requirement and can 

accurately  inform others who know little about it. 

1    2    3    4    5    6 

23 

I am confident in knowing what accommodations or 

modifications need to be made to district- or state-wide 

assessments to help SWDs fully participate. 

1    2    3    4    5    6  

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    


