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ABSTRACT 

Special Education Preschool Teachers’ Perspectives, Attitudes, and Self-Efficacy 

Towards Inclusive Education 

by Mieke Kramer Tavares 

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to investigate the perspectives of special 

education preschool teachers in California regarding the inclusion of children with 

disabilities in general education preschool classrooms. Furthermore, the study examined 

the self-evaluation of these teachers regarding their abilities to support children with 

disabilities in general education classrooms. Last, the study aimed to identify additional 

factors that impact the attitudes of teachers towards including children with disabilities in 

general education preschool classrooms. 

Methodology: A mixed methods nonexperimental descriptive, sequential, convergent 

research design was employed. Data collection tools included surveys (quantitative) and 

interviews (qualitative). In Phase 1, dependent variables were measured using Likert 

scales, and independent variables such as demographics were collected via a short 

questionnaire. In Phase 2 semistructured interviews were conducted. Methodological 

triangulation was used for data analysis.  

Findings: Special education preschool teachers showed moderately positive attitudes 

towards inclusion, recognizing its social benefits but expressing concerns about full 

inclusion and current practices. They reported moderate to high confidence in supporting 

students in general education settings, contingent on available resources and support. No 

significant relationship between self-efficacy and attitudes was found. Qualitative 

analysis revealed 13 key factors influencing attitudes and self-efficacy. 
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Conclusions: The results of this study underscore the multifaceted nature of attitudes and 

self-efficacy in inclusive education. To improve teaching efficacy and attitudes towards 

inclusion among special education preschool teachers, the following key actions are 

necessary: (a) maintain a continuum of placement options and flexible service delivery 

models and employ an individualized approach to inclusion to ensure that diverse student 

needs are met; (b) enhance resource availability and support systems, including targeted 

and ongoing professional development on inclusive practices, collaboration time, lower 

teacher-student ratio, and highly trained paraprofessionals; (c) increase funding to 

support effective and meaningful inclusive education; and (d) promote inclusive mindsets 

and foster a culture of mutual respect and shared philosophies between general and 

special education staff. 

Recommendations: Twelve suggestions for future research are made to further explore 

these issues. In addition, educational leaders should investigate context-specific 

mediating variables that affect self-efficacy and attitudes towards inclusion to identify 

effective strategies for enhancing inclusive education practices. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

There has been a global and national paradigm shift that emphasizes the 

importance of inclusion and belonging. Adopted by the United Nations General 

Assembly in New York on December 13, 2006, the Convention on the Rights of Persons 

with Disabilities (CRPD) considers inclusion as a fundamental human right and aims to 

ensure that all persons with disabilities across the globe enjoy human rights and freedoms 

on an equal basis with others (United Nations, 2007). Article 24 emphasizes the 

elimination of barriers and the provision of support to foster an inclusive and equitable 

education system for persons with disabilities. To date, 185 of the 193 member states of 

the United Nations, including the United States, have signed the United Nations’ CRPD 

(United Nations, n.d.).  

Inclusive education typically refers to an educational practice that includes those 

students previously at risk of being excluded or marginalized due to a disability. But 

being a complex construct, the definitions of inclusive education vary around the world 

(Rapp & Corral-Granados, 2021). The United Nations Educational, Scientific and 

Cultural Organization (UNESCO, 2005) purports that inclusive education ensures the full 

participation of all children within their community and society. An essential strand of 

the international policy agenda of UNESCO’s International Board of Education stresses 

the importance of removing barriers that prevent children with disabilities to attend 

school along with their typically developing peers (Ydo, 2020). This involves providing 

modifications of learning content as well as accommodations to address the diverse needs 

of every learner, particularly those who have historically been marginalized (UNESCO, 

2005). The term inclusive education in the United States refers to students with 
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disabilities being educated alongside their typically developing peers (Humphrey et al., 

2020). 

The origins of inclusive education in the United States can be traced back to the 

civil rights era in the 1950s. After the seminal decision in Brown v. Board of Education 

(1954), parents of children with disabilities capitalized on the momentum of the civil 

rights movement and the court’s unanimous decision that “in the field of public education 

the doctrine of separate but equal has no place” and that all children should be included in 

the public education system (Yell, 2019, para. 7). The concept of inclusion within special 

education was further developed when, in 1986, the Department of Education made way 

for the Regular Education Initiative (REI), a movement that advocated for one 

educational system rather than two separate systems, namely general education and 

special education (Will, 1986). However, it was not until 1994 that inclusion became a 

global term referring to the integration of children with disabilities through the creation 

of inclusive schools (Francisco et al., 2020).  

First considered as simply providing free education to students with disabilities, 

inclusion as an educational concept in today’s educational milieu is largely understood as 

educating students with disabilities in the general education settings (Francisco et al., 

2020). What inclusion looks like in practice can vary greatly depending on the 

philosophical pedagogy of a country, a state, or a district, or even on the type of disability 

a student has. The U.S. Department of Education defines inclusion as the provision of 

education to students with disabilities within the general education environment more 

than 80% of the instructional day, while the Office of Education emphasizes the 

provision of aids and supports needed to facilitate placement within the general education 
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environment (Humphrey et al., 2020; National Council on Disability, 2018; U.S. 

Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services 

[OSERS], Office of Special Education Programs [OSEP], 2019).  

Students in inclusive classrooms achieve at higher levels than students excluded 

from inclusive opportunities. This is true not only for the special needs child, but also for 

the typically developing child (Jung et al., 2019; Obiakor et al., 2019). The Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 2004, as well as state and federally funded 

early childhood programs has recommended that services for special needs children 

should be delivered in general education settings to the maximum extent possible 

(Bateman & Cline, 2016). Nevertheless, the U.S. Department of Education found that 

from 1985 to 2012, the percentage of special needs preschool students receiving services 

in the general education setting increased less than 6% (Barton & Smith, 2015). A more 

concerning statistic is that inclusion practices in preschool settings in California are 

currently in a downward trend. Since 2017, the percentage of preschool students with 

special needs who receive the majority of instruction in a regular early education 

preschool program has declined by 44% (Nguyen et al., 2021). 

The literature is replete with studies on the inclusion barriers experienced by 

general education teachers and has shown that general education teachers’ attitudes 

towards inclusion greatly affect the successful implementation of inclusive programs. 

However, there are few studies that have explored attitudes and perceptions of special 

education teachers towards inclusion (Cochran, 1997; Harkins & Fletcher, 2015). The 

focus of this study was to explore the special education preschool teacher’s attitudes 

towards inclusion, the belief of their ability to support the general education teacher, and 
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the impact these attitudes and beliefs have on recommendations related to placement in a 

general education setting. 

Background 

The evolution of special education in the United States, global and national 

inclusion movements, and special education policy and best practices provide the context 

in which attitudes towards inclusion were explored. Starting with the global 

understanding of inclusion, and a brief historical overview of inclusive education in the 

United States, research on barriers to inclusion and how they relate to attitudes were 

reviewed. Guided by theoretical frameworks through which the relationship between 

attitudes and behavior are explored, research on measuring attitudes and self-efficacy is 

presented. 

Theory of Inclusion 

Inclusion is the act of including or the state of being included (Barnhart & 

Steinmetz, 2006). It can include elements or ideas that indicate a state of being included. 

Inclusion comes from the Latin word inclusionem, which means confinement or to shut 

something in materially. European scholars frequently cite Niklas Luhmann, a German 

philosopher and theoretical pioneer of the 20th century, to fully understand the concept of 

inclusion and what it means in specific contexts. Believing that exclusion is the precursor 

of the concept of inclusion, Luhmann was fundamental in creating the social systems 

theory (Schirmer & Michailakis, 2015). In the Luhmannian approach, exclusion is 

defined within a complex and highly dynamic communication process that systematically 

excluded those considered irrelevant to the system, and the theory emphasizes the 

interconnectedness and interdependence of individuals and groups within society. 
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Globally, social exclusion is understood within the context of four domains: economic, 

political, social, and cultural (Rapp & Corral-Granados, 2021). Although intended to 

examine how social exclusion resulted in health inequalities, this framework can also be 

used to understand the social systems of education and improve inclusive practices 

through public policy and action (Popay et al., 2008). 

Historical Context of Inclusive Education 

During the 1870s, laws and policies related to education in the United States were 

focused on compulsory education. This did not include children with disabilities, 

however, and it was not until the 1950s and 1960s that government and federal policies 

and laws were formed to also support special education. Driven by the civil rights 

movement and philosophies of social justice, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 

1973 and the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA) of 1975 introduced 

the least restrictive environment (LRE) concept (Francisco et al., 2020). The LRE 

construct also became part of IDEA (2004), which states that students should be included 

with their typical peers to the maximum extent possible. IDEA does not use the term 

inclusion when describing LRE. Nevertheless, it is the framework of LRE that has helped 

shape the definition of inclusion as it is known today (Koh & Shin, 2017). IDEA does not 

dictate how much time students should be in the general education setting but merely that 

students with disabilities should be educated alongside their peers without disabilities to 

the maximum extent possible. What this should look like in practice, as well as what 

inclusion model is considered most beneficial for all students, is still heavily debated.  
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Impact of Inclusion 

Whether advocating for full inclusion or partial inclusion, most experts agree that 

inclusion benefits children with and without disabilities. Research strongly suggests that 

even students without disabilities do better both academically and socially when they are 

taught with students with disabilities (Jackson et al., 2008; Cole et al., 2004). Proponents 

of full inclusion argue that to have equal access to the curriculum, students with 

disabilities must be educated in the general education classroom. Indeed, research has 

shown that students with special needs are more likely to work on skills that are directly 

related to the grade-level standards (Turnbull et al., 2019). Furthermore, it has been found 

that students who are placed in a segregated classroom at an early age tend to remain in a 

segregated setting and are less likely to move out of these classes to join their typical 

peers (Taylor, 1988). 

Not all experts agree, however, that full inclusion is the best option for all 

students with special needs. Critics of full inclusion cite issues such as low self-esteem 

because of not being able to do what their peers do, a greater risk of being bullied and 

excluded, inability to master skills because of reduced opportunities for one-on-one or 

small group instruction, or simply the inability for some students to be regulated in a 

class of more than 24 other students (Koh & Shin, 2017; Zigmond, 2003). Nevertheless, 

inclusion is found to have great benefits for both special needs and typically developing 

students (Mead & Paige, 2008). 

Inclusion as a Social Construct 

Social principles, such as civil rights and human rights, are designed to ensure full 

integration of all individuals (Rapp & Corral-Granados, 2021). Along with policy and 
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law, they help create educational systems meant to reflect those values. One of the 

primary goals of inclusive education is to create a positive learning environment that 

fosters peer interactions and a sense of belonging. In a joint statement of the Division for 

Early Childhood (DEC) and the National Association for the Education of Young 

Children (NAEYC), early childhood inclusion is defined as embodying values, practices 

and policies that result in “a sense of belonging and membership, positive social 

relationships, and development and learning to reach their full potential” (DEC/NAEYC, 

2009, p.2). This sentiment is reiterated in a policy statement by the U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services and U.S. Department of Education (2015) on inclusion of 

children with disabilities in early childhood programs. The policy posits that inclusive 

high-quality early childhood programs facilitate full participation in all activities, foster a 

sense of belonging, promote friendships with peers, and set the foundation for meaningful 

inclusion and participation for individuals with disabilities throughout all facets of their 

lives (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services & U.S. Department of Education, 

2015). 

Barriers to Inclusion 

Although many educators support the idea that schools and classrooms should 

become more inclusive, barriers to inclusion, whether perceived or real, may be the 

reason that inclusive intent and inclusive practices are incongruent. The three frequently 

cited barriers to successful inclusion are insufficient teacher training, attitudes and 

perceptions towards inclusion, and lack of support systems. Bennet et al. (1997) studied 

the perspectives of teachers and parents on inclusion and the practical application of 

inclusive practices and found that teachers generally had less than positive attitudes 
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towards inclusion. This was attributed to their lack of confidence in their ability to 

educate students with disabilities, a lack of resources needed to support inclusive 

practices, a lack of disability awareness, and the belief that inclusion would never result 

in the positive effects cited by their administrators. Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) 

concluded that although teachers generally supported the idea of inclusion, many felt that 

inclusion would have a negative impact on their classroom. This was particularly true 

when behavioral disabilities and cognitive or developmental disabilities were considered. 

In addition, teachers cited insufficient time and training as barriers to successful 

inclusion, and nearly 70% of the respondents felt that inclusion was not necessarily in the 

best interest of the child with special needs (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996; see also 

MacMillan et al., 1996). 

Today, decades after the height of the REI movement, barriers to implementing 

inclusive programs remain largely unchanged. Kendall (2019) found that the primary 

barriers to implementing inclusive practices were lack of teacher training and disability 

awareness that led to teachers’ attitudinal barriers towards inclusion. Similarly, Koh and 

Shin (2017) reviewed and synthesized over 30 years of literature on teacher preparation 

programs and inclusion practices. They concluded that new general education teachers 

did not feel they had received adequate training on how to educate students with 

disabilities and that these new teachers held the same attitudes towards inclusion as did 

their counterparts 30 years ago. 

Attitudinal Barriers 

A teacher’s positive attitude towards including students with disabilities in their 

general education classrooms is a determining factor in the effectiveness of inclusive 
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education (Cook, 2002; Forlin, 2010). Furthermore, Levins et al. (2005) found that 

teachers with positive attitudes towards inclusion acted more positively towards their 

students with special needs than did teachers who expressed negative attitudes about 

inclusion. Boyle et al. (2020) ascertained that negativity can be observed in numerous 

ways. For example, negative attitudes often manifest as resistance to adapting or 

modifying the curriculum and beliefs that special needs students cannot learn, are 

unteachable, and are better off in a separate individualized setting. 

Theoretical Foundations 

A review of existing theories and previous studies provided a theoretical 

foundation that can be used to guide current research (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). 

A theoretical framework is a scholarly perspective through which research is conducted. 

It can be used to assist the researcher not only to understand or explain a phenomenon but 

also to identify variables and to develop a research design. Identifying a theoretical 

framework is especially important in mixed-methods studies that further explore a 

problem that has been extensively studied (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). A review of 

literature on barriers to inclusion, including teacher’s opinions and attitudes towards 

inclusion, provided a theoretical framework for this study. 

Theories on Attitudes and Behavior 

The concept of attitudes and how attitudes affect behavior has been studied for a 

long time. In the mid-1800s, attitude was considered part of a series of factors that 

determined a person’s response to a series of social stimuli, such as a gesture, comment, 

or social situation (Triandis et al., 1984). Since then, the understanding of attitude has 

evolved from a person’s feelings towards something or someone to an affect towards an 
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attitude object consisting of several elements, such as a psychological and neural state, 

motivation, belief related to experiences, and cognitive components (Schwarz & Bohner, 

2001). 

The theory of planned behavior (TPB) focuses on behavioral intention and can be 

used to predict behavior. Developed by Ajzen (1991), TPB consists of three core 

components: Cognition, affect, and conation. Both attitude and the response behavior can 

be expressed using these three elements. Distinguishing between the three components of 

attitudes allows the development of a theoretical framework that supports the 

measurement of attitudes, even if the distinction between the three cannot be made 

through statistical analysis (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). 

Theories on Self-Efficacy and Attitudes 

A key component related to a teacher’s attitudes towards inclusion is the teacher’s 

sense of self-efficacy. Frequently associated with the cognitive dimension of attitudes, 

self-efficacy with inclusive practices reflects a teacher’s perceived ability to teach 

students with disabilities (Martinez, 2003). This, in turn, affects the conative or 

behavioral dimension of attitude. Developed by Canadian psychologist Albert Bandura, 

the self-efficacy theory is closely aligned to attitudes and TPB. According to Bandura 

(1986), self-efficacy influences how people think, feel, and behave in certain situations 

and their self-efficacy beliefs play a central role in predicting their behavior. 

Measuring Attitudes 

The theory of attitude measurement holds that the three components of attitude 

are interrelated and degrees of likes or dislikes within each variable attitude do not 

necessarily reflect the overall attitude (Bagozzi & Burnkrant, 1979). Measuring these 
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variables can help identify a person’s overall attitudes towards something or someone. 

Responses to statements of opinions can be affected by people’s inclination to agree with 

something that should represent their presumed attitude (Thurstone, 1929). In short, the 

response is a function of the conscientiousness of the subject. 

Variables Affecting Attitudes 

TPB holds that three independent determinants affect intention: the person's 

attitude towards the behavior; social pressure to execute, or not execute, the behavior; 

and the perceived ability to perform the behavior in a given context (Ajzen, 1985). 

Intention, or the desire to perform a particular behavior, is not only dependent on the 

person’s attitude towards the behavior but also dependent on availability of perceived 

prerequisites and resources to perform the behavior successfully (Ajzen & Madden, 1986; 

Schwartz & Bohner, 2001). For general education teachers who mostly support the idea 

of welcoming students with special needs in their classrooms, this can include training, 

experience, time, monetary resources, and human supports. These factors can amount to 

the perceived behavioral control. When attitudes towards inclusion measurement scales 

are grounded in the TPB, incompatibilities with self-reported attitudes and overt behavior 

in specific situations can be explored. 

According to TPB, an attitude is a latent variable that can be inferred from its 

manifestation in behavior. Within the expectancy-behavior correlation, the moderating 

variables include personality characteristics, secondary characteristics of attitude (the 

degree to which an attitude of belief is held with conviction), or self-awareness and 

efficacy related to the object or situation (Ajzen & Madden, 1986). Many attitudes 

towards inclusion scales include the three components of attitude (cognitive, affective, 
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and behavioral) as mediating variables and incorporate TPB in the development of 

subscales to measure attitudes towards inclusion to predict behavior. For example, the 

Scale of Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion (STATIC) is organized under the 

following variables: (a) Advantages and Disadvantages of Inclusive Education, (b) 

Professional Issues Regarding Inclusive Education, (c) Philosophical Issues Regarding 

Inclusive Education, and (d) Logistical Concerns of Inclusive Education (Cochran, 1997). 

The Opinions Relative to Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI) is made up of 

four multidimensional factors: (a) Benefits of Integration, (b) Integrated Classroom 

Management, (c) Perceived Ability to Teach Students With Disabilities, and (d) Special 

Versus Integrated General Education (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995). These subcategories 

are frequently referred to as factors or dimensions and constitute the mediating variables. 

Statement of the Research Problem 

Inclusive practices have shown to positively influence social-emotional as well as 

academic outcomes for both general education students and students with disabilities 

(Horowitz et al., 2017). This has resulted in legislative action and policy promoting 

inclusive education throughout the United States. However, in California, many students 

with disabilities continue to receive much of their education in segregated settings. 

Despite the renewed push for the development of inclusive education, California 

continues to have one of the lowest inclusion rates in the country (Humphrey et al., 2020; 

Willis et al., 2020). 

Over the past decades, much research has been done to identify barriers to the 

implementation of inclusive practices and programming (Koh & Shin, 2017; Kendall, 

2019). One of the most frequently cited barriers to inclusion is the attitude held towards 
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inclusion. Research overwhelmingly supports the significant role a person’s positive 

attitude plays in inclusion’s success (Boyle et al., 2020; Cook, 2002; Forlin, 2010). Most 

studies on identifying attitudes towards inclusion, however, have focused primarily on 

the attitudes of general education teachers and administrative leadership (Yan & Sin, 

2015; Boyle et al., 2020; Guillemot et al., 2022).  

There are few studies exploring attitudes and perceptions of special education 

teachers towards inclusion and how these attitudes might affect inclusive practices. This 

is of particular concern because the special education teacher is often the driving force 

behind placement recommendations for students with special needs (Martin et al., 2006; 

Blackwell & Rossetti, 2014). In addition, general education teachers’ attitude and self-

efficacy when including students with disabilities in the general education classroom is 

greatly dependent on the support they receive from special education teachers (Boyle et 

al., 2012). 

Attitudes towards inclusion greatly affect the successful implementation of 

inclusive programs. Currently there is a gap in the research examining attitudes towards 

inclusion held by special education teachers and how these attitudes impact behavioral 

intent towards support of inclusion programs at their schools. To continue to improve on 

and increase inclusive practices in American public schools, the impact of special 

education teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion must be addressed. 

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to determine how special education 

preschool teachers rate their attitudes towards inclusion of students with disabilities in the 

general education preschool classroom in California with respect to cognitive factors, 
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affective factors and behavioral intent factors. In addition, this study aimed to explore 

how special education preschool teachers rate their self-efficacy in supporting students 

with disabilities in the general education classroom in California with respect to inclusive 

instruction, collaboration, and behavior management, and how these ratings compare to 

their attitudes towards inclusion. A final purpose of the study was to determine how 

preschool special education teachers identify and describe other factors not previously 

mentioned in the ratings that impact their attitudes towards inclusion of students with 

disabilities in the general education preschool classroom. 

Research Questions 

1. How do special education preschool teachers rate their attitudes towards inclusion 

of students with disabilities in the general education preschool classroom in 

California with respect to cognitive factors, affective factors and behavioral intent 

factors as measured by the Attitudes Towards Teaching All Students (ATTAS-

mm) instrument?  

2. How do special education preschool teachers rate their self-efficacy in supporting 

students with disabilities in the general education classroom in California with 

respect to inclusive instruction, collaboration, and behavior management as 

measured by the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices-Short Form (TEIP-SF) 

scale? 

3. How do the ratings of special education preschool teachers’ attitudes towards 

inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom compare 

to their ratings of self-efficacy in supporting students with disabilities in the 

general education classroom? 
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4. How do special education preschool teachers identify and describe other factors 

not previously mentioned that impact their teaching efficacy and attitudes towards 

inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom? 

Significance of the Problem 

The literature is replete with studies on the inclusion barriers experienced by 

general education teachers and has shown that general education teachers’ attitudes 

towards including students with special needs in their classrooms affect their behavior 

and thus student outcomes (Hernandez et al., 2016). If teachers’ attitude affects their 

behavior when including students with special needs, it is to be expected that the attitudes 

of special education teachers affect the support they provide the special education 

students and their general education teachers in an inclusive general education classroom 

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005). Collaboration between the general and special education 

teachers is essential for an inclusion program to succeed (Gregory & Noto, 2018). 

Furthermore, the special education teacher’s attitude towards inclusion likely impacts the 

decision-making process regarding placement (Blackwell & Rossetti, 2014). To continue 

to improve and increase inclusive practices, the importance of the special education 

teacher’s attitude towards inclusion cannot be overlooked. Therefore, the impact of 

special education teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion must be examined and addressed.  

Information from this study contributes to the existing knowledge regarding 

attitudes towards inclusion and how attitudes affect behavioral intent. Exploring and 

uncovering attitudes towards inclusion held by special education teachers can: (a) 

identify needs for specific supports and training to improve attitudes towards inclusion, 

(b) inform special education teacher pre-service training programs and professional 
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development, (c) assist districts with state and district goals and priority setting aimed to 

support inclusion in schools, and (d) inform federal, state, and district-level policy and 

funding allocations. 

Definitions of Terms 

This section provides definitions for specific terms used in this study. The 

theoretical, or conceptual, definitions are drawn from previous studies and offer 

explanations for specific terms relevant to research on attitudes, self-efficacy, and 

inclusive education. Operational, or descriptive, definitions explain the usage of these 

terms in the study. Operational definitions serve two crucial functions: (a) they set the 

guidelines and methods that the researcher will use to measure the primary variables of 

the study and (b) they provide clear and precise meaning to terms that may otherwise be 

understood in multiple ways (Creswell, 2014; UMass Global, 2023). For context-specific 

key terms or key terms relevant to the theoretical frameworks, both a theoretical and 

operational definition is provided. 

Attitude 

Theoretical Definition. An attitude is a person’s affect towards an attitude object 

consisting of several elements, such as a psychological and neural state, motivation, 

belief related to experiences, and cognitive components (Schwartz & Bohner, 2001).  

Operational Definition. An attitude can be described as the combination of 

beliefs, emotions, and inclinations to act in certain ways towards objects or symbols that 

hold social importance (Hogg & Vaughan, 2017). For the purposes of this study, a 

teacher’s attitude towards inclusion is their beliefs and feelings about the value, 

importance, and effectiveness of inclusion. 
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Early Childhood Education 

Theoretical Definition. Early childhood education is a combination of services 

for children from birth through age 5 that address the child's cognitive (including 

language, early literacy, and early mathematics), social, emotional, and physical 

development (California Department of Education, 2019). 

Operational Definition. Education in a preschool setting designed for children 

aged 3 through 5. 

Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) 

Operational Definition. FAPE is the legal requirement of the IDEA (2004) 

whereby public schools must provide an education for students with disabilities based on 

their individual strengths and needs with their same-aged nondisabled peers at no cost to 

families (Burke & Goldman, 2017). 

General Education Classroom 

Operational Definition. A general education classroom is a learning environment 

in which most students receive their instruction based on grade-level and subject area 

state standards (California Department of Education, 2012). The classroom teacher is 

usually a credentialed general education teacher. 

General Education Teacher 

Operational Definition. A general education teacher is an educator who holds a 

general education teaching credential and teaches students in a specific grade level and/or 

subject matter (Turnbull et al., 2019). 
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Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 

Operational Definition. IDEA is a federal law that requires all children with 

disabilities to have access to FAPE that includes special education and related services 

tailored to their individual needs (U.S. Department of Education, 2022).  

Individualized Education Program (IEP) 

Operational Definition. An Individualized Education Program (IEP) is a legally 

binding document that outlines the unique educational needs of a student with a disability 

(IDEA, 2004; Mostert & Crockett, 2000). 

Inclusion 

Theoretical Definition. Inclusion is the act or principle of ensuring equal 

accessibility to resources and opportunities for individuals who may otherwise be 

excluded or marginalized, including those with physical or mental disabilities, as well as 

members of other minority groups (Oxford University Press, n.d.). 

Operational Definition. Inclusion refers to educating students who have special 

education needs in general education classrooms with the necessary supports and services 

(Francisco et al., 2020). In this approach, the student's primary instructor is the general 

education teacher, who works collaboratively with the special education teacher and other 

related service providers (Gregory & Noto, 2018).  

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) 

Theoretical Definition. Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), means that 

to the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, including children in 

public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are 

not disabled and special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children with 
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disabilities from the regular educational environment occurs only when the nature or 

severity of the disability of a child is such that education in regular classes with the use of 

supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily. (IDEA, 2004, 20 

U.S.C. § 1412). 

Operational Definition. LRE is a legal requirement of IDEA that requires public 

schools to provide education and related services to students with disabilities alongside 

their non-disabled peers to the greatest extent possible (Koh & Shin, 2017). 

Preschool Student 

Operational Definition. A preschool student is a child with a chronological age 

of 3 to 5 years enrolled in a preschool program (California Department of Education, 

2015). 

Self-Efficacy 

Theoretical Definition. Self-efficacy is an individual's belief in their capacity to 

execute the behaviors necessary to achieve specific outcomes. It is the confidence one has 

in their ability to exert control over their own motivation, behavior, and social 

environment (Bandura, 1977, 1986). 

Operational Definition. For the purposes of this study, teacher self-efficacy 

reflects a teacher’s perceived ability to teach students with disabilities within specific 

contexts (Martinez, 2003; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). 

Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA) 

Operational Definition. SELPAs are regionalized organizations in California 

that are responsible for ensuring that school districts within their boundaries provide 

special education services to all eligible students. The purpose of SELPA is to facilitate 
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collaboration among districts, charter schools, and county offices of education to meet the 

needs of students with disabilities. California primarily distributes special education 

funds through SELPAs (Willis et al., 2020). 

Special Education 

Operational Definition. IDEA defines special education as specifically designed 

instruction and support services provided to a child with a disability, without any cost to 

parents, which include physical education, speech and language services, and any other 

necessary related services to meet the child's unique learning needs (IDEA, 2004). 

Special Education Classroom 

Operational Definition. A separate learning environment in which students with 

disabilities receive their instruction. The classroom teacher is a credentialed special 

education teacher (Turnbull et al., 2019). 

Special Education Teacher 

Operational Definition. A teacher who possesses a special education teaching 

credential and primarily teaches students with disabilities (Turnbull et al., 2019).   

Student With Special Needs 

Operational Definition. A student with an IEP who is enrolled in a public school 

program. 

Delimitations 

Delimitations are the boundaries or limitations set within a research study. They 

can include constraints such as time limitations, geographic boundaries, or specific 

population groups, or the use of specific research methods (Roberts & Hyatt, 2019). This 

mixed methods study was delimited to special education preschool teachers teaching in a 
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public educational institution belonging to any of the SELPAs in Los Angeles County in 

Southern California.  

Organization of Study 

The study consists of five chapters and includes references and appendices. 

Following the introduction, Chapter I included an overview of inclusion and special 

education, a review of the theoretical frameworks guiding the study, the study's 

significance, and the research questions addressed. Chapter II includes a detailed review 

of literature on the evolution of inclusion in the United States, effectiveness of and 

barriers to inclusive education, and an in-depth examination of the interplay between 

behavior, self-efficacy, and attitudes towards inclusion. Chapter III provides a thorough 

overview of the methodology, encompassing the research design, population sample, 

instrumentation, data collection procedures, analysis methods, and the study's limitations. 

Chapter IV presents an in-depth analysis of the data collected during the study. Chapter V 

articulates the study's conclusions, highlighting significant findings and discussing 

implications for future research.  
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The landscape of special education in the United States and throughout the world 

has undergone a profound evolution, marked by a history that reflects societal shifts in 

perceptions and policies that ultimately led to an international push for inclusive 

education (Francisco et al., 2020). Nevertheless, inclusive education in the United States 

remains relatively low because barriers to its implementation persist (Jung et. al., 2019). 

This chapter begins with an exploration of the historical trajectory that has shaped the 

present state of special education in the United States followed by a thorough 

examination of the historical research on the effectiveness of inclusion, exploring its 

impact on academic performance, social integration, and overall educational outcomes. 

Empirical research on barriers to the implementation of inclusive practices, ranging from 

structural challenges within educational systems to societal attitudes and perceptions 

follows. Drawing from theoretical foundations, the study explored inclusion as a social 

construct, underpinned by the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and the Theory of Self-

Efficacy. Central to this exploration was the interplay between attitudes and behavior, 

unpacking the three components of attitude, methods of measuring attitudes, and the 

diverse variables that influence these attitudes. In addition, research on teachers’ attitudes 

towards inclusion, their teaching efficacy, and variables related to their sense of self-

efficacy to implement inclusive practices was analyzed. 

Special Education in the United States 

History of Special Education 

In the early 1800s, before the rise of mandatory public education, the principles 

and beliefs that shaped special education in the United States were heavily influenced by 
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European practices (Winzer, 1993). During this era, the prevailing approach was to 

institutionalize children with disabilities and separate them from the general public. 

Because disability was often viewed synonymously with dependency, in addition to 

providing care, these educational institutions aimed to guide those with disabilities 

towards greater self-sufficiency (Francisco et al., 2020). Mandatory public education 

emerged just before the 20th century, aiming to integrate the swiftly arriving immigrants 

and to instill in the working-class children the norms and values of industrial work (Katz, 

1976). In 1852, Massachusetts led the nation by becoming the first state to legally 

mandate school attendance for children, and by 1918, all 50 states had adopted similar 

compulsory education laws (Yell et al., 1998). However, children with disabilities 

remained largely excluded from the public school system and compulsory education 

laws, and for much of the late 19th and early 20th centuries, they continued to be 

educated in private institutions (Francisco et al., 2020; Winzer, 1993).  

In the 1930s, parent-led movements emerged that advocated for their children 

with disabilities to gain access to the public educational system. Over the subsequent 2 

decades, as the push to adhere to compulsory education grew stronger and families 

nationwide protested the sidelining of students with disabilities and took their fights to 

the courts, the public school system began to accommodate children with disabilities and 

phased out specialized facilities and asylums (Winzer, 1993; Yell et al., 1998). Struggling 

to meet the diverse educational and behavioral needs, schools developed separate classes 

and programs for students with disabilities (Yell et al., 1998). These programs catered to 

students who were considered disruptive to the conventional learning environment, such 

as those with intellectual disabilities or who were deaf or blind (Winzer, 1993). As a 
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result, even though no longer confined to isolated institutions, many children with 

disabilities continued to be segregated within public school campuses. 

Special Education Policy 

The landmark Brown v. Board of Education case in 1954, which declared racial 

segregation in schools unconstitutional, greatly influenced the disability rights movement 

(Mead & Paige, 2008). Although the decision initially focused on racial segregation, it 

paved the way for disability rights groups to argue for equal educational rights. 

Capitalizing on this momentum, in 1973, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act was 

introduced, which prohibited the exclusion of individuals with disabilities in any 

federally funded program or activity (Shandrick & Vanbergeijk, 2021). Just 2 years later, 

the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA) was enacted, earmarking 

federal funds to support the educational rights of students with disabilities. This act 

introduced the Individualized Education Program (IEP)—a tailored plan outlining the 

necessary supports and services for a student with disabilities (IDEA, 2004; Mostert & 

Crockett, 2000). The EAHCA evolved over the years, reemerging as the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1990, and then undergoing further amendments in 

1997 and 2004. The core principle of these laws is the commitment to providing FAPE to 

students with disabilities alongside their peers in the least restrictive setting (Koh & Shin, 

2017). 

Overview of Special Education 

Special education services are designed to serve students with a variety of 

disabilities that result in cognitive, physical, emotional, and behavioral challenges 

(Horowitz et al. 2017). The primary legislation regulating special education is the federal 
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Individuals with Disabilities Education Act IDEA. The IDEA key provisions include the 

following: (a) all children, and specifically those with a disability, have a right to a free 

and public education (FAPE); (b) all students must be educated in the least restrictive 

environment (LRE); (c) students in need of special education services must be provided 

with an Individualized Education Program (IEP); and (d) students must be thoroughly 

evaluated in all areas related to the suspected disability to determine whether a student 

qualifies for special education services before providing special education and related 

services (IDEA, 2004; Shandrick & Vanbergeijk, 2021; Yell et al., 2011). 

To be eligible for special education services, student need to have an identified 

disability that significantly impacts their academic performance, necessitating the 

provision of specialized educational support to ensure they receive an appropriate and 

free public education (IDEA, 2004). Over recent decades, there has been a consistent rise 

in the number of U.S. students aged 3-21 identified with a disability. In the academic year 

1990–1991, 4.7 million students, or 11% of the student body, had identified disabilities. 

By the 2021–2022 school year, this number had grown to 7.3 million, representing 15% 

of all public school students (Irwin et al., 2023; U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services & U.S. Department of Education, 2015). Thirteen qualifying disability 

categories under which children may be eligible for special education services are 

specified in IDEA (2004). In the 2021–2022 school year, among the students who were 

provided with special education and related services under IDEA, the most commonly 

reported disability categories were specific learning disability (32%), speech or language 

impairment (19%), other health impairments (15%), and autism (12%; Irwin et al., 2023). 
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Special education services encompass specialized academic instruction, related 

services, and supplementary aids and services. Specially designed instruction refers to the 

tailored adjustments made in the content, teaching methods, or manner of delivering 

instruction (IDEA, 2004). Provided by the special education teacher, specialized 

academic instruction may be delivered in a separate setting, such as a special day class, a 

resource room, or in the general education classroom or environment. The aim is twofold: 

to address the individual challenges arising from the child's disability and to ensure that 

the child can access and benefit from the standard curriculum that all students in the 

public agency's jurisdiction are expected to achieve (Turnbull et al., 2019). Related 

services refer to the additional support and services provided to students with disabilities 

to assist them in benefiting from their educational program. These services are tailored to 

the individual needs of the student and are determined through the Individualized 

Education Program (IEP) process (Yell & Bateman, 2017). Related services may include 

speech therapy, occupational therapy, physical therapy, orientation and mobility services, 

vision services, or audiology services. Supplementary aids and services refer to the 

additional support given to students to facilitate their education in a general education 

setting. These aids ensure that students with disabilities can access and make progress in 

the general curriculum alongside their non-disabled peers. Examples of these supports 

range from specific accommodations such as extended testing time or individualized 

pacing in classroom instruction to assistance from a paraprofessional (Turnbull et al., 

2019). 
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Inclusion 

Inclusion is the act of including or the state of being included (Barnhart & 

Steinmetz, 2006). It can include elements or ideas that indicate a state of being included. 

Inclusion comes from the Latin word inclusionem, which means confinement or to shut 

something in materially. European scholars frequently cite Niklas Luhmann, a German 

philosopher and theoretical pioneer of the 20th century, to fully understand the concept of 

inclusion and what it means within specific contexts. Believing that exclusion is the 

precursor of the concept of inclusion, Luhmann was fundamental in creating the social 

systems theory (Schirmer & Michailakis, 2015). In the Luhmannian approach, exclusion 

is defined within a complex and highly dynamic communication process that 

systematically excluded those considered irrelevant to the system. The theory emphasizes 

the interconnectedness and interdependence of individuals and groups within society. 

Globally, social exclusion is understood within the context of four domains: (a) 

economic, (b) political, (c) social, and (d) cultural (Rapp & Corral-Granados, 2021). 

Although intended to examine how social exclusion results in health inequalities, this 

framework can also be used to understand the social systems of education and improve 

inclusive practices through public policy and action. (Popay et al., 2008). 

Inclusive Education 

Inclusion as it relates to education is not a new concept. After the seminal 

decision in Brown v. Board of Education, parents of children with disabilities capitalized 

on the momentum of the civil rights movement and the Court’s unanimous decision that 

“in the field of public education the doctrine of separate but equal has no place” and that 

all children should be included in the public education system (Yell, 2019, para. 7). The 
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passing of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA) of 1975 helped 

ensure that states and local school districts no longer could deny educational services to 

children with disabilities. This law required that all schools accepting federal funds 

provide equal access to education for students with disabilities (Mead & Paige, 2008). 

Least Restrictive Environment 

The civil rights movement and the EAHCA brought forth the concept of a least 

restrictive environment (LRE), which states that students should be included with their 

typical peers to the maximum extent possible (Koh & Shin, 2017). The concept of 

inclusion in special education was further developed when in 1986 when the Department 

of Education made way for the Regular Education Initiative (REI), a movement in the 

1980s that advocated for one educational system rather than two separate systems, 

namely general education and special education. Then Assistant Secretary for the Office 

of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, Madelaine Will, spoke of concerns that 

educating students with special needs in separate settings on public school campuses 

would result in unintended negative consequences (Will, 1986). However, it was not until 

1994 that inclusion became a global term referring to the integration of children with 

disabilities through the creation of inclusive schools (Francisco et al., 2020). The 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA) of 2004 does not use 

the term inclusion when describing LRE. Nevertheless, it is the framework of LRE that 

has determined the definition of inclusion as currently understood. 

Definition of Inclusion 

Inclusion is a complex construct, and its definition varies around the world (Rapp 

& Corral-Granados, 2021). UNESCO (2005) purported that inclusive education ensures 
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the full participation of all children within the community and society. This involves 

modifications and accommodations to address the needs of children who have historically 

been marginalized (UNESCO, 2005). In a joint statement on the rights of children with 

disabilities developed by the Committee on the Rights of the Child and the Committee on 

the Rights of Children with Disabilities (2022), inclusive education is defined as 

educating all children in the same general education system rather than using a two-

system educational model that has a mainstream component and a special education and 

segregated component. Inclusive education in the United States refers to students with 

disabilities being educated alongside their typically developing peers. Guided by the 

principal of LRE, the U.S. Department of Education defines inclusion as the provision of 

education to students with disabilities within the general education environment for more 

than 80% of the instructional day, and the Office of Education emphasizes the provision 

of aids and supports needed to facilitate placement within the general education 

environment (Humphrey et al., 2020; National Council on Disability, 2018; U.S. 

Department of Education, OSERS, OSEP, 2019). To date, Florida is the only state with a 

statute that provides a definition of inclusion. It states, 

A school district shall use the term “inclusion” to mean that a student is receiving 

education in a general education regular class setting, reflecting natural 

proportions and age-appropriate heterogeneous groups in core academic and 

elective or special areas within the school community; a student with a disability 

is a valued member of the classroom and school community; the teachers and 

administrators support universal education and have knowledge and support 

available to enable them to effectively teach all children; and a teacher is provided 
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access to technical assistance in best practices, instructional methods, and 

supports tailored to the student’s needs based on current research. (National 

Council on Disability, 2018, p. 29) 

Inclusion Models 

The three primary inclusion models seen in most public educational institutions 

today are mainstreaming, pull-out, and full inclusion (Dev & Haynes, 2015). In the 

mainstreaming model, students with special needs are educated primarily in a separate 

classroom but are provided with opportunities to interact with their typical peers 

(Turnbull et al., 2019). These opportunities usually occur during recess and lunchtime or 

during activities outside of core instruction, such as circle time, elective courses, or 

school-wide assemblies. In this model, the teacher of record is the special education 

teacher. 

In a pull-out model, the teacher of record is the general education teacher 

(Tompkins, & Deloney, 1995). In this model, the students with special needs attend 

classes with their typically developing peers but receive specialized academic instruction 

in a separate setting. In the elementary school setting, the student is temporarily removed 

from their classroom environment to receive instruction specifically designed to address 

their IEP goals in a separate classroom. In the secondary school setting, students with 

disabilities receive instruction based on need during set periods that align with the 

general education schedule. 

As the term suggests, in the full-inclusion model, students receive all instruction 

in the general education setting. This model assumes that instruction is delivered in such 

a way that it is accessible to all students of all abilities. The full-inclusion model, 
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however, does not require that a student receive all special education services in the 

general education classroom. Students may leave the classroom to receive special 

education related services, such as speech therapy or occupational therapy (Disability 

Rights California, n.d.). 

Historical Research on the Effectiveness of Inclusion 

The continued debate about inclusion is not only about whether the practice 

benefits students with disabilities but also about what types of inclusion program models 

provide maximum benefit to students with special needs. Citing Chief Justice Earl 

Warren, initial supporters of the full-inclusion movement argued that separate schools 

were inherently unequal; therefore, students with disabilities should no longer be 

educated in separate schools or separate classes (Yell, 2019). Early public debates 

regarding this topic were spurred on by the publication of a journal article in which the 

author argued that educating students with mental retardation in a separate classroom was 

no longer acceptable (Dunn, 1968). An early critic of what was believed to be Dunn’s 

call for the abolishment of separate classes for students with disabilities, MacMillan 

(1971) argued that the studies on which Dunn relied to make his case were flawed 

because they were “poorly designed [and] replete with sampling biases which render the 

results uninterpretable” (p. 3). Despite being criticized by scholars for lack of scholarly 

rigor, Dunn’s article sparked the fervent debate that continues to dominate the inclusion 

discussion today, which is whether separate classes should be fully abandoned or whether 

inclusion should take on a more tempered approach (Kavale & Forness, 2000). Even 

though complete abolishment of separate classes was not the message Dunn intended to 

send, his article that was published in 1968 has been cited by many scholars and 
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researchers to support full inclusion of all students with disabilities in the general 

education classroom (Dunn, 1982; Osgood, 2005). 

Although the term LRE initially focused on access to typically developing peers, 

the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1997 and the No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001 resulted in a greater emphasis on access to the general education 

curriculum (NCLA, 2002). The debate regarding inclusion models intensified when 

participation of students with disabilities in statewide assessments designed for quality 

control of education became a requirement (Zigmond, 2003). Studies comparing the 

effectiveness of inclusive or exclusive practices yielded varying results. Sindelar and 

Deno (1978) concluded that students with disabilities who were provided with 

specialized academic instruction in a separate setting through a pull-out model exhibited 

greater educational benefit. Other studies have concluded that although students with 

cognitive delays did equally well in segregated settings as in inclusive settings, students 

with learning disabilities or behavioral disorders performed better academically in a 

separate educational setting (Carlberg & Kavale, 1980).  

As inclusion models transitioned from pull-out services to full inclusion, more 

research was needed to determine whether the full-inclusion models would yield the same 

or greater positive academic outcomes that the pull-out model appeared to produce 

(Zigmond, 2003). Some studies found that full-inclusion models, with the proper support 

of special educators and support staff in place, had similar outcomes for students when 

compared to those receiving instruction in a separate setting. Other studies, however, 

demonstrated that the full-inclusion models did not yield the academic and social gains 

expected. Koh and Shin (2017) concluded that, despite the demand for academic rigor 
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and accountability through the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, today’s full-inclusion 

models do not yield better academic results than the segregated systems of general and 

special education prior to the inclusion movement. Manset and Semmel (1997) analyzed 

numerous studies on the efficacy of the different inclusion models and suggested that no 

one single model of inclusion proved effective for all students. It appeared that studies on 

the effectiveness of inclusion practices consistently yielded inconsistent results and 

conclusions.  

Despite the volume of inquiry, there continues to be significant disagreement 

among scholars on whether students with disabilities benefit from full inclusion, and 

whether arguments for or against are based on empirical evidence (Kavale, 2000). 

Furthermore, it is unclear what the indicators of success of inclusion actually are. 

Zigmond (2003) suggested that future research should examine educational practices 

rather than focusing on the amount of time that is spent with typical peers. Ultimately, an 

effective teacher in any setting promotes social-emotional and academic growth in 

students, whether they are with or without disabilities whereas an ineffective teacher does 

not. Other researchers have argued that research should not focus on the education setting 

but rather on evaluating the continuum of placement associated with LRE. Taylor (2004) 

posited that the fundamental essence of LRE legitimizes restrictive or self-contained 

environments. Furthermore, Taylor argued that most educational models operate with the 

assumption or expectation that students must move along the continuum. Only when a 

student meets a certain set of predetermined academic or social skills can he or she move 

up the continuum to a less restrictive setting. 
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Whether advocating for full inclusion or partial inclusion, most experts have 

agreed that inclusion benefits children with and without disabilities. Research strongly 

suggests that even students without disabilities do better both academically and socially 

when they are taught with students with disabilities (Jackson et al., 2008; Cole et al., 

2004). Proponents of full inclusion argue that to have equal access to the curriculum, 

students with disabilities must be educated in the general education classroom. Indeed, 

research has shown that students with special needs are more likely to work on skills that 

are directly related to the grade-level standards (Turnbull et al., 2019). Furthermore, 

Tayllor (1988) found that students who are placed in a segregated classroom early on 

tend to remain in a segregated setting and are less likely to move out of these classes to 

join their typical peers. Critics of full inclusion cite issues such as low self-esteem 

because of not being able to do what their peers do, a greater risk of being bullied and 

excluded, inability to master skills because of reduced opportunities for one-on-one or 

small group instruction, or simply the inability for some students to be regulated in a 

class of more than 24 other students (Koh & Shin, 2017; Zigmond, 2003). Nevertheless, 

inclusion is found to have great benefits for both special needs and typically developing 

students (Mead & Paige, 2008). 

Barriers to Inclusion 

Although many educators support the idea that schools and classrooms should 

become more inclusive, barriers to inclusion, whether perceived or real, may be the 

reason that inclusive intent and inclusive practices are incongruent (Koh & Shin, 2017). 

In contrast to the relatively sparse empirical research and quantitative studies done on the 

effectiveness of the different inclusion models and practices, much research has been 
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done on the barriers to the implementation of inclusive practices (MacMillan et al., 

1996). The three frequently cited barriers to successful inclusion are insufficient teacher 

training, attitudes and perceptions towards inclusion, and lack of support systems. Bennet 

et al.’s (1997) study on the perspectives of teachers and parents on inclusive practice and 

the practical application of inclusive practices found that teachers generally had less than 

positive attitudes toward inclusion. This was attributed to a lack of confidence in their 

ability to educate students with disabilities, a lack of resources needed to support 

inclusive practices, a lack of disability awareness, and the belief that inclusion would 

never result in the positive effects cited by their administrators. Scruggs and Mastropieri 

(1996) concluded that although teachers generally supported the idea of inclusion, many 

felt that inclusion would have a negative impact on their classroom. This was particularly 

true when behavioral disabilities and cognitive or developmental disabilities were 

considered. In addition, teachers cited insufficient time and training as barriers to 

successful inclusion, and nearly 70% of the respondents felt that inclusion was not 

necessarily in the best interest of the child with special needs (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 

1996; see also MacMillan et al., 1996). 

A teacher’s positive attitude towards including students with disabilities in the 

general education classroom is also a determining factor in the effectiveness of inclusive 

education (Cook, 2002; Forlin, 2010). Furthermore, Levins et al. (2005) found that 

teachers with positive attitudes towards inclusion acted more positively towards their 

students with special needs than did teachers who expressed negative attitudes about 

inclusion. Boyle et al. (2020) ascertained that negativity can be observed in numerous 

ways. For example, negative attitudes often manifest as resistance to adapting or 
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modifying the curriculum and beliefs that special needs students cannot learn, are 

unteachable, and are better off in a separate individualized setting. 

Today, decades after the height of the REI movement, barriers to implementing 

inclusive programs remain largely unchanged. Kendall (2019) synthesized data from 

seven different studies and found that the primary barriers to implementing inclusive 

practices were a lack of teacher training and disability awareness that led to teachers’ 

attitudinal barriers towards inclusion. Koh and Shin (2017) reviewed and synthesized 

over 30 years of literature on teacher preparation programs and inclusion practices. They 

concluded that new general education teachers did not feel they had received adequate 

training on how to educate students with disabilities and that these new teachers held the 

same beliefs regarding barriers to inclusion as did their counterparts 30 years ago. 

Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion 

An attitude can be described as the combination of beliefs, emotions, and 

inclinations to act in certain ways towards objects or symbols that hold social importance 

(Hogg & Vaughan, 2017). Teachers’ attitude towards inclusion, therefore, refers to their 

beliefs about the value and importance of inclusion, their feelings towards participating in 

inclusive practices, and their tendency to act in ways that promote or hinder inclusion 

(Gregory & Noto, 2019). Research has shown that general education teachers frequently 

hold reservations about the practical challenges of implementing inclusive education. 

They may feel that students with disabilities demand an excessive share of their attention, 

necessitate unique educational approaches, and believe that regular education teachers 

lack the training to effectively teach students with special needs (Bender et al., 1995; 

Jordan, et al., 2009; Norwich & Nash, 2010). Attitudes towards inclusion are a critical 
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factor in the effectiveness and outcome of inclusive practices. Positive attitudes towards 

inclusion tend to result in a higher readiness among educators to integrate students with 

disabilities into the general education classroom and to foster an environment in which all 

students are provided with opportunities to learn and participate (Cochran, 1997; Rankin 

et al., 1994; Gregory & Noto, 2018). 

Teaching Efficacy 

Aligned with Bandura’s two-component model of self-efficacy, teaching efficacy 

has two primary constructs: general teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy 

(Menon & Lefteri, 2021). General teaching efficacy is the belief about what a teacher can 

achieve despite constraints imposed by external factors, and personal teaching efficacy is 

the teacher’s belief in their own teaching abilities and the ability to be an effective agent 

of change (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Teaching efficacy is context specific and therefore 

malleable (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). For example, a teacher proficient in 

instructing science may not possess the same level of proficiency in teaching English. 

Inclusive teaching efficacy refers to a teacher's belief or perception in their ability to 

educate students with diverse needs effectively and to foster desired outcomes in student 

achievement (Sahli Lozano et al., 2023; Sharma et al., 2012). As with a teacher’s attitude 

towards inclusion, a teacher’s sense of self-efficacy related to inclusive practices is a key 

factor in the outcome of inclusive programs. Teachers possessing a stronger belief in their 

capabilities tend to maintain more favorable perspectives on, dedicate more effort to, and 

manage the challenges of educational changes more effectively, including those 

associated with the inclusive education movement (Bandura, 1997; Gibson & Dembo, 

1984; Sharma et al., 2012). 
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Theoretical Foundations 

A review of existing theories and previous studies provides a theoretical 

foundation that can be used to guide the current research (McMillan & Schumacher, 

2010). A theoretical framework is a scholarly perspective through which research is 

conducted. It can be used to understand or explain a phenomenon and to identify 

variables and develop a research design. Identifying a theoretical framework is especially 

important in mixed-methods studies that further explore a problem that has been 

extensively studied (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). The review of literature on barriers 

to inclusion, including teacher’s opinions and attitudes towards inclusion, provided a 

theoretical framework for this study. 

Inclusion as a Social Construct 

Social constructionism is based on the belief that people’s understanding of the 

world is shaped by their social interactions and cultural context (Lynch, 2016). This 

perspective emphasizes that beliefs, values, and behaviors are molded by the culture and 

society in which people live and that these social constructions can change over time. 

Therefore, inclusive practices in education not only help shape the future education of 

individuals with disabilities but also how they are positioned within society (Kaufman et 

al., 2022; Moore et al., 1998). Social principles, such as civil rights and human rights, are 

designed to ensure full integration of all individuals (Rapp & Corral-Granados, 2021). 

Along with policy and law, they help create educational and organizational systems 

meant to reflect those values. 
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Social Construct and Early Education 

Disability is not a biological phenomenon affecting the individual’s ability to 

participate in society, but a sociocultural construct (Vygotsky, 1987; Jones, 1996). As 

such, inclusive practices in early education are fundamental in developing inclusion as a 

social construct. Vygotsky (1987) asserted that the educational system should aim to 

positively affect the societal attitudes that exist towards people with disabilities (see also 

Gindis, 1999). One of the primary goals of inclusive education is to create a positive 

learning environment that fosters peer interactions and a sense of belonging. In a joint 

statement of DEC/NAEYC (2009), early childhood inclusion is defined as embodying 

values, practices and policies that result in “a sense of belonging and membership, 

positive social relationships, and development and learning to reach their full potential” 

(p.2). This sentiment was reiterated in a policy statement by the U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services and U.S. Department of Education (2015) on inclusion of 

children with disabilities in early childhood programs. The policy posited that inclusive 

high-quality early childhood programs facilitate full participation in all activities, foster a 

sense of belonging, promote friendships with peers, and set the foundation for meaningful 

inclusion and participation for individuals with disabilities throughout all facets of their 

lives. 

Peer relationships in early childhood are an important dimension of the social-

emotional development of a child. In addition to learning interpersonal skills and the 

processes involved, peer relationships help children develop and master new social skills 

that provide the foundation for future psychosocial adjustment, and the absence of social-

emotional relationships with peers can result in chronic peer difficulties later in life 
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(Boivin, 2005; Hartup, 1996).When typically developing peers learn and play together 

with peers with special needs, they tend to develop more positive attitudes towards 

people with disabilities (Noggle & Stites, 2018). 

Theory of Planned Behavior 

The concept of attitudes and how attitudes affect behavior has been studied for a 

long time. In the mid-1800s, attitude was considered part of a series of factors that 

determined a person’s response to a series of social stimuli, such as a gesture, comment, 

or social situation (Triandis et al., 1984). Since then, the understanding of attitude has 

evolved from a person’s feelings towards something or someone to an affect towards an 

attitude object consisting of several elements, such as a psychological and neural state, 

motivation, belief related to experiences, and cognitive components (Schwartz & Bohner, 

2001). 

According to Triandis (1971), an attitude consists of cognitive (idea), affective 

(emotion), and behavioral (action) elements. This led to the development of several 

theories of attitudes and behavior, including the tripartite and neotripartite model of 

attitude development and TPB (Cochran, 1997; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). According to 

neotripartite model, cognitive, affective, and behavioral experiences influence attitudes 

(Albarracín & Shavitt, 2018). These attitudes, in turn, produce a response, or behavior, 

towards the attitude object. The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) focuses on behavioral 

intention and can be used to predict behavior and considers the predictors of behavior 

rather than providing a new or distinct definition of behavior itself (Ajzen, 1991). It 

centers on the processes leading up to the behavior, especially the role of intentions and 

the factors (attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control) that influence 
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these intentions (Figure 1). TPB incorporates 3 core components: Cognition, affect, and 

conation (behavioral intent). Both attitude and the response behavior can be expressed 

using these three elements (Ajzen, 1985). Distinguishing between the three components 

of attitudes allowed for a theoretical framework that supports the measurement of 

attitudes, even if the distinction between the three cannot be made through statistical 

analysis (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).  

 
Figure 1 

Theory of Planned Behavior 

 

Note. Adapted from “The Theory of Planned Behavior,” by I. Ajzen, 1991, Organizational 
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50(2), p. 182 (https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-
5978(91)90020-T). Copyright 1991 by Academic Press Inc.  
 

Theory of Self-Efficacy 

Intention, which reflects the desire to undertake a specific behavior, hinges not 

only on an individual's attitude towards that action but also on their perception of the 

necessary prerequisites and resources available to successfully execute it (Ajzen & 
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Madden, 1986; Schwartz & Bohner, 2001). For instance, general education teachers who 

are fundamentally in favor of including students with special needs in their classrooms 

might feel they lack the required resources to be successful. This can encompass training, 

prior experience, time, financial support, and additional personnel assistance (Sharma et 

al., 2012). A key component of teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion that is related to 

their perceived behavior control is their sense of self-efficacy (Koh & Shin, 2017; Mahat, 

2008). Frequently associated with the cognitive dimension of attitudes, self-efficacy 

reflects a teacher’s perceived ability to teach students with disabilities (Martinez, 2003; 

Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). 

Developed by Canadian psychologist Albert Bandura, the self-efficacy theory is 

closely aligned with attitudes and TPB. According to Bandura (1986), self-efficacy 

influences how people think, feel, and behave in certain situations and their self-efficacy 

beliefs play a central role in predicting their behavior. In this theory, efficacy expectation 

is described as the person’s conviction in their ability to execute a behavior, accomplish a 

task, or achieve a desired result. Outcome expectations, in turn, refer to the level of 

confidence an individual has that a specific behavior will yield a particular result 

(Bandura, 1977, 1986). When combined, these two components shape an individual's 

self-efficacy. 

Attitudes and Behavior 

An attitude is a concept that has been defined in various ways by different 

scholars over the years (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Generally, an attitude is defined as a 

person’s predisposition to respond or act. It is a relatively enduring organization of 

beliefs, feelings, and behavioral tendencies towards an attitude object (Triandis, 1971; 
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Fazio & Zanda, 1981). An attitude object is the stimulus that elicits the evaluative 

response or behavior, such as an idea, person or groups, events, articles, or symbols. 

Behavior, in turn, is an observable action—the observable response of an individual in a 

given situation with respect to a given target or attitude object. It is a function of four 

factors: (a) attitudes, (b) norms, (c) habits, and (d) anticipated rewards or outcomes 

(Ajzen, 1985). The higher the degree of alignment of the four factors, the more 

consistency between attitudes and behavior exists (Triandis, 1971). 

Three Components of Attitude 

Although specific definitions of attitudes might vary slightly, scholars generally 

agree that an attitude encompasses cognitive (beliefs and thoughts), affective (feelings 

and emotions), and behavioral intent (predisposition to act) components towards an 

attitude object (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Glasman & Albarracín, 2006). Cognitive, 

affective, and behavioral components of attitude are interrelated and can influence each 

other, but the relationship between them is not always straightforward or consistent 

(Ajzen, 1993). These inconsistencies, or gaps, between the components are often referred 

to as attitude-behavior discrepancies (Azjen and Fishbein, 2005). A person might believe 

in the importance of inclusion (cognitive) and feel passionate about including students 

with disabilities (affective) but continue to recommend placement in a separate classroom 

(behavioral) because of convenience or other external factors. Various external and 

internal factors, including social norms, past experiences, and individual personality traits 

can also affect the interplay between these components (Ajzen, 1991; Eagly & Chaiken, 

1993; Schwartz & Bohner, 2001). Figure 2 shows the application of the three components 

of attitude to this study. 
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Figure 2 

Components of Attitude and Their Influence on Response Behavior 

 

Note. Figure illustrates how attitude and response behavior can be expressed using the 
three core components of attitude: cognition, affect, and behavioral intent. 

 

Measuring Attitudes 

The theory of Attitude Measurement holds that the three components of attitude 

are interrelated and degrees of likes or dislikes within each variable attitude do not 

necessarily reflect the overall attitude (Bagozzi & Burnkrant, 1979). Nevertheless, 

measuring these variables can help identify a person’s overall attitudes towards 

something or someone. The relationship between the variables and the overall attitude is 

not always linear, and multiple factors need to be considered to predict behavior based on 
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attitudes (Ajzen, 1985; Triandis, 1971). For example, people’s responses to statements of 

opinions can be affected by their inclination to agree or disagree with something that 

should represent their presumed attitude (Thurstone, 1929). In short, when measuring 

attitudes, the responses are a function of the conscientiousness of the subject.  

Variables Affecting Attitudes 

In the context of the Theory of Planned Behavior TPB, a person's intention to 

carry out a particular behavior is pivotal. TPB holds that three independent determinants 

affect intention: the person's attitude towards the behavior, social pressure to execute or 

not execute the behavior, and the perceived ability to perform the behavior in a given 

context (Ajzen, 1985). Intention, or the desire to perform a particular behavior, is 

dependent not only on the person’s attitude towards the behavior, but also on availability 

of perceived prerequisites and resources to perform the behavior successfully (Ajzen & 

Madden, 1986; Schwartz & Bohner, 2001). For general education teachers who support 

the idea of welcoming students with special needs in their classrooms, this can include 

training, experience, time, monetary resources, and human supports. These factors can 

amount to the perceived behavioral control. When attitudes towards inclusion 

measurement scales are grounded in TPB, incompatibilities with self-reported attitudes 

and overt behavior in specific situations can be explored. 

TPB assumes that an attitude is a latent variable that can be inferred from its 

manifestation in behavior. Within the expectancy-behavior correlation, the moderating 

variables include personality characteristics, secondary characteristics of attitude (the 

degree to which an attitude of belief is held with conviction), or self-awareness and 

efficacy related to the object or situation (Ajzen & Madden, 1986). Many attitudes 
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towards inclusion scales include the three components of attitude (cognitive, affective, 

and behavioral) as mediating variables and incorporate TPB in the development of 

subscales to measure attitudes towards inclusion to predict behavior. For example, the 

Scale of Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion (STATIC) is organized under the 

following variables: (a) Advantages and Disadvantages of Inclusive Education, (b) 

Professional Issues Regarding Inclusive Education, (c) Philosophical Issues Regarding 

Inclusive Education, and (d) Logistical Concerns of Inclusive Education (Cochran, 1997). 

The Opinions Relative to Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI) is made up of 

four multidimensional factors: (a) Benefits of Integration, (b) Integrated Classroom 

Management, (c) Perceived Ability to Teach Students with Disabilities, and (d) Special 

Versus Integrated General Education (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995). These subcategories 

are frequently referred to as factors or dimensions and constitute the mediating variables.  

Measuring Self-Efficacy 

People’s sense of self-efficacy related to a specific task is influenced not only by 

their innate skills and capabilities but also by their confidence in coordinating those skills 

and their determination to exert and maintain effort throughout the task (Bandura, 1986). 

Therefore, rather than assessing a person’s actual skills, self-efficacy scales should be 

designed to measure their beliefs in their abilities to perform under various conditions. 

Instruments that measure self-efficacy need to be carefully tailored to specific areas, or 

domains, of the functioning under investigation to be relevant (Bandura, 2006). 

Variables Affecting Teacher Self-Efficacy 

Most instruments developed to measure teacher efficacy are grounded in Rotter’s 

Social Learning Theory and Bandura’s construct of self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et 
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al., 1998). Rotter’s theory focuses on internal versus external control, while Bandura’s 

centers on self-efficacy and outcome expectations. Armor et al. (1976) assessed teacher 

self-efficacy by using simple two-factor measure that asked participants to rate their level 

of agreement with two statements: “When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can’t 

do much because most of a student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her 

home environment” and “If I try really hard, I can get through to even the most difficult 

or unmotivated students” (Armor et al., 1976, p. 34). Subsequently developed scales 

continued to be aligned with the two-component model of self-efficacy. A factor analysis 

of the Teacher Efficacy Scale found that the 30-item questionnaire corresponded to two 

similar efficacy dimensions: teaching efficacy, or the degree to which students can be 

taught, and personal teaching efficacy (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Gibson and Dembo 

(1984) determined that additional cohesive dimensions were difficult to ascertain. 

Research on teacher efficacy and inclusion has found that adopting and 

implementing inclusive teaching practices is a distinct subset within teaching efficacy. 

Therefore, inclusive teaching efficacy scales encompass the following components: the 

ability to collaborate effectively, the management of challenging behaviors, and the 

implementation of inclusive teaching methods (Sharma & Jacobs, 2016; Tschannen-

Moran & Hoy, 2001). The Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices (TEIP) scale was 

developed to measure a teacher's self-efficacy to teach in inclusive classrooms. The TEIP 

scale outlines three critical areas: efficacy in using inclusive instruction, efficacy in 

collaboration, and efficacy in managing behavior (Sharma et al., 2012). 
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Summary 

Inclusive practices have been shown to positively influence social-emotional as 

well as academic outcomes for general education students and students with disabilities 

(Horowitz et al., 2017; Noggle & Stites, 2018). This has resulted in legislative action and 

policy promoting inclusive education throughout the United States. Despite the renewed 

push for the development of inclusive education, California continues to have one of the 

lowest inclusion rates in the country (Humphrey et al., 2020). Over the past few decades, 

much research has been done to identify barriers to the successful implementation of 

inclusive practices and programming (Koh & Shin, 2017). Two of the most frequently 

cited barriers to inclusion are the attitude a teacher holds towards inclusion and the 

teacher’s sense of self-efficacy. 

Both attitudes and self-efficacy are fluid and multifaceted concepts, each 

encompassing a range of definitions that vary across different situations and contexts. A 

teacher’s attitude towards inclusion can be broken down into key elements such as their 

beliefs about educating students with disabilities in mainstream classrooms, their 

perceived professional duties and responsibilities, and their views on the overall success 

or influence of inclusive education practices (Cullen et al., 2010). Teachers’ sense of self-

efficacy encompasses their confidence in their instructional capabilities in an inclusive 

classroom, their capacity to collaborate in inclusive environments, and their proficiency 

to manage the behaviors of students with disabilities (Sharma et al., 2012). When viewed 

through the lens of models designed for complex change, these components of attitude 

and efficacy emerge as especially significant for inclusive education. They form the 
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foundational beliefs and capabilities that drive the adoption and implementation of 

inclusive practices (Fullan, 2002; Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). 

As of the date of this study, most of the studies conducted related to attitudes 

towards inclusion have primarily examined the perspectives of general education teachers 

regarding inclusive education (Yan & Sin, 2014; Boyle et al, 2020; Guillemot et al., 

2022). This is of concern because the attitudes towards inclusion of special education 

teachers should not be overlooked when developing and implementing inclusive 

programs in schools. Studies have shown that special education teachers wield 

considerable influence during IEP meetings and in the creation of the IEP document itself 

(Blackwell & Rossetti, 2014). The IEP team collaborates to assess the student's learning 

goals, gauge unique abilities and needs, determine the need for special education 

services, and decide on the best educational environment to provide those services. 

However, in many instances, the input of parents, general education teachers, and school 

officials is heavily influenced by the special education teacher's recommendations (Buell 

et al., 1999; Martin et al., 2006). The decision to place students with special needs in the 

general education classroom is therefore greatly influenced by the special education 

teacher’s beliefs about teaching students with special needs within the general education 

setting. 

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2004) as well as Early 

Childhood programs have stated that services for special needs children should be 

delivered in general education settings to the maximum extent possible. Nevertheless, the 

U.S. Department of Education found that from 1985 to 2012, the percentage of special 

needs preschool students receiving services in the general education setting increased less 
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than 6% (Barton & Smith, 2015). Although many factors contribute to the lack of 

progress related to inclusive practices, a monitoring report on inclusion and education 

published by UNESCO found that policy related to inclusion is frequently created in 

organizational and governmental silos that, combined with bureaucratic culture and 

interests, hinders implementation and collaboration of equity and inclusion in educational 

organizations (Global Education Monitoring Report Team, 2020). 

Acceptance of cultural diversity, which includes acceptances in differences of 

abilities, begins at an early age. It is during the early years of childhood when socially 

dominant ideas and interactions shape a person’s worldview and understanding and 

acceptance of others (University of Nebraska, 2021). By putting emphasis on early 

education, this study contributes to the existing knowledge regarding attitudes towards 

inclusion and how attitudes affect behavioral intent. Exploring and uncovering attitudes 

towards inclusion held by special education preschool teachers can (a) identify needs for 

specific supports and training to improve attitudes towards inclusion, (b) inform special 

education teacher pre-service training programs and professional development, (c) assist 

districts with state and district goals and priority setting aimed to support inclusion in 

schools, and (d) inform federal, state, and district-level policy and funding allocations. 

Synthesis Matrix 

The key sources and references used for the review of the literature for this study 

were organized in a synthesis matrix (Appendix A). The synthesis matrix guides and 

supports the development of the literature review, including its theoretical foundation, 

key variables, and the research design used in this study.  
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY 

Overview  

Research overwhelmingly supports the significant role a positive attitude plays in 

inclusion’s success (Boyle et al. 2020; Cook, 2002; Forlin, 2010). Most studies on 

identifying attitudes towards inclusion, however, have focused primarily on the attitudes 

towards inclusion of general education teachers and administrative leadership (Boyle et 

al, 2020; Guillemot et al., 2022; Yan & Sin, 2014, 2015). This current study aimed to 

discover what attitudes towards inclusion are held by special education preschool 

teachers and their belief in their ability to support special education students in the 

general education classroom. 

This chapter provides a detailed description of the methodology used to carry out 

the study. Following the purpose statement and research questions, the study's research 

design and rationale are presented. Next, the population and sampling procedures are 

delineated, followed by a detailed description of the instrumentation employed. Validity 

and reliability are addressed and data collection methods are outlined. The chapter 

concludes with a description of data analysis methods and the study's limitations. 

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to determine how special education 

preschool teachers rate their attitudes towards inclusion of students with disabilities in the 

general education preschool classroom in California with respect to cognitive factors, 

affective factors, and behavioral intent factors. In addition, this study aimed to explore 

how special education preschool teachers rate their self-efficacy in supporting students 

with disabilities in the general education classroom in California with respect to inclusive 



52 

instruction, collaboration, and behavior management and how these ratings compare to 

their attitudes towards inclusion. A final purpose of the study was to determine how 

preschool special education teachers identify and describe other factors not previously 

mentioned in the ratings that impact their attitudes towards inclusion of students with 

disabilities in the general education preschool classroom.  

Research Questions 

1. How do special education preschool teachers rate their attitudes towards inclusion 

of students with disabilities in the general education preschool classroom in 

California with respect to cognitive factors, affective factors and behavioral intent 

factors as measured by the Attitudes Towards Teaching All Students (ATTAS-

mm) instrument?  

2. How do special education preschool teachers rate their self-efficacy in supporting 

students with disabilities in the general education classroom in California with 

respect to inclusive instruction, collaboration, and behavior management as 

measured by the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices-Short Form (TEIP-SF) 

scale? 

3. How do the ratings of special education preschool teachers’ attitudes towards 

inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom compare 

to their ratings of self-efficacy in supporting students with disabilities in the 

general education classroom? 

4. How do special education preschool teachers identify and describe other factors 

not previously mentioned that impact their teaching efficacy and attitudes towards 

inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom? 
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Research Design 

This study used a mixed methods nonexperimental, descriptive, sequential, 

convergent research design. Mixed-methods research designs mix quantitative and 

qualitative research techniques to understand a research problem (Creswell, 2008). In 

non-experimental designs there are no interventions or manipulations present. Because 

this study aimed to determine current attitudes of preschool special education teachers 

without having received any specific type of intervention or training aimed to increase 

positive beliefs regarding inclusion, a non-experimental design was most appropriate. 

Simple descriptive designs are often used to describe attitudes, beliefs, behaviors, or 

other traits of a group (Patten & Newhart, 2018). In addition to identifying attitudes 

towards inclusion, this study aimed to determine whether there is a relationship, or 

correlation, between teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion and their sense of self-efficacy 

to implement inclusive programs.  

Mixed Methods Design 

The three types of mixed-methods design are exploratory, explanatory, and 

triangulation, or convergent (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018; Fraenkel et al., 2011). 

Exploratory designs typically start with a qualitative study to discover potential variables 

that contribute to a phenomenon. Data collected during the qualitative phase informs the 

development of the quantitative phase. An explanatory design begins with quantitative 

data and then augments the results with qualitative data to help explain the quantitative 

findings (Creswell & Cresswell, 2018). In a convergent design, both qualitative and 

quantitative data are collected and then merged to facilitate the comparison or synthesis 
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of their respective results. Although typically collected concurrently, data can also be 

collected sequentially through two or more phases (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). 

Research Design Rationale  

The research methodology employed in this study was a mixed methods 

nonexperimental, descriptive, sequential, convergent design. The purpose of this mixed-

methods study was threefold: (a) to assess the attitudes of special education preschool 

teachers in California towards including students with disabilities in general education 

preschool classrooms, considering cognitive, affective, and behavioral intent factors; (b)  

to examine the self-efficacy of these teachers in supporting students with disabilities in 

the general education classroom, specifically in terms of inclusive instruction, 

collaboration, and behavior management, and to compare these self-efficacy ratings with 

their attitudes towards inclusion; and (c) to explore additional factors that influence 

special education preschool teachers’ attitudes towards the inclusion of students with 

disabilities in general education preschool classrooms. A convergent mixed-methods 

methodology was selected as the most suitable approach for this study because it allows 

the integration of the advantages of both quantitative and qualitative methodologies, 

thereby offering a more comprehensive insight into the research problem (Creswell & 

Plano Clark, 2018). Quantitative data allowed an analysis of the intricate interplay 

between teachers’ self-efficacy and their attitudes towards inclusive education and 

qualitative data facilitated further exploration of the factors influencing teachers’ self-

efficacy and their attitudes regarding inclusion. 
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Population  

According to McMillan and Schumacher (2010), a population is a group of 

individuals, cases, or elements that meet a specific set of criteria to which the researcher 

aims to generalize the results of the study. For this study, the population was special 

education preschool teachers in California. A special education preschool teacher is 

someone who possesses an early childhood special education (ECSE) teaching credential 

and primarily teaches preschool students with disabilities (Turnbull et al., 2019). 

According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2023), in 2022, 1,610 special education 

preschool teachers were employed in California.  

Target Population or Sampling Frame 

The group, or list, from which actual participants are selected is called the target 

population or sampling frame (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). The target population in 

this study was special education preschool teachers in any of the 19 Special Education 

Local Plan Areas (SELPAs) in Los Angeles County. Data obtained from the U.S. Bureau 

of Labor Statistics (2023) did not delineate between Northern, Central, and Southern 

California, or its counties, and limited geographical delimitations showed that the Los 

Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim area accounted for 400 special education preschool 

teachers. According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2020), 25% of California’s population 

lives in Los Angeles County. Therefore, the estimated number of special education 

preschool teachers in Los Angeles County was 403. 

Sample 

A sample consists of the individuals who participated in the study and from whom 

data are collected (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). The target population in this study 
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was special education preschool teachers teaching at school districts in one of the 19 

Special Education Local Plan Areas (SELPAs) in Los Angeles County. When deciding 

on the size of a sample, several key factors must be considered, including the level of 

variability within the population and the likelihood of choosing a sample that accurately 

reflects the broader population (Patten & Newhart, 2018). When a target population is 

relatively homogeneous, researchers can achieve reliable results even with a smaller 

sample size. In this study, all participants were California credentialed special education 

preschool teachers. The online sample size calculator developed for the Donor 

Committee for Enterprise Development (DCED) was used to calculate the recommended 

minimum sample size for descriptive research when using a survey. With a confidence 

level of 90%, and a confidence interval of 10, the minimum sample size based on a 

population of 1,610 was 30 (Fairbairn & Kessler, 2015). 

Quantitative Sampling Process 

Phase 1 of the study used nonprobability purposeful and convenience sampling 

methods. Nonprobability purposeful or purposive sampling selects participants who can 

provide information-rich data relevant to the study’s inquiry, which increases 

generalizability (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). In convenience sampling, participants 

are selected based on accessibility, availability, and willingness to participate. 

Convenience sampling helps navigate barriers related to resources, such as a limited 

budget, time, and access (Patten & Newhart, 2018). Los Angeles County SELPA 

directors, superintendents, and special education directors were contacted to assist in 

identifying study subjects, specifically special education preschool teachers, and securing 
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their participation. Ain addition, snowball sampling was used. In snowball sampling, 

participants invite others to become part of the sample group (Creswell, 2012).  

Quantitative Sample Selection Procedure 

For the quantitative Phase 1, Los Angeles County SELPA directors were 

contacted via email with information about the study. The email included an introduction 

of the researcher, the purpose of the study, a request for assistance in identifying and 

contacting educational and administrative leaders from member districts, and information 

on the delivery of the questionnaire (Appendix B). Following this outreach, special 

education administrators throughout the Los Angeles County area were contacted using 

the same method. Follow-up phone calls were made as needed. Potential survey 

participants were contacted via email with an invitation to participate (Appendix C). 

Persons who chose to participate and who completed the survey were encouraged to 

share a link to the survey with other special education preschool teachers. The final 

sample for the quantitative phase was 43 special education preschool teachers. 

Qualitative Sampling Process 

A convenience sampling method was also used for the qualitative Phase 2. The 

quantitative survey in Phase 1 included a question that asked whether the participant was 

willing to participate in a follow-up interview. The sample for Phase 2 of the study 

involved a subset of special education preschool teachers who completed the survey in 

Phase 1 and who volunteered to participate. Of the 43 participants who completed Phase 

1 of the study, 16 expressed interest in participating in Phase 2.  
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Qualitative Sample Selection Procedure 

Survey data were reviewed and participants who had expressed interest in 

participating in a follow-up interview were identified. All interested survey respondents 

were contacted via email and invited to participate in Phase 2. The email included a 

formal invitation to participate in the interview (Appendix D), and prospective 

participants were asked to provide preferred dates and times to schedule the interview. 

Follow-up emails were sent as needed. Eight of the 16 survey respondents who had 

expressed interest in participating in Phase 2 of the study agreed to be interviewed and 

completed the interview process. 

Instrumentation 

This research applied a mixed methods convergent design, which enables 

researchers to gather and analyze both qualitative and quantitative data to compare, 

contrast, and interpret the findings (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). The tools used for 

collection of data comprised surveys (quantitative) and open-ended interview questions 

(qualitative). During Phase 1, the dependent variables were measured using a Likert 

scale. Interval data can be reflected in a Likert scale that uses a rating on a continuum of 

regular intervals, such as strongly agree or strongly disagree (McMillan & Schumacher, 

2010). The ratings gathered described the attitudes of special education preschool 

teachers related to inclusion as well as their sense of self-efficacy to support students with 

special needs in the general education classroom. Independent variables such as 

demographics were collected using a short questionnaire. Semistructured interviews were 

conducted during Phase 2. 
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Quantitative Instruments 

Past studies on attitudes towards inclusion have indicated that demographic 

differences, such as gender, age, education, and years of teaching experience may impact 

a teacher’s attitude towards inclusion (Engelbrecht & Savolainen, 2018; Forlin et al., 

2009; Gregory & Noto, 2012). To gather information on relevant personal factors that 

may impact teachers’ attitudes and sense of self-efficacy related to inclusion, a 9-item 

demographic questionnaire was developed. The questionnaire included closed-ended 

questions or statements that aimed to gather information on the participant's gender, age, 

educational background, years of teaching experience, teacher certifications and other 

relevant credentials, and experience with teaching in an inclusive setting. 

Teacher self-efficacy was measured using the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive 

Practices Short Form (TEIP-SF) scale. The scale is a shortened version of the Teacher 

Efficacy for Inclusive Practices (TEIP), a widely used scale designed to assess teachers’ 

self-perceived efficacy in inclusive education (Sahli Lozano et al., 2023). The TEIP scale 

focuses on three key areas crucial for successful inclusion: knowledge of content and 

pedagogy, classroom/behavior management, and collaboration skills with parents and 

paraprofessionals (Sharma et al., 2012). The original 18-item scale comprised three 

distinct factors that included 6 items each: (a) teaching efficacy in inclusive instruction 

(Factor 1), (b) efficacy in managing disruptive behaviors (Factor 2), and (c) efficacy in 

collaboration (Factor 3). The TEIP-SF scale consists of 3 questions per factor, resulting 

in a 9-item scale. Teachers’ responses from these three factors offered a comprehensive 

view of their teaching efficacy concerning students in inclusive settings (Sahli Lozano et 
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al., 2023). Permission to use the instrument was granted by Dr. Sahli Lozano on 

November 25, 2023. 

The Attitudes Towards Teaching All Students (ATTAS-mm) scale, developed by 

Gregory and Noto (2012), was used to measure teachers’ disposition towards the 

inclusion of students with disabilities using three components of attitude. The cognitive 

component addressed a teacher's thoughts and beliefs about inclusion, the affective 

component captured the emotional response regarding inclusion, and the behavioral 

component examined the likelihood of acting on these attitudes towards inclusion. The 9-

item scale is divided into three sections with three questions each. The sections address 

teacher attitudes about believing all students can succeed in general education 

classrooms, developing personal and professional relationships, and creating an accepting 

environment for all students to learn (Gregory & Noto, 2012). Permission to use the 

instrument was granted by Dr. Gregory on February 11, 2023. 

Qualitative Instruments 

For the qualitative component, a 10-item semistructured interview was used to 

gather the data. A semistructured interview approach flexibility to probe and clarify , 

making it more suitable than a structured interview method when exploring complex 

behaviors, motivations, or feelings (Creswell, 2012). The interview protocol including the 

questions can be found in Appendix E. Teachers were asked to express their overall 

opinions about educating children with disabilities in general education classrooms. In 

addition, they were asked about their personal experiences supporting students with 

disabilities in inclusive settings and what factors may have contributed to or inhibited 

successful inclusive practices. Developing effective interview questions requires 
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examining existing and relevant interview questions (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). 

The study’s interview questions were adapted from the interview questions used in a 

similar study that investigated the correlation between secondary special education 

teachers’ attitudes towards the inclusion of students with disabilities and their level of 

self-efficacy to support students with disabilities who are included in the general 

education classroom (Wood, 2017). 

Validity and Reliability 

Reliability relates to the instrument being used and reflects the instrument’s 

consistency. This includes the internal consistency of scores on an instrument, that is, 

whether the responses to the items are consistent across constructs as well as the stability 

of these scores over time (test-retest correlations) and the consistency of test 

administration and scoring (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Validity is used to assess 

whether the research outcomes measure what they were intended to measure and to 

estimate the accuracy and truthfulness of the obtained results. Internal validity refers to 

whether the results of the causal relationship between variables being tested are 

trustworthy and not affected by other factors or variables. External validity refers to how 

well the results, or findings, of a study can be generalized to other groups or situations 

(McMillan, & Schumacher, 2010). Quantitative validity is concerned with whether 

meaningful and useful inferences can be drawn from scores obtained through specific 

instruments (Creswell & Cresswell, 2018). 

Quantitative Reliability and Validity 

Quantitative validity, also known as construct validity, refers to the extent to 

which the scores obtained from participants accurately measure the construct being 
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assessed. Quantitative reliability refers to the consistency and stability of scores received 

from participants over time (Cresswell & Plano Clarke, 2018). Internal consistency is 

considered the most important form of reliability for multi-item instruments. To quantify 

a scale's internal consistency, Cronbach's alpha (α) value, which falls between 0 and 1, is 

often used. The optimal range for this value is typically between 0.7 and 0.9 (Creswell & 

Cresswell, 2018). An alternative to the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is the McDonald’s 

omega (ω). Like Cronbach’s alpha, an omega value between 0.7 and 0.9 is generally 

regarded as optimal (Deng & Chan, 2017). 

To measure teacher self-efficacy, the TEIP-SF scale was used. The scale is a 

condensed version of the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices (TEIP), which is 

commonly used to evaluate teachers’ self-perceived efficacy in inclusive education (Sahli 

Lozano et al., 2023). Instead of Cronbach’s alpha reliability measures, the authors used 

the McDonald’s omega. The newly developed TEIP-SF was found to be a sufficiently 

valid and reliable scale to measure teacher efficacy in inclusive classrooms with reported 

reliability coefficients for each of the three factors reported as ω = 0.74 (efficacy in 

inclusive instruction), ω = 0.81 (efficacy in collaboration), and ω = 0.88 (efficacy in 

managing behavior). In addition, it was found to be more time efficient than the original 

full-length scale and demonstrated a stable factor structure (Sahli Lozano et al., 2023). 

Criterion and convergent validity were determined by assessing the sub scale and broad 

scale scores overlap between the TEIP-SF scale and the already validated TEIP scale 

using samples from Canada, Switzerland, and Australia. The TEIP-SF correlated with r 

values between 0.90 and 0.95 in the validation samples, indicating a high overlap 

between the original and the short-form scales. 
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The ATTAS-mm scale, developed by Gregory and Noto (2012), was used to 

measure teachers’ disposition towards the inclusion of students with disabilities using 

three components of attitude. The instrument consists of three subscales (cognitive, 

affective, and behavioral) that explain almost 80% of the variance in scores and was 

found to have strong validity and reliability (Gregory & Noto, 2012, 2018). The 

Cronbach alpha for the entire ATTAS-mm scale was α = 0.83, and the three subscales 

also demonstrated acceptable reliability values: α = 0.72 (cognitive), α = 0.93 (affective) 

and α = 0.84 (behavioral). To ensure validity, the items were aligned with relevant 

literature, had a narrow focus on the content, and were reviewed by a small panel of 

experts (Gregeory & Noto, 2012). The instrument has since been revalidated through 

analysis and comparison of data collected between 2012 and 2018 (Gregory & Noto, 

2019). 

Response Time 

A fast response time, the time spent answering questions on a survey, is 

frequently associated with low response quality (Couper & Kreuter, 2013). This is 

especially true for scaled questionnaires in which responses are subjective, and 

respondents can quickly go through the survey by arbitrarily selecting answers without 

carefully reading the questions. Although it is difficult to determine the minimum 

response time required for optimum response quality, it can be assumed that the 

respondents sped through the survey if their completion time is significantly less than the 

amount of time required for an average reader to read the questions (Conrad et al., 2017). 

As an added measure to ensure validity and integrity of the quantitative data, the average 

time to complete the survey was calculated using Survey Monkey’s response quality 
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feature. Based on average reading speed, the estimated time to complete the survey was 7 

min. To account for varying reading speeds, the speeding threshold should be set low 

enough to identify and exclude unreasonably fast completions (Zhang & Conrad, 2013). 

Consequently, surveys completed in under 5 min were omitted from the final data 

analysis. 

Qualitative Reliability and Validity 

In qualitative research, validity refers to the accuracy of the findings, which is 

ensured through various procedures. To check for qualitative validity, it is important to 

assess the accuracy of information obtained through qualitative data collection to 

determine that the instrument collected the data it intended to collect. This involves 

examining the credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability of the 

information (Creswell & Plano Clarke, 2018). Qualitative reliability implies the 

consistency of the researchers’ approach across different research studies and projects 

(Creswell & Cresswell, 2018). In qualitative research, when reliability is emphasized, it 

pertains primarily to the consistency of multiple coders on a team in establishing 

agreement on codes for passages in the text. 

To develop effective interview questions requires examining existing and relevant 

interview questions (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). The interview questions developed 

for this study were adapted from the interview questions used in a similar study that 

investigated the correlation between secondary special education teachers’ attitudes 

towards the inclusion of students with disabilities and their level of self-efficacy to 

support students with disabilities who are included in the general education classroom 

(Wood, 2017). Data collection alignment tools can help ensure that the data collected are 
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relevant and answer the research question (Lee, 2020). To determine alignment of the 

interview questions to the research questions, an interview question development matrix 

was used. Finally, an interview guide was developed, and both the matrix and the guide 

were reviewed by ECSE specialists and an early childhood inclusion specialist for 

appropriateness and applicability within the context of special education teachers and 

early education.  

Field Test  

Reliability was further established through a pilot field test. In qualitative studies, 

researchers are the instruments, and their unique personalities, characteristics, and 

interview techniques can significantly influence data collection. This may result in biases 

being introduced during participant interviews, which must be addressed and minimized 

(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Therefore, researchers must be aware of their behavior 

during participant interviews because it can significantly impact the responses they 

receive. For this study, a pilot interview with a veteran special education preschool 

teacher was conducted. A peer researcher familiar with conducting and analyzing 

qualitative interviews was present during the pilot interview and acted as a qualified 

observer. After completing the interview, the interview process and questions were 

evaluated using the interviewee feedback questions (Appendix F) and observer feedback 

questions (Appendix G). 

Data Collection 

In fixed mixed-methods designs, the use of both qualitative and quantitative 

methods is preplanned and predetermined at the outset of the research process and the 

procedures being implemented as per the plan (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). Before 
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collecting data, a three-part online survey instrument titled Special Education Preschool 

Teacher Survey on Inclusive Education was developed (Appendix H). The survey was 

developed using SurveyMonkey. The first section included a questionnaire designed 

specifically for this study to collect relevant demographic data. The second section 

included a 6-point Likert TEIP-SF scale developed by Sahli Lozano et al. (2023). The last 

section consisted of a 7-point Likert scale with values ranging from strongly agree to 

strongly disagree. It was based on the previously published and frequently used ATTAS-

mm survey instrument developed by Gregory and Noto (2012). To collect qualitative 

data, a standardized, open-ended interview guide was developed. An interview guide 

outlines the process in which the interview will be conducted (McMillan & Schumacher, 

2010). The 10-item interview guide was adapted from one that was used in a similar 

study that investigated the correlation between secondary special education teachers’ 

attitudes towards the inclusion of students with disabilities and their level of self-efficacy 

to support students with disabilities in the general education classroom (Wood, 2017). 

Human Subject Considerations 

Before data collection, coursework was completed to obtain the Collaborative 

Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) Clearance Certificate of Human Subjects 

certification (Appendix I). Subsequently, permission from the UMass Global University 

Institutional Review Board (UMIRB) to conduct research involving human subjects was 

obtained (Appendix J). All potential participants were provided with the UMIRB 

Research Participant’s Bill of Rights (Appendix K) and participants’ informed consent 

was secured using the informed consent and confidentiality form (Appendix L). 
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Phase 1 Data Collection 

For the quantitative phase, potential candidates identified through the quantitative 

sampling process were contacted via email with an invitation to participate. The 

invitation included detailed information about the study, inclusion criteria, and a 

hyperlink to the online survey hosted by SurveyMonkey. An Informed Consent Packet 

was attached to the email and included a copy of the Informed Consent and 

Confidentiality Form and the Research Participant’s Bill of Rights.  

At the start of the survey, participants were asked to confirm receipt of the 

consent packet and provide informed consent electronically. When consent was obtained 

and participation criteria verified, participants were able to move forward to complete the 

three questionnaires that were included in the survey. Participants’ information was 

stored in their secure Service Organization Controls (SOC) 2 accredited data center that 

follows security and technical best practices. Data collected were securely transmitted 

through an https connection, and researcher user logins were safeguarded via Transport 

Layer Security (TLS) and encrypted using industry-standard encryption algorithms and 

strength (SurveyMonkey, n.d.). Survey results were kept confidential and were 

safeguarded using password-protected log-in credentials. The estimated time to complete 

the survey was 7 min. 

Phase 2 Data Collection 

Qualitative data were collected after the quantitative data collection phase. The 

participants for Phase 2 of the study were special education preschool teachers who 

completed the survey in Phase 1 and who volunteered to participate. Initial contact with 

the participants was made via email. The email included a formal invitation to participate 
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in the interview process along with the interview consent form (Appendix M) and the 

audio recording consent and release form (Appendix N). Invitees were asked to provide 

their preferred dates and times for the interview to be scheduled and follow-up emails 

were sent to confirm a mutually agreed upon date and time. The 10-item semistructured 

interview was conducted using the Zoom platform. At the start of the interview, 

participants were reminded of their rights, including their anonymity and their ability to 

terminate the interview at any point, and asked to electronically sign the consent forms. 

Participants were also informed that the interview was semistructured, providing the 

flexibility to ask follow-up questions, offer clarification, or delve deeper into responses. 

The interviews were recorded using Zoom’s audio recording and transcription features. 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis is a continuous aspect of research, involving examining, 

transforming, and interpreting the data with the goal of discovering useful information 

and draw conclusions about a phenomenon (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The approach 

to analyzing data differs depending on whether the data are qualitative or quantitative. 

For qualitative data, the process involves reviewing and examining a variety of sources, 

such as interview transcripts, field notes, or documents. This information is then coded 

and categorized into themes to build a database for analysis (Patten & Newhart, 2018). 

For quantitative data, an analysis process involves identifying trends using descriptive 

analysis techniques. Regardless of the type of data, the research questions need to be 

revisited and addressed during the analysis process and the results of the data analysis 

should be summarized in various formats, such as summary statements, figures, or tables 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). 
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Quantitative Data Analysis  

Survey data were collected and analyzed using SurveyMonkey. Results were 

tabulated and described through statistical analysis. Descriptive statistics involve 

providing numerical analysis of information that includes the central tendency, variance, 

and standard deviation (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). The mean, median, and mode 

were calculated to determine the average of the scores, the center scores, and the most 

frequently occurring scores, which in turn were used to summarize, identify, and describe 

the essential characteristics of the data. To compare the total attitude and efficacy scores 

and singular independent variables such as gender and years of teaching, a one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was completed. To explore the relationship between 

attitudes towards inclusion (measured by ATTAS-mm) and efficacy for inclusive 

practices (measured by TEIP-SF), a multiple regression analysis and a Pearson’s 

correlation test were done. 

Qualitative Data Analysis  

An inductive analysis process was used to analyze the qualitative data. Data 

collected were coded and themed using MAXQDA, which is a qualitative and mixed-

methods data analysis software program. Before coding the data in MAXQDA, a coding 

and themes worksheet was used. The interview transcripts were analyzed and responses 

to the interview questions were color-coded and added to the worksheet. From the 

responses added, potential themes, or codes, were created. These codes were then 

converted into theme phrases and added to MAXQDA. Patterns and frequencies of each 

code were determined and organized using parent nodes and child nodes. 
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Intercoder Reliability 

Intercoder reliability refers to the extent that multiple coders come to the same 

conclusions with respect to evaluating and interpreting collected data and identifying 

themes (Patton, 2015). Intercoder reliability is established when two or more researchers 

agree on the same codes for the same passages of text. The procedure involves creating a 

codebook and having multiple individuals code agreed upon sections of the transcript. 

The coded transcripts are then compared to determine whether the codes and themes were 

applied similarly or differently. Agreement rates are calculated based on the percentage 

of codes that are similar, and reliability statistics can be computed for systematic data 

comparisons (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). To obtain reliability, at least 10% of the 

qualitative data should be double-coded. Intercoder reliability is established when a 

minimum of 80% agreement is achieved (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). For this study, to 

ensure acceptable levels of reliability and reduce researcher bias, a UMass Global peer 

researcher familiar with coding procedures along with a veteran special education 

preschool teacher reviewed and coded approximately 10% of the qualitative data. The 

results were cross-referenced, and 91.67% agreement was established.  

Data Triangulation 

Mixed-methods data analysis refers to the application of analytic techniques to 

both quantitative and qualitative data along with the integration of both forms of data 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). For this study, the last stage of the data analysis 

involved the merging of the collected quantitative and qualitative data, which is often 

referred to as triangulation. Triangulation takes place when multiple methods of inquiry 

are used, or when the examination of more than one data source is conducted. Data 
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triangulation with multiple sources or methods that arrive at the same conclusion 

strengthens the researcher’s credibility of results (Patten & Newhart, 2018). The four 

types of triangulation methods are data triangulation, investigator triangulation, theory 

triangulation, and methodological triangulation (Patton, 2015). Methodological 

triangulation, which was used in this study, involves the use of multiple data sources and 

collection methods. Triangulation of the data ensured an in-depth understanding of the 

research findings. 

Limitations 

A study's limitations refer to the characteristics of the design or methodology that 

establish parameters for the application or interpretation of its results, such as constraints 

on the generalizability and utility of the study's findings (Roberts, 2010). One of the 

benefits of using a mixed-methods research design is that it incorporates the strengths of 

different methods, which helps minimize the limitations of any one method. 

Nevertheless, limitations in any study are inevitable and must be considered (Morgan, 

2013). 

Researcher and Participant Bias 

Some level of bias exists in all research, and can range from selection bias, 

confirmation bias, framing bias, procedural bias, or reporting bias. To maximize the 

validity of the study and its conclusions, the researcher must acknowledge potential 

biases when outlining the methodology and discussing the interpretations and conclusions 

(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). 
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Researcher as Instrument 

There are many ways to minimize the effects of human bias in qualitative 

research. Perhaps the most important one is for researchers to identify their own biases. 

Acknowledging and accepting one’s inherent subjectivity that leads to bias is essential to 

effectively monitor and minimize its influence (Mehra, 2002). Because the researcher is 

the primary instrument to collect and interpret qualitative data, bias as a threat to validity 

must be considered and addressed (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010).  

Self-Selection Bias 

Self-selection bias arises when individuals are given the option to decide whether 

or not to participate in a research study. This type of bias can have a significant impact on 

the study's outcomes because those who choose to participate may differ in important 

ways from those who decline to participate (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). 

Consequently, the sample may be biased, which can affect the generalizability of the 

results obtained from the study. Volunteer sampling, which is a form of nonprobability 

and convenience sampling, was used in both the quantitative phase and the qualitative 

phase of the study. 

Self-Reporting 

Self-report techniques were used in both survey and interview methods. The 

validity of this study’s results was contingent upon the teachers’ self-awareness of their 

own self-efficacy and attitudes, as well as their willingness to provide honest and candid 

responses. Furthermore, like any emotional state, attitudes and perspectives are internal 

states that are complex in nature (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). A participant’s 

response to a question, especially those that are closed-ended, not only may be difficult to 



73 

quantify but also may not necessarily reflect that person’s true emotion. Finally, self-

report measures are susceptible to social desirability (Patten & Newhart, 2018). Social 

desirability is the tendency of individuals to present themselves in a positive light. 

Participants either may respond with what they believe they should be thinking or feeling 

or may provide answers that they suspect the researcher wants to hear. 

Independent or Extraneous Variables 

Although correlation and regression analysis can help non-experimental 

comparative research designs determine whether there is a relationship between the 

independent variable and the dependent variables, it cannot determine causal 

relationships (McMillan, & Schumacher, 2010). Therefore, any conclusions related to the 

effect of the shared existing characteristics of the independent variable should be made 

carefully. 

Summary 

This study used a mixed methods nonexperimental, descriptive, sequential, 

convergent research design. Its purpose was threefold: (a) assess the attitudes of special 

education preschool teachers in California towards including students with disabilities in 

general education preschool classrooms, considering cognitive, affective, and behavioral 

intent factors; (b) examine the self-efficacy of these teachers in supporting students with 

disabilities in the general education classroom, specifically in terms of inclusive 

instruction, collaboration, and behavior management and compare these self-efficacy 

ratings with their attitudes towards inclusion; and (c), explore additional factors that 

influence special education preschool teachers’ attitudes towards the inclusion of students 

with disabilities in general education preschool classrooms. The target population in this 
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study was special education preschool teachers who taught at school districts in one of 

the 19 SELPAs in Los Angeles County. Data were collected in two phases using surveys 

and interview methods. Data analysis involved intercoder reliability and triangulation, 

and the findings are discussed in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH, DATA COLLECTION, AND FINDINGS 

Overview 

Chapter IV provides a brief overview of this study’s purpose statement, research 

questions, methodology, population, and sample. This chapter also provides a detailed 

report of the demographic data of the participants, the quantitative data and the 

qualitative data collected to address the research questions, a data analysis, and a 

summary of the findings. 

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to determine how special education 

preschool teachers rate their attitudes towards inclusion of students with disabilities in the 

general education preschool classroom in California with respect to cognitive factors, 

affective factors, and behavioral intent factors. In addition, this study aimed to explore 

how special education preschool teachers rate their self-efficacy in supporting students 

with disabilities in the general education classroom in California with respect to inclusive 

instruction, collaboration, and behavior management, and how these ratings compare to 

their attitudes towards inclusion. A final purpose of the study was to determine how 

preschool special education teachers identify and describe other factors not previously 

mentioned in the ratings that impact their attitudes towards inclusion of students with 

disabilities in the general education preschool classroom. 

Research Questions 

1. How do special education preschool teachers rate their attitudes towards inclusion 

of students with disabilities in the general education preschool classroom in 

California with respect to cognitive factors, affective factors and behavioral intent 
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factors as measured by the Attitudes Towards Teaching All Students (ATTAS-

mm) instrument?  

2. How do special education preschool teachers rate their self-efficacy in supporting 

students with disabilities in the general education classroom in California with 

respect to inclusive instruction, collaboration, and behavior management as 

measured by the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices-Short Form (TEIP-SF) 

scale? 

3. How do the ratings of special education preschool teachers’ attitudes towards 

inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom compare 

to their ratings of self-efficacy in supporting students with disabilities in the 

general education classroom? 

4. How do special education preschool teachers identify and describe other factors 

not previously mentioned that impact their teaching efficacy and attitudes towards 

inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom? 

Research Methods and Data Collection Procedures 

The research methodology employed in this study was a mixed methods 

nonexperimental, descriptive, sequential, convergent design. Quantitative data were 

collected using an online survey comprising nine demographic closed-ended questions; a 

nine question, 6-point Likert scale; and a nine question, 7-point Likert scale. Qualitative 

data was collected after the quantitative data collection phase through one-on-one 

interviews using the Zoom platform. The quantitative data findings collected using the 

survey addressed Research Questions 1, 2, and 3, and qualitative interview data 

addressed Research Question 4. 
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Population 

The population relevant to this study was special education preschool teachers in 

California. A special education preschool teacher holds an ECSE teaching credential and 

primarily teaches preschool students with disabilities (Turnbull et al., 2019). According 

to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2023), in 2022, 1,610 special education preschool 

teachers were employed in California.  

Sample 

The target population in this study was special education preschool teachers in 

any of the 19 Special Education Local Plan Areas (SELPAs) in Los Angeles County. The 

online sample size calculator developed for the Donor Committee for Enterprise 

Development (DCED) was used to calculate the recommended minimum sample size for 

descriptive research when using a survey. With a confidence level of 90% and a 

confidence interval of 10, the minimum sample size based on a population of 1,610 was 

30 (Fairbairn & Kessler, 2015). The survey yielded 67 respondents. Responses were 

analyzed for fidelity using completion time and completion rate. Incomplete surveys and 

surveys that were completed in less than 5 min were eliminated. A total of 43 special 

education preschool teachers completed all parts of the survey with fidelity and were 

included in the final sample. For the qualitative phase, the inclusion criteria comprised 

preschool teachers in special education who agreed to participate in the study and 

completed all quantitative survey requirements with accuracy. Of the 43 qualifying 

survey participants, 16 had expressed interest in participating in a follow-up interview. 

All 16 were contacted and eight of them responded positively and confirmed their 

participation in a follow-up interview. 



78 

Demographic Data 

Table 1 provides a summary of demographic data for survey respondents. The 

majority were female (93%), and the largest age group was 25-34 (27.9%). Of the 

respondents, 46.5% were currently teaching in a self-contained or special day class 

(SDC) and 25.6% were providing services in a general education setting to some extent. 

The majority of the respondents were from Los Angeles County (67.4%), and the 

remaining respondents were from Northern California (9.3%) and Southern California 

(23.3%). The highest percentage of respondents taught in suburban areas (46.5%), 

followed by urban areas (39.5%) and rural areas (14%). All the respondents held an Early 

Childhood Special Education (ECSE) credential, and 23 respondents (53%) indicated that 

they held additional teaching credentials, such as a general education credential or a K-12 

mild/moderate credential. In terms of years of experience, most of the respondents had 

over 15 years of teaching experience (37.2%), and the second largest group of 

respondents had 5 years or less of teaching experience (32.5%). 
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Table 1 

Summary of Demographic Data for Survey Respondents 

Category Frequency % 
Gender Male 3  7.0% 
  Female 40  93.0% 
Age range 25-34 12  27.9% 
 35-44 11  25.6% 
 45-54 8  18.6% 
 55-64 11  25.6% 
  65 or over 1  2.3% 
Credentials Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE) 43  100.0% 
 Additional credential(s) 23  53.4% 
 Child development permit (general education) 7  16.3% 
 Multiple subject (general education) 9  20.9% 
 K–12 Mild/Moderate (MMSN) 11  25.6% 
 K–12 Moderate/Severe (ESN) 6  14.0% 
  Administration 1  2.3% 

Years teaching <1 year 1 2.3% 
 1–5 years 13 30.2% 
 6–10 years 10 23.3% 
 10–15 years 3 7.0% 
  >15 years 16 37.2% 
Current teaching 

assignment 
General Education Classroom (co-taught) 5 11.6% 
General Education Classroom (push-in) 6 14.0%  
Preschool Assessment Team 5 11.6%  
Resource Room (pull-out) 1 2.3%  
SAI Support and Assessment 1 2.3%  
Self-Contained classroom (SDC) 20 46.5%  
Special Education Blended Classroom 4 9.3% 

  State Preschool (SPED) 1 2.3% 

Current district 
county 

Los Angeles County 29 67.4% 
Northern California 4 9.3% 

  Southern California 10 23.3% 

District area Rural 6 14.0% 
 

Suburban 20 46.5% 
  Urban 17 39.5% 
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Table 1 (continued) 

 Category Frequency % 

Past teaching 
assignment(s) 

General Education Classroom (co-taught) 13 30.2% 
General Education Classroom (push-in) 6 14.0%  
Preschool Assessment Team 1 2.3%  
Resource Room (pull-out) 3 7.0%  
Self-Contained classroom (SDC) 32 74.4%  
Special Education Blended Classroom 7 16.3% 

  General Education Teacher 16 37.2% 
 

Eight of the 43 survey respondents participated in a follow-up interview (Table 

2). All were female special education preschool teachers who had an Early Childhood 

Special Education (ECSE) teaching credential. Of these eight teachers, three also had a 

general education credential, and four held a K-12 special education credential. The years 

of experience in education for these teachers varied; one had 1-5 years of experience, one 

had 6-10 years, and six had over 15 years of experience. In terms of their current teaching 

assignments, two teachers reported teaching in a general education classroom (push-in), 

two teaching in a special day class (SDC), and three teaching in a special education 

blended classroom. One teacher was part of her district’s preschool assessment team, 

three teachers had some experience with coteaching, and three teachers had experience 

delivering specialized academic instruction through a push-in model. 
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Table 2 

Summary of Demographic Data for Interviewees 

Category Frequency % 
Gender Female 8  100.0% 
Teaching credentials Early Childhood Special Education 

(ECSE) 
8  100.0% 

 
General Education Credential 3  37.5%  
K-12 Mild/Moderate (MMSN) 3  37.5% 

  K-12 Moderate/Severe (ESN) 1  12.5% 
Years in education 1-5 years 1 12.5%  

6-10 years 1 12.5% 
  >15 years 6 75.0% 
Current teaching assignment General Education Classroom (push-in) 2 25.0% 

Preschool Assessment Team 1 12.5%  
Self-Contained Classroom (SDC) 2 25.0% 

  Special Education Blended Classroom 3 37.5% 
Inclusion teaching 

experience 
Coteaching 3 37.5% 
Push-in 3 37.5% 

 

Presentation and Analysis of Data 

In this mixed-methods study, both quantitative data and qualitative data were 

collected to answer the research questions. Quantitative data were obtained using a 

survey that included the Attitudes Towards Teaching All Students (ATTAS-mm) scale 

and the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices Short Form (TEIP-SF) scale. Data 

collected were analyzed and used to answer Research Questions 1, 2, and 3. Qualitative 

data were obtained through one-on-one semistructured interviews with eight special 

education preschool teachers. Approximately 10% of the data were double-coded and 

cross-referenced to ensure acceptable levels of reliability. 

Data Analysis for Research Question 1 

Research Question 1 asked, “How do special education preschool teachers rate 

their attitudes towards inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education 
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preschool classroom in California with respect to cognitive factors, affective factors, and 

behavioral intent factors as measured by Attitudes Towards Teaching All Students 

(ATTAS-mm)?” ATTAS-mm is a 9-item scale that consists of the following three factors 

with three questions each: Cognitive, affective, and behavioral. The factors address 

teacher attitudes about believing all students can succeed in general education 

classrooms, developing personal and professional relationships, and creating an accepting 

environment for all students to learn (Gregory & Noto, 2012). As an overall measure of 

attitudes towards teaching all students in an inclusive setting, special education preschool 

students in this study reported an average score of 5.14 (SD = 0.81), equating to a 

statement of somewhat agree on attitudes towards including all students with disabilities 

in the general education setting (see Table 3). 
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Table 3 
 
Attitudes Towards Teaching All Students (ATTAS-mm) Instrument Average Scores  
(N = 43) 
 

Factor   Item M SD Min-
max 

Range 

ATTAS-mm Factor 
1 Cognitive 
M = 3.91,  
SD = 1.31 
M-M = 1-7, R = 6 

Q1-C: Most or all separate classrooms 
that exclusively serve students with mild-
to-moderate disabilities should be 
eliminated. 

3.37 1.79 1-7 6 

Q2-C: Students with mild-to-moderate 
disabilities should be taught in regular 
classes with non-disabled students 
because they do not require too much of 
the teacher’s time. 

3.91 1.53 1-7 6 

Q3-C: Students with mild-to-moderate 
disabilities can be more effectively 
educated in regular classrooms as 
opposed to special education classrooms. 

4.44 1.44 1-7 6 

ATTAS-mm Factor 
2 Affective 
M = 5.57,  
SD = 0.89 
M-M = 3-7, R = 4 

Q4-A: I would like to be mentored by a 
teacher who models effective 
differentiated instruction in the general 
education classroom. 

5.12 1.38 2-7 5 

Q5-A: I want to emulate teachers who 
know how to design appropriate academic 
interventions within the general education 
classroom. 

5.56 1.08 4-7 3 

Q6-A: I believe including students with 
disabilities in the regular education 
classrooms is effective because they can 
learn the social skills necessary for 
success. 

6.02 1.04 3-7 4 

ATTAS-mm Factor 
3 Behavioral 
M = 5.95,  
SD = 0.84 
M-M = 3.67-7,  
R = 3.33 

Q7-B: I would like people to think that I 
can create a welcoming classroom 
environment for students with disabilities 
in a general education setting. 

6.05 1.41 1-7 6 

Q8-B: Students with mild-to-moderate 
disabilities can be trusted with 
responsibilities in the classroom. 

6.21 0.91 3-7 4 

Q9-B: All students with mild-to-moderate 
disabilities should be educated in regular 
classrooms with nonhandicapped peers to 
the fullest extent possible 

5.60 1.00 4-7 3 

ATTAS-mm Full 
Scale 

  5.14 0.81 3.11-
6.56 

3.44 

Note. (1) Strongly disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Somewhat disagree, (4) Neither agree nor disagree, 
(5) Somewhat agree, (6) Agree, (7) Strongly agree. ATTAS-mm = Attitudes Toward Teaching All 
Students. 
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Creating an Accepting Environment (Behavioral) 

The highest rated domain on the ATTAS-mm was the behavioral domain, which 

measures the teacher’s attitude towards creating accepting environments for students with 

disabilities. With a mean score of 6.05, teachers expressed a relatively strong desire for 

their classrooms to be welcoming and inclusive. Although the individual responses varied 

in the level of agreement (SD = 1.41), 36 teachers responded with agree or strongly 

agree. In addition, most respondents believed that students with mild-to-moderate 

disabilities can be trusted with responsibilities in the classroom (M = 6.21, SD = 0.91). 

However, there was less agreement with the statement that all students with mild-to-

moderate disabilities should be educated in regular classrooms to the fullest extent 

possible. The average response was somewhat agree (M = 5.60, SD = 1.0), which 

suggested some reservations or variability in respondents’ attitudes towards full 

inclusion. Overall, the findings suggested a supportive attitude towards inclusion and the 

creation of inclusive learning environments and some nuances regarding the extent of 

inclusion for students with disabilities. 

Developing Personal and Professional Relationships (Affective) 

The affective domain, which assesses attitudes towards teaching all students, 

yielded the second highest rating (M = 5.57, SD = 0.89). Teachers believed in the 

effectiveness of including students with disabilities in regular education classrooms to 

promote social skills development and overall student success (M = 6.02, SD = 1.04). The 

majority of the teachers (60.5%) expressed a desire to learn from experienced educators 

who model effective differentiated instruction and design appropriate academic 

interventions in the general education classroom, and 32.6% were neutral on the topic.  
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Believing All students Can Succeed (Cognitive) 

The lowest agreement rating, with three who indicated somewhat agree was in the 

cognitive domain (M = 3.91, SD = 1.31). Overall, teachers expressed mixed attitudes 

towards inclusive education practices for students with mild-to-moderate disabilities (M = 

3.37, SD = 1.79). Of the respondents, 11.7% agreed with the idea of eliminating separate 

classrooms, and 39.5% disagreed. Despite the support for integration and a belief in the 

effectiveness of educating students with disabilities in regular classrooms (M = 4.44, 

SD = 1.44), 44.2% of the teachers disagreed with the statement that students with special 

needs did not require too much of the general education teacher’s time. 

Data Analysis for Research Question 2 

Research Question 2 asked, “How do special education preschool teachers rate 

their self-efficacy in supporting students with disabilities in the general education 

classroom in California with respect to inclusive instruction, collaboration, and behavior 

management as measured by the TEIP-SF scale? The TEIP-SF scale focused on three key 

areas crucial for successful inclusion: knowledge of content and pedagogy, 

classroom/behavior management, and collaboration skills with parents and 

paraprofessionals (Sahli Lozano et al., 2023; Sharma et al., 2012). It is comprised of three 

distinct factors that included three items each: efficacy in inclusive instruction (Factor 1), 

efficacy in managing behavior (Factor 2), and efficacy in collaboration (Factor 3). As an 

overall measure of self-efficacy with inclusive practices, special education preschool 

teachers in this study reported an average score of 5.14 (SD = 0.47), equating to a 

statement of “agree” on feeling effective in supporting students with disabilities in the 

general education classroom (Table 4). 
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Table 4 

Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices-Short Form (TEIP-SF) Average Scores (N = 43) 

Factor Item M SD Min-
max 

Range 

TEIP-SF Factor 1 
Instruction 
M = 5.29,  
SD = 0.83 
M-M = 1-6, R = 5  

Q1-I: I can use a variety of assessment 
strategies (e.g., portfolio assessment, 
modified tests and performance-based 
assessment). 

5.26 0.88 1-6 5 

Q2-I: I am able to provide an alternate 
explanation or example when students are 
confused. 

5.26 1.09 1-6 5 

Q3-I: I am confident in designing learning 
tasks so that the individual needs of students 
with disabilities are accommodated. 

5.35 0.90 1-6 5 

TEIP-SF Factor 2 
Managing 
Behavior 
M = 5.04,  
SD = 0.44 
M-M = 4-6, R = 2 

Q4-MB: I am confident in my ability to 
prevent disruptive behavior in the classroom 
before it occurs. 

5.07 0.59 4-6 2 

Q5-MB: I am able to calm a student who is 
disruptive or noisy. 

5.00 0.49 4-6 2 

Q6-MB: I am able to get children to follow 
classroom rules. 

5.05 0.49 4-6 2 

TEIP-SF Factor 3 
Collaboration 
M = 5.11,  
SD = 0.52 
M-M = 4-6, R = 2 

Q7-C: I am able to work jointly with other 
professionals and staff (e.g., aides, other 
teachers) to teach students with disabilities in 
the classroom. 

5.35 0.57 4-6 2 

Q8-C: I am confident in my ability to get 
parents involved in school activities of their 
children with disabilities. 

4.60 0.93 2-6 4 

Q9-C: I can collaborate with other 
professionals (e.g., itinerant teachers or 
speech pathologists) in designing educational 
plans for students with disabilities. 

5.37 0.54 4-6 2 

TEIP-SF Full Scale   5.14 0.47 3.33-6 2.67 
 
Note.  (1) Strongly disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Disagree somewhat, (4) Agree somewhat 
(5) Agree, (6) Strongly agree. TEIP-SF = Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices-Short Form. 

 

Self-Efficacy in Using Inclusive Instruction 

The highest-rated domain of self-efficacy was in instructional practices related to 

inclusive education, with an average score of 5.11 (SD = 0.52). The mean scores for all 

items fell within the upper range of the scale (5 = agree, 6 = strongly agree) indicating a 

high level of overall confidence in their ability to use a variety of assessment strategies, 

provide alternate explanations or examples when students are confused, and design 
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learning tasks that accommodate the individual needs of students with disabilities. All 

three items in this domain showed a greater internal variance than any other items on the 

scale (SD = 0.83, Range = 5). Variance in responses suggested that special education 

preschool teachers have varying levels of confidence and competence in their ability to 

implement inclusive instructional practices. 

Self-Efficacy in Collaboration 

The second highest-rated area for self-efficacy for special education preschool 

teachers in this study was in collaboration. Teachers generally expressed confidence in 

their ability to work jointly with other professionals and staff, such as aides and other 

teachers, to teach students with disabilities effectively (M = 5.35, SD = 0.57). In addition, 

teachers indicated a strong belief in their capacity to collaborate with other providers 

when designing educational plans for students with disabilities. However, there was some 

variability in responses regarding confidence in getting parents involved in school 

activities for children with disabilities (SD = 0.93), and a lower mean score of 4.60, 

indicating a slightly lower level of confidence in this aspect of collaboration compared to 

the other items.  

Self-Efficacy in Managing Behavior 

The lowest reported domain of self-efficacy was in managing behavior (M = 5.04) 

with the lowest internal variance (S = 0.44). Nevertheless, this area still fell within the 

relatively high range of perceived self-efficacy overall. Special education preschool 

teachers in this study expressed confidence in their ability to prevent disruptive behavior 

before it occurs (M = 5.07, SD = 0.59), calm students who are disruptive or noisy (M = 

5.00, SD = 0.49), and get children to follow classroom rules (M = 5.05, SD = 0.49). 
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Demographic Factors 

The population for this study was special education preschool teachers in 

California. The target population was special education preschool teachers in any of the 

19 Special Education Local Plan Areas (SELPAs) in Los Angeles County. A total of 43 

special education preschool teachers completed all parts of the survey with fidelity and 

were included in the final sample. In addition to the TEIP-SF scale and the ATTAS-mm 

scale, the survey included nine closed-ended demographic questions to further refine and 

describe specific characteristics of the sample. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 

used to determine whether any trends in the quantitative data could be identified based on 

the following demographic factors: Age; years of teaching; geographic area; and 

experience with coteaching, push-in, or general education.  

Table 5 provides the results of the TEIP-SF factor analysis that examined the four 

demographic factors. The over 55 group had the highest mean score of 5.4, and the 35–44 

group had the lowest mean score of 4.88. The p value for the age-group factor was .065. 

While close to the p = .05 level, the differences between the age groups were not 

statistically significant. In the Years of Teaching Experience factor, the over 10 years 

category had the highest mean score of 5.25, and the under 5 years category had the 

lowest mean score of 5.14. With a p value of .2519, differences between the groups were 

not significant. There was no significant difference found between rural, suburban, and 

urban areas (F = .02, p = .9805). Finally, although the p value for push-in teaching 

experience was relatively close to the significance level (p = .05), no statistical difference 

was found with respect to the teaching experience factors. 
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Table 5 

TEIP-SF Factor Analysis Demographics 

 Category   N M SD F p 
Age group 25-34 12 5.16 0.433 2.629 0.0637 

35-44 11 4.88 0.568 
  

45-54   8 5.11 0.46 
  

>55 12 5.40 0.294     
Years of teaching <5 14 5.14 0.353 1.427 0.2519 

6-10 10 4.94 0.407 
  

>10 19 5.25 0.555     
District geographic 

area 
Rural   6 5.11 0.567 0.02 0.9805 
Suburban 20 5.16 0.573 

  

Urban 17 5.14 0.299     
Coteaching 

experience 
No 30 5.14 0.462 0 0.9957 
Yes 13 5.15 0.508     

Push-in teaching 
experience 

No 31 5.06 0.442 3.422 0.0716 
Yes 12 5.35 0.494     

General education 
teaching 
experience 

No 27 5.16 0.515 0.128 0.7228 
Yes 16 5.11 0.395     

 

Table 6 provides the results of the ATTAS-mm factor analysis that examined the 

four demographic factors. The over 55 group had the lowest mean score of 4.74, and the 

45-54 age group had the highest mean score of 5.47. With a p value of .1988, differences 

between the groups were not statistically significant. The 6–10 years of teaching 

experience group had the highest mean score of 5.51, and the over 10 years of teaching 

experience group had the lowest mean score of 4.99. The p value for this factor was 

.2454, therefor the differences between the groups were not considered statistically 

significant. There was no significant difference found between rural, suburban, and urban 

areas (F = .0231, p = .7947). Finally, the study examined the participants’ teaching 

experience and found no significant difference between those who had coteaching and 

push-in teaching experience and those who did not. 
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Table 6 

ATTAS-mm Factor Analysis Demographics 

 Category   N M SD F p 
Age group 25-34 12 5.20 0.724 1.627 0.1988 

35-44 11 5.27 0.721 
  

45-54   8 5.47 0.619 
  

>55 12 4.74 0.983     
Years of teaching <5 14 5.09 0.642 1.456 0.2454 

6-10 10 5.51 0.675 
  

>10 19 4.99 0.943     
District geographic 

area 
Rural   6 5.07 1.044 0.231 0.7947 
Suburban 20 5.23 0.76 

  

Urban 17 5.06 0.814     
Coteaching 

experience 
No 30 5.19 0.83 0.383 0.5394 
Yes 13 5.03 0.769     

Push-in teaching 
experience 

No 31 5.08 0.805 0.678 0.4149 
Yes 12 5.31 0.822     

General education 
teaching 
experience 

No 27 5.23 0.68 0.787 0.3801 
Yes 16 5 0.993     

 

Data Analysis for Research Question 3 

Research Question 3 asked, “How do the ratings of special education preschool 

teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education 

classroom compare to their ratings of self-efficacy in supporting students with disabilities 

in the general education classroom?” To answer Research Question 3 and explore the 

relationship between attitudes towards inclusion (measured by ATTAS-mm) and efficacy 

for inclusive practices (measured by TEIP-SF), a multiple regression analysis and a 

Pearson’s correlation test were done. The multiple regression analysis investigated 

whether there was a causal relationship between the TEIP-SF scores as the independent 

variable and the ATTAS-mm scores as the dependent variable. The Pearson-correlation 
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was used to determine whether there was a correlation between the individual items on 

the TEIP-SF and the ATTAS-mm. 

Multiple Regression Analysis 

Self-efficacy influences how people think, feel, and behave in certain situations, 

and their self-efficacy beliefs play a central role in predicting their behavior (Bandura, 

1986). As such, the TEIP-SF factor scores and full-scale score were used as the 

independent variable while the ATTAS-mm factor scores and full-scale score were used 

as the dependent variables (Tables 7–10). 

The regression analysis summary in Table 7 provides information about the 

relationship between the independent variables, TEIP-SF Factor 1 (instruction), TEIP-SF 

Factor 2 (managing behavior), and TEIP-SF Factor 3 (collaboration), and the dependent 

variable, ATTAS-mm Factor 1 (cognitive). Factor 1 had a p value of .1752, which was 

greater than .05, so the impact this variable had on ATTAS-mm cognitive factor was not 

significant at the .05 level. Factor 2 had a p value of .7521, which was much greater than 

.05, so the impact this variable had on ATTAS-mm cognitive factor was not significant at 

the .05 level. Factor 3 had a p value of .2455, which was greater than .05, so the impact 

this variable had on the ATTAS-mm cognitive factor was not significant at the .05 level. 

Although not statistically significant at the .05 level, it can be inferred that the instruction 

factor (p = .1752) had a greater relationship to ATTAS-mm cognitive factor than 

collaboration (p = .2455) or managing behavior (p = .7521). 
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Table 7 

Regression Analysis: Factor 1 

Source SS   df   MS F p-value  
Regression  3.7878  3    1.2626  0.72 .5468  
Residual  68.5068  39    1.7566     
    Total  72.2946  42            
Regression output         Confidence interval 

Variables Coefficients SE 
t  

(df = 39) 
p-

value 
95% 
lower 

95% 
upper 

Intercept  3.9629 2.6324  1.505 .1403 -1.3615 9.2874 
TEIP-SF Factor 1 instruction  0.4214 0.3052  1.381 .1752 -0.1959 1.0386 
TEIP-SF Factor 2 managing 

behavior  0.1629 0.5123  0.318 .7521 -0.8733 1.1992 
TEIP-SF Factor 3 collaboration -0.6077 0.5154 -1.179 .2455 -1.6502 0.4348 

Note. R = 0.229; N = 43; k = 3; R² = 0.052; Adjusted R² = 0.000; Dep. ATTAS-mm Factor 1; SE = 1.324; 
Var. Cognitive. TEIP-SF = Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices-Short Form; ATTAS-mm = Attitudes 
Toward Teaching All Students. 

 
Further analysis of the R values revealed the following: R was .229 which was 

close to 0 so the results of the test were weak. This made sense because the relationships 

were very weak and not significant. R2 is .052 which meant that only about 5% of the 

impact in the model is the result of the variables, a predictable result because the 

relationship between the variables was very weak. There was little association between 

the variables used. Adjusted R2 is .000. Because the R2 and Adjusted R2 values were 

reasonably close, the population size had little effect on the results and can be considered 

consistent despite the lack of statistical significance. 

Finally, the following was found from the ANOVA results: The p value for the 

ANOVA was .5468 which is much greater than .05, meaning the results were not 

significant and there is little chance that these variables had an impact on one another. 

Based on the results of the multiple regression analysis, it can be concluded that the 

independent variables (TEIP-SF instruction, managing behavior, and collaboration 



93 

factors) did not have a significant impact on the dependent variable (ATTAS-mm 

cognitive factor). 

The regression analysis summary in Table 8 provides information about the 

relationship between the independent variables, TEIP-SF Factor 1 (instruction), TEIP-SF 

Factor 2 (managing behavior), and TEIP-SF Factor 3 (collaboration), and the dependent 

variable, ATTAS-mm Factor 2 (affective). Factor 1 had a p value of .4345 which was 

greater than .05, so the impact this variable had on ATTAS-mm affective factor was not 

significant at the .05 level. Factor 2 had a p value of .5357, which was much greater than 

.05, so the impact this variable had on ATTAS-mm affective factor was not significant at 

the .05 level. Factor 3 had a p value of .2336, which was greater than .05, so the impact 

this variable had on the ATTAS-mm affective factor was not significant at the .05 level. 

Although not statistically significant at the .05 level, it can be inferred that the 

collaboration factor (p = .2336) had a greater relationship to ATTAS-mm affective factor 

than the instruction factor (p = .4345) or the managing behavior factor (p = .5357). 

 
Table 8 

Regression Analysis: Factor 2 

Source SS   df   MS F p-value  
Regression  1.2708  3    0.4236  0.51 .6755  
Residual  32.1814  39    0.8252     
  Total  33.4522  42                   
Regression output         Confidence interval 

Variables Coefficients SE 
t  

(df = 39) 
p-

value 
95% 
lower 

95% 
upper 

Intercept  5.7705 1.8042  3.198 .0027  2.1212 9.4199 
TEIP-SF Factor 1 instruction  0.1652 0.2092  0.790 .4345 -0.2579 0.5882 
TEIP-SF Factor 2 managing 
behavior  0.2194 0.3511  0.625 .5357 -0.4908 0.9296 
TEIP-SF Factor 3 collaboration -0.4274 0.3533 -1.210 .2336 -1.1419 0.2871 

Note. N = 43; k = 3; R = 0.195; R² = 0.038; Adjusted R² = 0.000; Dep. ATTAS-mm Factor 2; SE = 0.908; 
Var. Affective. TEIP-SF = Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices-Short Form; ATTAS-mm = Attitudes 
Toward Teaching All Students. 
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Further analysis of the R values revealed the following: R was .195 which was 

close to 0 so the results of the test were weak. This makes sense because the relationships 

were very weak and not significant. R2 was .038, which indicated that only about 4% of 

the impact in the model was the result of the variables, a predictable result because the 

relationship between the variables was very weak. There was little association between 

the variables used. Adjusted R2 was .000. Because the R2 and adjusted R2 values were 

reasonably close, the population size had little effect on the results. The results can be 

considered consistent despite the lack of statistical significance. 

Finally, the following was found from the ANOVA results: The p value for the 

ANOVA was .6755 which was much greater than .05 meaning the results were not 

significant and there is little chance that these variables had an impact on one another. 

Based on the results of the multiple regression analysis, it can be concluded that the 

independent variables (TEIP-SF instruction, managing behavior, and collaboration 

factors) did not have a significant impact on the dependent variable (ATTAS-mm 

affective factor).  

The regression analysis summary in Table 9 provides information about the 

relationship between the independent variables, TEIP-SF Factor 1 (instruction), TEIP-SF 

Factor 2 (managing behavior), and TEIP-SF Factor 3 (collaboration), and the dependent 

variable, ATTAS-mm Factor 3 (behavioral). The TEIP-SF Factor 1 had a p value of 

.9545 which was greater than .05 so the impact this variable had on ATTAS-mm 

behavioral factor was not significant at the .05 level. Factor 2 managing behavior had a p 

value of .6517, which was much greater than .05, so the impact this variable had on 

ATTAS-mm behavioral factor was not significant at the .05 level. Factor 3 collaboration 
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had a p value of .4962 which was greater than .05 so the impact this variable had on the 

ATTAS-mm behavioral factor was not significant at the .05 level. Although not 

statistically significant at the .05 level, it can be inferred that the collaboration factor (p = 

.4962) had a greater relationship to ATTAS-mm Behavioral Factor than Instruction (p = 

.9545) or managing behavior (p = .6517). 

 
Table 9  

Regression Analysis: Factor 3 

Source SS   df   MS F p-value  
Regression  0.9956  3    0.3319  0.45 .7179  
Residual  28.6891  39    0.7356     
   Total  29.6847  42            
Regression output         Confidence interval 

Variables Coefficients SE 
t  

(df = 39) 
p-

value 
95% 
lower 

95% 
upper 

Intercept 4.0834 1.7035  2.397 .0214  0.6378  7.5290  
TEIP-SF Factor 1 instruction -0.0113 0.1975 -0.057 .9545 -0.4108  0.3881  
TEIP-SF Factor 2 managing 

behavior 0.1508 0.3315  0.455 .6517 -0.5198  0.8213  
TEIP-SF Factor 3 collaboration 0.2291 0.3335  0.687 .4962 -0.4456  0.9037  

Note. N = 43; k = 3; R = 0.183; R² = 0.034; Adjusted R² = 0.000; Dep. ATTAS-mm Factor 2; SE = 0.858; 
Dep. Var. ATTAS-mm Factor 3 behavioral. TEIP-SF = Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices-Short 
Form; ATTAS-mm = Attitudes Toward Teaching All Students 

 
Further analysis of the R values revealed the following: R was .183, which was 

close to 0, so the results of the test were weak. This makes sense because the 

relationships were very weak and not significant. R2 is .034 which means that only about 

3% of the impact in the model was the result of the variables and there was little 

association between the variables used. Adjusted R2 is .000. Because the R2 and adjusted 

R2 values were reasonably close, the population size had little effect on the results and 

can be considered consistent despite the lack of statistical significance. 
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Finally, the following was found from the ANOVA results: The p value for the 

ANOVA was .7179, which was much greater than .05, meaning the results were not 

significant, and there is little chance that these variables had an impact on one another. 

Based on the results of the multiple regression analysis, it can be concluded that the 

independent variables (TEIP-SF Instruction, Managing Behavior, and Collaboration 

Factors) did not have a significant impact on the dependent variable (ATTAS-mm 

Behavioral Factor).  

The regression analysis summary in Table 10 provides information about the 

relationship between the independent variable, TEIP-SF full scale score, and the 

dependent variable, ATTAS-mm full scale score. The TEIP-SF Full Scale Score had a p 

value of .6092, which was greater than .05, so the impact this variable had on ATTAS-

mm full scale score was not significant at the .05 level. 

 
Table 10 

Regression Analysis: Full Scale 

Source SS df MS F p-value  
Regression  0.1757   1 0.1757 0.27 .6092  
Residual 27.1410 41 0.6620    
   Total 27.3167 42      
Regression output         Confidence interval 

Variables Coefficients SE 
t  

(df = 41) 
p-

value 
95% 
lower 95% upper 

Intercept 4.4340 1.3802 3.213 .0026  1.6466 7.2214 
TEIP-SF full scale score 0.1376 0.2672 0.515 .6092 -0.4020 0.6772 

Note. N = 43; k = 1; R = 0.080; R² = 0.006; Adjusted R² = 0.000; Dep. ATTAS-mm Factor 2; SE = 0.814; 
Dep. Var. ATTAS-mm full scale score. 

 
Further analysis of the R values revealed the following: R was .080 which was 

close to 0, so the results of the test are weak. This makes sense because the relationships 

were very weak and not significant. R2 was .006 which means that only about 0.6% of the 
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impact in the model was the result of the variables, a predictable result since the 

relationship between the variables was very weak. There was little association between 

the variables used. 

Finally, the p value for the ANOVA was .5468, which was much greater than .05, 

meaning the results were not significant and there is little chance that these variables had 

an impact on one another. Based on the results of the regression analysis, it can be 

concluded that the independent variable (TEIP-SF full scale) does not have a significant 

impact on the dependent variable (ATTAS-mm full scale) 

Pearson’s Correlation Test 

The Pearson-correlation was used to determine whether there was a correlation 

between preschool special education teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusive practices and 

their attitudes towards inclusion as measured by TEIP-SF and ATTAS-mm respectively. 

Table 11 shows the correlations between the three factors as well as the overall scale 

between TEIP-SF and ATTAS-mm. There was extremely limited correlation between the 

two full-scale variables, r = .080, (p < .935), N = 43 and no clear association between 

overall feelings of efficacy and overall attitude towards inclusion when using these two 

specific scales. 
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Table 11 

Correlation Matrix Factors and Total Scale TEIP-SF and ATTAS-mm 

 TEIP-SF  
Factor 1 

TEIP-SF  
Factor 2 

TEIP-SF  
Factor 3 

TEIP-SF  
Total Score 

ATTAS-mm 
Factor 1  

0.135  
(p = 0.1932) 

0.011  
(p = 0.4722) 

-0.066  
(p = 0.3376) 

 0.058  
(p = 0.3554) 

ATTAS-mm 
Factor 2  

0.029  
(p = 0.4260) 

0.037  
(p = 0.4072) 

-0.118  
(p = 0.2258) 

-0.015  
(p = 0.4616) 

ATTAS-mm 
Factor 3  

0.089  
(p = 0.2860) 

0.134  
(p = 0.1956) 

 0.168  
(p = 0.1410) 

 0.156  
(p = 0.1593) 

ATTAS-mm 
total score 

0.115  
(p = 0.2312) 

0.066  
(p = 0.3367) 

-0.021  
(p = 0.4473) 

 0.080  
(p = 0.3048) 

  
Note. TEIP-SF = Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices-Short Form; ATTAS-mm = 
Attitudes Toward Teaching All Students; p-value: 1-tailed. 

 

When investigating the correlations between the individual items on the TEIP-SF 

and the ATTAS-mm, a moderate correlation was found between items on the TEIP-SF 

collaboration factor and items on the ATTAS-mm affective and behavioral factors. 

Table 12 shows the correlations between the individual items of TEIP-SF and ATTAS-

mm that yielded a moderate correlation (±3 ≤ r ≤ ±5) with a p value of .05 or smaller.  
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Table 12 

Correlation Matrix Individual Items TEIP-SF and ATTAS-mm (selected) 

Item 

TEIP-SF Q7-C: I am able to 
work jointly with other 
professionals and staff (e.g., 
aides, other teachers) to teach 
students with disabilities in 
the classroom. 

TEIP-SF Q9-C: I can 
collaborate with other 
professionals (e.g., itinerant 
teachers or speech 
pathologists) in designing 
educational plans for students 
with disabilities. 

ATTAS-mm Q4-A: I would like to be 
mentored by a teacher who models 
effective differentiated instruction in 
the general education classroom. 

-0.323 (p = 0.0173)   

ATTAS-mm Q8-B: Students with mild 
to moderate disabilities can be trusted 
with responsibilities in the classroom. 

0.357 (p = 0.0093) 0.324 (p = 0.0171) 

ATTAS-mm Q9-B: All students with 
mild to moderate disabilities should be 
educated in regular classrooms with 
nonhandicapped peers to the fullest 
extent possible 

  0.324 (p = 0.0169) 

 
Note. TEIP-SF = Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices-Short Form; ATTAS-mm = Attitudes Toward 
Teaching All Students. 
 

There was a moderate positive correlation between teachers’ belief that students 

with mild-to-moderate disabilities can be trusted with responsibilities in the classroom 

and their sense of self-efficacy to work jointly with other professionals and staff (e.g., 

aides and other teachers) to teach students with disabilities in the classroom (r = 0.357, 

p = 0.0093, N = 43). There was also a moderate positive correlation between teachers’ 

belief that students with mild-to-moderate disabilities can be trusted with responsibilities 

in the classroom and their sense of self-efficacy to collaborate with other professionals 

and staff when designing educational plans for students with disabilities (r = 0.324, p = 

0.0171, N = 43). A third moderate positive correlation was found between teachers’ belief 

that all students with mild-to-moderate disabilities should be educated in regular 

classrooms with non-handicapped peers to the fullest extent possible and their sense of 
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self-efficacy to collaborate with other professionals and staff in designing educational 

plans for students with disabilities (r = 0.324, p = 0.0169, N = 43). Finally, there was a 

moderate negative correlation between a teacher’s desire to be mentored by a teacher 

who models effective differentiated instruction in the general education classroom and 

their sense of self-efficacy to work jointly with other professionals and staff (e.g., aides 

and other teachers) to teach students with disabilities in the classroom (r = -0.323, p = 

0.0173, N = 43). 

Data Analysis for Research Question 4 

Research Question 4 asked, “How do preschool special education preschool 

teachers identify and describe other factors not previously mentioned that impact their 

teaching efficacy and attitudes towards inclusion of students with disabilities in the 

general education classroom?” To answer Research Question 4, a 10-item semistructured 

interview was used to gather data. Eight of the 43 survey respondents participated in the 

one-on-one interview in which they were asked to express their overall opinions about 

educating children with disabilities in general education classrooms. In addition, they 

were asked about their personal experiences with supporting students with disabilities in 

inclusive settings and asked to identify what factors may have contributed to or inhibited 

the success of inclusive practices, self-efficacy, or attitudes towards inclusion.  

Intercoder Reliability 

To ensure acceptable levels of reliability and reduce researcher bias, a UMass 

Global peer researcher familiar with coding procedures and a veteran special education 

preschool teacher reviewed and coded approximately 10% of the qualitative data on three 

separate occasions. The MAXQDA Intercoder Agreement function was used to compare 

the two independently coded results. The purpose of the first intercoder agreement round 
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was to analyze and discuss the differences to improve the coding quality. Yielding an 

intercoder agreement of 37% in the first round, primary disagreements involved three 

previously established themes: establishment bureaucracy (attitude), program 

characteristics (attitude), and collaboration (efficacy). All codes were reviewed and 

analyzed, which led to additional consolidation and revision of 13 attitude-factor codes 

into eight parent codes and three child codes. The final code count for factors affecting 

self-efficacy was seven parent codes. 

A second intercoder analysis round resulted in 73% agreement. Discrepancies 

were primarily noted in the length of segments. Additional discrepancies were noted in 

resources and support systems (attitude) and collaboration (attitude), which led to 

assigning collaboration as a child code of resources and support systems. The final code 

count after revisions for factors affecting attitude was seven parent codes and four child 

codes. The final code count for factors affecting self-efficacy was six parent codes. 

Table 13 shows the code-specific results of the final intercoder reliability test at the 

segment level. With a minimum code overlapping of 90%, the test yielded 91.67% 

intercoder agreement, meeting the intercoder reliability acceptability threshold of 80% or 

more agreement (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Figure 3 shows the chance-corrected 

Cohen’s Kappa coefficients. A Kappa coefficient of 0.91 indicates a high level of 

agreement, suggesting strong reliability in their coding decisions beyond what would be 

expected by chance [Kappa = (.92 - .08) / (1 - .08) = 0.91]. 
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Table 13 

Intercoder Agreement at Segment Level 

Code Agreements Disagreements Total % 

Overall attitude   8 0   8 100.00% 
Previous experiences   2 0   2 100.00% 
Gen ed teacher/staff attitude (attitude)   6 0   6 100.00% 
Resources and support systems (attitude)   8 0   8 100.00% 
Collaboration (attitude)   4 0   4 100.00% 
Program characteristics (attitude)   8 4 12 66.67% 
Establishment bureaucracy (attitude)   2 2   4 50.00% 
Student factors (attitude) 14 2 16 87.50% 
Overall efficacy   8 0   8 100.00% 
Collaboration (efficacy)   8 0   8 100.00% 
Gen ed staff attitude (efficacy)   2 0   2 100.00% 
Resources or support systems (efficacy) 10 0 10 100.00% 
Delivery of service (efficacy)   8 0   8 100.00% 
   Total 88 8 96 91.67% 
 
 
Figure 3 

Cohen’s Kappa Intercoder Reliability 

 
  Coder 1  
  1 0  

Coder 2 
1 a = 88 b = 4 92 
0 c = 4 0 4 

  92 4 96 

     
P(observed) = Po = a / (a + b + c) = 0.92  
P(chance) = Pc = 1 / Number of codes = 1 / 13 = 0.08 

     
    Kappa = (Po - Pc) / (1 - Pc) = 0.91 

 

Development of Themes 

An inductive analysis process was used to analyze the qualitative data. Data 

collected were coded and themed using MAXQDA, which is a qualitative and mixed-
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methods data analysis software program. Before coding the data in MAXQDA, a coding 

and themes worksheet was used. The interview transcripts were analyzed and responses 

to the interview questions were color-coded and added to the worksheet. From the 

responses added, potential themes, or codes, were created. These codes were then 

converted into theme phrases and added to MAXQDA. Patterns and frequencies of each 

code were determined and organized under Factors Affecting Attitudes and Factors 

Affecting Self-Efficacy using parent nodes and child nodes. Themes were identified at 

the latent level, reflecting underlying ideas or assumptions, and the semantic level, based 

on explicit content. In addition, the usefulness of the theme in answering the research 

question was considered. Code coverage was assessed at the individual document level 

and across the entire document set. Finally, mention of a theme by multiple participants 

and frequency of occurrence in the data set was considered. Seven major themes were 

identified as factors affecting attitudes, and six major themes were identified as factors 

affecting self-efficacy (see Table 14). 
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Table 14 

Major Themes and Frequencies 

Theme Segment 
frequency 

Code 
coverage 

Document 
frequency 

Code system 330   8 
Factors affecting attitude       

Program characteristics (attitude) 67 36% 8 
Autonomy 3   3 
Instruction and curriculum 12   4 
Establishment bureaucracy (attitude) 19   6 

Resources and support systems (attitude) 44 25% 8 
 Collaboration (attitude) 23   8 
Student factors (attitude) 42 16% 8 
General education teacher efficacy (attitude) 26 10% 7 
General education teacher/staff attitude (attitude) 23 9% 7 
Knowledge of existing programs 7 3% 4 
Previous experiences 4 1% 2 

Factors affecting self-efficacy       
Collaboration (efficacy) 19 32% 6 
Delivery of service (efficacy) 17 28% 6 
Resources or support systems (efficacy) 12 20% 4 
Student factors (efficacy) 5 8% 2 
General education staff attitude (efficacy) 4 7% 3 
Curriculum (efficacy) 3 5% 2 

 

General Attitude 

The overall attitude towards the inclusion of students with disabilities in the 

general education settings was rated as positive. The special education teachers who 

participated in the interview believed that all students should have the opportunity to be 

in a general education classroom as long as they receive the necessary supports and 

accommodations. Although peer interaction and modeling were seen as valuable for 

learning and social-emotional development, all eight teachers acknowledged that not all 

students are a good fit for inclusion and that individualized instruction and placement in a 
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separate setting might be necessary. The importance of identifying good fits and getting 

families on board was emphasized. Even though the overall sentiment was a strong desire 

to maximize inclusion or mainstreaming opportunities and to make the experience as 

successful as possible for all students, all teachers expressed reluctance with the push for 

full inclusion of students with either mild-to-moderate or intensive special needs, 

especially in the early years. One teacher commented, 

I prefer that gradually the goal is to get the students moved into the general 

education classroom but give them as much support as they need while they’re 

young in the special education setting, and then see how far they can go. 

Factors Affecting Attitudes 

An analysis of the qualitative data identified seven major themes for the factors 

influencing attitudes towards inclusion: Program characteristics, resources and support 

systems, student factors, general education teacher efficacy, general education staff 

attitudes towards inclusion, knowledge of existing programs, and previous experiences. 

Notably, program characteristics stood out with the highest frequency, indicating their 

substantial impact on attitudes. Collaboration also emerged as a key factor, appearing 

prominently in different sub-themes. These findings underscore the importance of 

creating supportive environments, fostering collaboration between teachers and service 

providers, ensuring adequate resources and support systems, and tailoring programs to 

address diverse student needs.  

Program Characteristics 

Program characteristics were found to be the most significant factor. With the 

highest frequency (67 mentions) covering 36% of the coded segments, this theme was 
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present in the transcription of all eight participant interviews (as shown in Table 14). 

Incorporating different aspects of the educational practice and policy, teachers perceived 

inclusion as a multifaceted endeavor, contingent upon various program-related factors, 

such as classroom environments and class size, flexibility within the program’s structure, 

existence of coteaching and other service models, use of curriculum, and effectiveness of 

integration between the general education state-funded preschool system and the special 

education preschool program. Many teachers believed that the current methods and 

strategies employed by their district were not effective. As one teacher stated, 

I want to see [my students] succeed. And I don’t think the way that the district is 

doing it and the way that things are being implemented, our kids are doing well. I 

think they're putting them out there and they’re just failing. So something needs to 

change. 

Of program characteristics, classroom environment emerged as a pivotal 

consideration; class size, student to teacher ratio, and adaptations requisites to 

accommodate the diverse needs of students were mentioned most frequently. Classroom 

environment considerations emphasized the necessity of adapting physical spaces to 

accommodate diverse student needs. For instance, one participant stressed the importance 

of environmental adjustments for students with differing developmental levels: 

If [students are] developmentally at a much different or a lower developmental 

age, the classroom needs to be adapted. For example, you have to make sure that you 

don't have things that are too little, that students could choke on. 

Class size was referenced most frequently with a total of 17 frequencies related to the 

number of students in one classroom and seven frequencies related to student-staff ratio. 
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One teacher stated, “Class size is an issue. Definitely. It needs to be a smaller group. 

Probably not like ours, but maybe having a cap of 15-16 students in the gen ed preschool 

class.” Another teacher explained, 

This year we went for [full inclusion] at the preschool, UTK, and kinder level. All 

or the majority of our students with mild-to-moderate disabilities are in the 

general education classroom. But I believe districts are going to need to reduce 

class size and increase staffing. 

Teachers also shared examples of students with sensory challenges for whom a larger 

class size would be too overwhelming with too much visual stimuli and too much noise. 

One teacher stated, 

Some students may need a different setting, or they may need pulled out part of 

the day because they’re overwhelmed. I think inclusion is fabulous, but we really 

need to make sure we're still providing students with what they need. 

The ability to gradually integrate students into mainstream educational settings as 

an element of a program’s structure was underscored as an essential pedagogical 

approach by seven of the eight teachers. One participant articulated that this gradual 

process involves “starting with mainstreaming” before transitioning to full inclusion, 

allowing students to adjust to the general education environment. Teachers shared that 

this necessitates flexibility in program structures and program options. One teacher 

stated, “I also don’t want us to get into one size fits all because it is an individualized 

education plan. And some students may need a different setting.” 

Teachers suggested that there also needs to be flexibility with service delivery 

models, such as pushing in for some students and pulling out for others, to ensure that 
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students are receiving what they need. One teacher shared that it is essential that schools 

provide a designated space for the special education teacher that can be used as a break 

room for students, specialized instruction time, or a place in general to be used on an as-

needed basis. Another teacher stated, “Maybe a child cannot handle the full day 

instruction in a gen ed setting. There needs to be flexibility.” 

Coteaching was referenced in seven documents. Most of the teachers stated that 

the ideal classroom setting should have a general education teacher and a special 

education teacher working together all day. One teacher stated, 

If both the special ed and the general ed teacher both are trained, receive training 

and collaborate together on their areas of expertise, then you could have a very 

powerful classroom, but that would involve having two teachers in a classroom 

compared to one. 

Another teacher stated,  

Actually, I had a student, he could have been in inclusion. If we had a special 

education teacher in his kindergarten classroom also, that could have helped him 

with just those language and numeral things. Then he could also have been in the 

general education classroom. 

In addition to the importance of the type of coteaching model used, the way it is 

implemented was also deemed of significance. A few teachers indicated that often the 

special education teacher is given the role of an assistant rather than a teacher, lamenting 

that the impact they had on student learning was compromised. 

Teacher Autonomy. Autonomy, or the willingness of teachers to participate in a 

coteaching model, was found to be a factor affecting attitudes and was listed as a 
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subtheme of program characteristics (see Table 14). One participant stated, “If we were 

moving towards inclusion, I would be willing to work with somebody, you know, 

coteaching stuff. As long as my kids are getting what they need. But I know other 

teachers might not.” Two teachers believed that coteaching would be good but felt that it 

might take away the independence of both the special education teacher and the general 

education teacher. One teacher explained, “I cannot imagine a teacher having had her 

own classroom for I don't know how many years being able to manage the whole thing, 

and then dividing that power with someone else.” Overall, having an effective 

collaborative approach that involves both special education and general education 

teachers, as well as a willingness for them to collaborate, was deemed necessary for 

successful inclusion. “Inclusion is hard,” said one teacher, “especially when you have 

special ed teachers that are burnt out and they don't have the best attitude, even in their 

own classroom. And this really is stepping out of your comfort zone for everybody.” 

Instruction and Curriculum. This second subtheme involved the instructional 

framework of inclusive education. Appropriate early childhood instructional methods and 

program curriculum were seen as crucial for inclusive programs, in which teaching 

strategies need to be adjusted to meet the diverse learning styles and abilities of students. 

This included when and where inclusion and integration are emphasized. As underscored 

by one participant, “Inclusion should be focused on academic subjects rather than just 

social times like recess and lunch, where children with autism struggle.” However, the 
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presence of explicit social skills and peer interaction instruction was deemed equally 

important. One teacher stated: 

I’m a big advocate of socialthinking.com and their curriculum for preschool 

students. I can start them on that path in my classroom, but once they matriculate 

to [an inclusive setting], they still need that. And so that’s just like kind of a 

lacking, you know, an area that’s lacking in the inclusive environment. 

Establishment Bureaucracy. A number of teachers expressed frustration with 

bureaucratic roadblocks, particularly when dealing with multiple preschool programs that 

are not cohesive and establishment perimeters are not conducive to progress, resulting in 

efforts to make it work being met with obstacles. As elucidated by one participant's 

critique of state-prescribed mandates: “The restrictions of state preschool create an 

environment with too many limitations, making it difficult to achieve inclusion.” Another 

participant shared a similar sentiment: 

In our preschool we’re really kind of locked in with mod severe. We can't have a 

student in a mod severe class and in inclusion. So it’s an all or nothing. We can’t 

do... like let’s give the student half an hour [of mainstreaming] and let you adjust 

and then build on it, because the system doesn’t allow it. 

Resources and Support Systems 

With a high frequency (44 mentions) and coverage in eight documents, this theme 

was labeled as second most significant (see Table 14). Within this factor, collaboration 

was a key aspect and mentioned in 23 instances across all eight documents. Collaboration 

was deemed essential for effective teamwork, communication, and strategy development 

among educators and concerns were raised about the lack of dedicated collaboration time 



111 

hindering a teacher’s ability to plan and implement support strategies effectively. 

Participants also highlighted the critical role of support staff, citing the need for well-

trained assistants capable of addressing diverse student needs. In addition, participants 

mentioned funding constraints, which they felt limited the availability of essential 

resources and services necessary for inclusive education, and they stressed the 

importance of comprehensive training to equip general education teachers and support 

staff with the skills and knowledge needed to support diverse learners effectively. They 

called for pre-service and ongoing professional development opportunities to stay 

updated on best practices and to address emerging challenges in inclusive education. 

Participants stressed the importance of collaboration time as a critical component 

of supporting inclusive education effectively. They expressed a need for dedicated 

opportunities to come together as a team, share insights, and strategize on how best to 

meet the diverse needs of students. One teacher lamented, “There isn’t time for that,” 

referring to the lack of structured collaboration time. Another teacher highlighted the 

significance of collaboration in building relationships and fostering adaptability, stating, 

“Collaboration I believe, is relationship building.” Participants emphasized the benefits of 

regular collaboration sessions for enhancing teamwork, communication, and the 

exchange of ideas among educators. Furthermore, they underscored the challenges posed 

by the current lack of sufficient collaboration time, which hinders their ability to 

effectively plan and implement strategies to support students with diverse needs. They 

advocated for structured collaboration sessions to be integrated into their schedules, 

allowing consistent teamwork and the sharing of best practices to better serve all students 

in inclusive classrooms. 
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Human support systems were referenced by all participants, with 17 instances 

using the word assistant and 18 instances using the word assistants. Teachers emphasized 

the crucial role of support staff resources to facilitate inclusive education. They 

highlighted the need for well-trained assistants who are equipped to handle diverse 

student needs, particularly in managing behaviors and providing individualized support. 

One teacher remarked, 

Because even with us sometimes... it doesn’t mean that we know how to deal with 

every behavior that some of our kids come with. And so that’s why we do have 

assistants who are behaviorists and specialized in trying to figure out how to 

manage some of these behaviors. 

They stressed the importance of addressing behavioral challenges early on to create a 

conducive learning environment for all students and prevent potential disruptions to the 

educational process. In addition, participants expressed concerns about the availability 

and adequacy of support staff, particularly in relation to class size and support ratios. 

They advocated for smaller class sizes and adequate support ratios to ensure that each 

student receives the attention and assistance the student requires. One teacher stated,  

“Another important thing is the number of kids [with IEPs] in their classroom... having 

six kids with IEPs and only one assistant. It's nuts. I don't think that they can do it, and I 

don't think they can do it well.” Another teacher emphasized, “If there is enough support 

in the classroom, then our kids will succeed,” highlighting the pivotal role teachers 

believe support staff resources play in creating a successful inclusive environment.  

Participants expressed concerns about funding and its impact on the availability of 

resources and support systems necessary for inclusive education. They highlighted the 
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perceived inadequacy of financial resources allocated to support staff, materials, and 

training programs. One teacher pointed out, “I think [the lack of support is] a lot because 

of the money,” suggesting a belief among educators that financial constraints hinder the 

provision of essential resources and services in an inclusive setting for students with 

diverse needs. One teacher emphasized lack of funding for support staff specifically: 

“There's a little bit of extra expense [to provide for additional behavior staff], but I don't 

think that is the deep level of help that we give to students in the general education 

preschool setting.”  

The perceived discrepancy between available resources and the level of support 

needed to ensure the success of inclusive education initiatives appeared to be a significant 

factor affecting teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion. They strongly advocated for 

increased funding to address these gaps and ensure that all students receive the support 

they require to thrive in inclusive classroom environments. The need for additional 

funding also extended to the ability to implement coteaching practices by both the 

general education teacher and the special education teacher are present throughout the 

school day. As one teacher stated, 

My negative feeling about the inclusion classroom was the lack of support in the 

classroom. So being that the student is in the classroom, but they only have one 

general education teacher, and the special education teacher only supports a 

limited time each week.” 

A final component of the resources and support systems factor identified was 

access to adequate professional development along with collaboration time. Participants 

emphasized the importance of comprehensive and ongoing training for general education 
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teachers and support staff to support effective inclusive education practices. They 

expressed a desire for extensive training sessions before the start of the school year to 

ensure that all staff members are equipped with the necessary skills and knowledge to 

support students with diverse needs effectively. One teacher articulated, 

My dream is if they had like 40 hours or a week of training before we started [the 

school year] so we were all on the same page. I feel like it’s snippets of training 

now. I come in and like give [the support staff and teacher] little snippets here and 

there instead of like a full-on training. 

This illustrates a recognition among educators of the importance of thorough preparation 

to understand the complexities of inclusive education and implement best practices. In 

addition, participants highlighted the need for continual professional development 

throughout the school year to stay updated on the latest strategies and approaches to 

support diverse learners. Overall, participants advocated for increased investment in 

training time and training programs to ensure that educators are adequately prepared to 

create inclusive and supportive learning environments for all students. 

General Education Teachers and Staff Attitudes 

This factor encompassed the attitudes of general education teachers and staff. It 

had a moderate frequency (23 mentions) and references were found in seven documents 

(see Table 14). The attitude of general education teachers towards inclusion of students 

with special needs was found to affect the special education teacher’s willingness to 

recommend a general education setting for their students. One teacher put it simply: “I 

think a lot of times it’s the attitude of the general education teacher that can impact the 

attitude of the special ed teacher.” Although they acknowledged that attitudes have 
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become more positive in recent years, participants shared that there continues to be 

resistance from general education teachers and staff to include and welcome students 

with disabilities into their classrooms. “Positive attitudes and willingness to help all 

students are crucial for successful inclusion,” one teacher stated. Another teacher said, 

You need to have a teacher that’s willing and wants to help students as much as 

possible in the classrooms. With classrooms that I’ve been around, some teachers 

are willing to take students with special needs into their classroom and are very 

supportive, but others are not. 

Indeed, the exclusion of special needs students who are included in the general education 

classroom was a frequently mentioned concern. “Adults need to be open to accept 

students with differences,” explained one teacher. “How are my students going to 

succeed and learn if they’re not being, you know, included in all activities?” 

General Education Teacher Efficacy 

This theme focused on the efficacy of general education teachers in supporting 

students with special needs. With a relatively high frequency (26 mentions), this theme 

was found in seven documents (see Table 14). Participants shared that their attitudes 

towards inclusion are influenced by various general education teacher efficacy factors, 

particularly in terms of understanding behaviors, implementing instructional strategies 

specifically for students with learning differences, and having knowledge about different 

disabilities. “It really comes down to the training they receive in their credentialing 

program,” one teacher shared. In general, the special education teachers felt that general 

education teachers needed special education specific classes as part of their credentialing 

programs to effectively support students with diverse needs. This included gaining 
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knowledge about disabilities, learning strategies for managing behaviors, implementing 

calming techniques, making curriculum modifications, and understanding Individualized 

Education Programs (IEPs). One teacher who had both a general education credential and 

a special education credential stated, 

I think that [learning about disabilities and behaviors] is important because when I 

was a general education teacher, I wouldn’t think the way that I think now as a 

special education teacher. Regular ed teachers see a behavior and automatically 

think it’s a negative thing. We see a behavior and we’re like, okay, well, what are 

you trying to tell me? 

Acknowledging that there may be additional challenges, such as biases and 

insufficient inclusion training, that hinder the implementation of inclusive practices, 

participants strongly believed that ongoing professional development and training at the 

school sites are necessary to equip general education teachers with the tools and 

confidence needed to meet the diverse needs of all students. One teacher shared, “[If they 

could have] trainings to learn and understand new strategies, like, this is how visual 

support works. Stuff like that. You know, some updates, like things that they haven't been 

around, like ABA methods.” With this ongoing support, participants shared that general 

education teachers would be better able to respond to the unique learning needs of the 

students with IEPs, especially in handling behaviors and using interventions like visual 

supports, token economies, and social stories. 

Student Factors 

Student-related factors were mentioned in 42 instances in all eight documents, 

suggesting that student characteristics and their specific needs strongly influence attitudes 
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(Table 14). Citing readiness for inclusion, participants emphasized the importance of 

considering a student’s developmental level, behavior, and individual needs when 

determining placement. Factors related to what extent they felt the students with special 

needs benefited from the placement and how their presence impacted the other students 

in the classroom were also mentioned. However, student factors were usually considered 

within the context of supports available in the general education classroom as well as 

perceived general education teachers’ expectations. For example, a student’s level of 

independence or their ability to self-regulate were frequently mentioned as primary 

factors. 

Special education preschool teachers stressed the importance of behavioral self-

regulation, highlighting that students need to refrain from disrupting the learning 

environment for others. One participant stated, “When a kid is not disruptive to everyone, 

when they have some ability to self-regulate, then inclusion makes sense for them.” The 

readiness consideration also involved students’ social skills and their ability to interact 

positively with peers and teachers in the general education setting. Students who could 

demonstrate effective social communication and cooperation were considered more ready 

for inclusion than those who could not. This aspect of readiness was highlighted by one 

teacher who stated, “Inclusion works with students when they don’t impact the classroom 

environment significantly and they can go with the classroom flow.” 

Another key consideration was a student’s developmental maturity, with 

participants noting that students with significant developmental gaps struggle to keep up 

with their peers academically and socially in the general education classroom. 

Participants expressed concerns about whether a student possesses academic readiness 



118 

skills, such as the ability to complete tasks independently and participate in classroom 

activities without constant support. Cognitive ability was also mentioned as an important 

student factor, especially within the context of engaging with other students 

academically. One teacher explained, “What is the point of having a student who is 1 

year cognitively sit in the back playing itsy bitsy spider when the other students are trying 

to learn about history?” 

Student sensory needs and sensitivities were also factors when determining their 

readiness for inclusion. Those who may be overwhelmed by the sensory stimuli in a 

general education classroom may require a separate setting when additional support or 

accommodations are not enough. Some participants advocated for a gradual transition to 

general education settings to aid sensory desensitization, starting with mainstreaming 

opportunities or part-time inclusion before moving to a full-time placement in the general 

education classroom. Overall, participants stressed the importance of individualized 

assessment and ongoing monitoring to ensure that inclusion is beneficial for all students 

involved, taking into account individual student needs, academic progress, and the 

maintenance of a positive learning environment. 

Knowledge of Existing Programs 

Although mentioned explicitly in only seven instances, awareness of existing 

programs did appear to play a role in shaping attitudes towards inclusive education. One 

teacher emphasized, “Factors that would support placement of [our] students in a gen ed 

setting is to really understand more about what that setting looks like and how and what 

then the student needs in order to be successful in that setting.” Increased exposure to 

inclusive classrooms could also enhance their comfort level with inclusion. “If sped 
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teachers have more exposure to inclusion in a classroom that is inclusive, then they might 

feel more comfortable” one teacher remarked. This implies that familiarity with inclusive 

settings could alleviate apprehension and foster confidence in supporting special needs 

students in general education environments. 

Participants also noted challenges of isolation within the special education realm, 

which limits opportunities for collaboration and knowledge exchange with general 

education teachers. This isolation can contribute to a sense of uncertainty and 

apprehension regarding inclusion. One teacher noted, “Because special ed often is so 

isolated, we don’t have exposure to other special ed teachers or gen ed teachers and see 

what they’re doing.” Overall, participants expressed concerns about unknown aspects of 

inclusion, including fears about students’ needs not being met or their acceptance in 

general education settings. This apprehension underscores the importance of providing 

special education teachers with exposure to inclusive environments, and opportunities for 

collaboration to facilitate successful inclusion experiences for students. 

Previous Experience 

Similar to the knowledge of existing programs factor, previous experience was 

explicitly referred to in only two documents, with a low frequency of four mentions. 

Nevertheless, it appeared to have a relatively significant impact on special education 

preschool teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion. Overall, teachers’ previous experiences 

with inclusion, whether positive or negative, significantly impacted their attitudes 

towards its effectiveness. Positive experiences fostered confidence and support for 

inclusive practices, and negative experiences raised concerns about the feasibility and 

adequacy of inclusion programs. 
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According to two of the special education preschool teachers interviewed, 

previous experiences had a significant impact on their attitudes towards inclusion. As one 

teacher stated, 

I feel like I’ve had many, many positive experiences where some people might 

feel like, oh, this kid doesn't belong in a special general education class. They just 

need a little bit of support. So, I know that it is possible. 

The teacher explained that this positive experience led to a shift in her mindset from 

uncertainty about placing students with special needs in a general education setting to 

belief in its efficacy. Positive experiences with collaboration between teachers and 

specialists also instilled confidence in the viability of inclusion. One teacher noted, 

“From what I’ve seen, the collaboration between the teachers and the specialists such as 

speech or OT, it has been just amazing. We have great communication and that made it 

work.”   

Issues such as having experienced a lack of support in the classroom, insufficient 

assistance for students with IEPs, or negative coteaching experiences led to doubts about 

the feasibility of inclusion. One teacher related that she had heard horrible stories from 

parents about how her previous students were doing in a general education setting. 

Another teacher remarked, “I sometimes stop placing a student in an inclusive setting, 

due to the fact that I don’t feel that there is adequate support.” A third teacher shared that 

although her experience with coteaching was positive, she stated, 

I have heard from others who have had different experiences that were not good. 

The rest of my credentialing program cohort worked for a different district and 
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their experiences have been completely different than mine. So, I don't know if I 

would be enthusiastic about coteaching in their district. 

General Self-Efficacy 

The majority of the participants expressed confidence in their ability to teach in 

an inclusive environment and shared successful experiences in supporting students 

through different strategies for self-regulation, the implementation of accommodations 

and modifications, and modeling and in-the-moment training of general education staff. 

They acknowledged, however, that inclusion requires more planning and a clear 

understanding of tasks between general education and special education teachers. Some 

teachers felt less successful in providing adequate support when they worked in a general 

education environment and indicated that lack of time in the classroom affected their 

impact on their students’ integration and learning. Despite the challenges, most teachers 

were comfortable trying different approaches to help their students succeed in the general 

education setting. 

Factors Affecting Self-Efficacy 

The data highlight several factors influencing self-efficacy in inclusive education 

programs. Collaboration emerged as a significant contributor, indicating the importance 

of collaborative efforts among stakeholders. The delivery of services also played a crucial 

role, suggesting that the manner in which services are provided impacts individuals’ 

confidence in their ability to effectively support students. Moreover, the availability and 

adequacy of resources and support systems were identified as key determinants, 

emphasizing the need for sufficient support structures to bolster self-efficacy. Although 

mentioned less frequently, curriculum and student-related factors were recognized as 
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influential aspects. Overall, the findings underscore the multifaceted nature of self-

efficacy in inclusive education, emphasizing the importance of fostering collaborative 

environments, flexibility with service delivery options, ensuring resource accessibility, 

and addressing curriculum and student needs to enhance self-efficacy among 

stakeholders. 

Collaboration 

Similar to its effect on attitudes, collaboration was indicated as a relatively 

significant factor affecting self-efficacy with 19 mentions in six documents. Some 

teachers reported difficulties when general education teachers are not fully engaged or 

welcoming towards students with IEPs. One teacher observed, “When teachers, general 

education teachers, are really hands off and don’t see their inclusion kid as one of their 

kids. That’s been challenging.”  Participants also expressed frustration over a lack of time 

dedicated to team meetings and strategizing, which limits opportunities for collaborative 

problem-solving and support. “[There is] not enough time to sit and talk together as a 

team and strategize,” one teacher lamented. This shortage of collaborative opportunities 

underscored systemic barriers that inhibit effective teamwork and hinder teachers’ ability 

to address students’ needs comprehensively. 

Positive relationships between general education and special education teachers 

were also seen as crucial for effective teamwork and the implementation of inclusive 

practices. Participants emphasized the importance of shared philosophies and mutual 

respect, which contributes to a supportive and cohesive team dynamic. One teacher 

confirmed, “I loved my co-teacher. She was gen ed, you know, and she was just amazing. 

I think we had the same, like, philosophy.” Collaboration with occupational therapists, 
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speech therapists, and other specialists also aided in the special education teachers’ sense 

of self-efficacy to provide valuable strategies to support students, particularly in 

managing behaviors. One teacher reflected, “Working with OTs, different strategies to 

help… especially with behaviors and that kind of thing has been, you know, super 

valuable. You just learn as you go.” 

Delivery of Service 

This factor, which was the second most impactful, was mentioned 17 times in 

seven documents, suggesting that the way services are delivered significantly affects a 

teacher’s sense of self-efficacy in inclusive education settings. Participants expressed a 

desire for more consistent and immersive involvement in general education classrooms. 

The amount of time they were able to spend in the general education classroom was a 

specific concern. Several participants stated that they wished they could spend more 

continual time in classrooms rather than being pulled away for various responsibilities, 

because the latter often led to fragmented support. As one teacher stated: “I wish each 

day I could be there for the whole [day] and not be like, oh, I got to run back because I 

have an IEP, or I have to go to another classroom.”  

Furthermore, the effectiveness of different service delivery models was 

scrutinized, and participants highlighted the benefits and drawbacks of the various 

approaches. Some teachers acknowledged the potential effectiveness of a push-in model, 

by which support is provided within the general education classroom, and others 

expressed concerns about its feasibility and potential limitations. One teacher remarked,  

It can be effective as long as there is some time to target the special needs [in a 

separate setting], like, you know, the resource classroom. There should be certain 
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minutes a week to separate and help students learn specific skills… and [then] 

rejoin their peers. 

Another teacher stated,  

I’m not sure if the push-in model would be fully effective because it seems like 

we’d only see certain parts of the child, right? I think it really depends on the 

child, and it might be harder to implement. It feels a bit disjointed to me. 

Although the limited time spent in the classroom affected the special education 

preschool teachers’ ability to observe and understand classroom dynamics before 

providing targeted support, they also felt that balancing multiple roles and responsibilities 

reduces their effectiveness. Some participants stated the need for better division of tasks 

between general education and special education teachers, especially when providing 

either push-in services or services through a coteaching model. They expressed 

frustration with how their role was perceived by general education teachers because they 

had limited opportunities to actually teach. Instead, they found themselves providing 

supplementary assistance similar to that of a paraprofessional. One teacher remarked: 

“We have been given the role of a [behavior assistant], for example. So we’re not really 

teaching.” 

Resources and Support Systems 

Frequently overlapping with the effects on attitudes, available resources and 

support systems were referenced 12 times in four documents. Participants highlighted 

that the availability and quality of resources and support systems significantly influenced 

their self-efficacy in inclusive classrooms. This was especially true for human support 

resources. “We need to have assistants for support in the classroom,” one teacher 
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remarked, “because, even in my classroom, I have a superb assistant and he has done so 

much for my kids in the classroom.”  

In addition, the impact of class size, resource allocation on service delivery, and 

caseload was underscored, with teachers noting the challenges posed by limited resources 

and high student-to-adult ratios. As one teacher observed, “I think obviously the lower 

end numbers, the higher success we’re going to have.” Higher caseloads result in less 

time spent with each student, especially when working with students placed in different 

classrooms. Another teacher stated, “The [inclusion] SPED teachers’ caseloads are very 

large. And so to provide the kids with what they need with these large caseloads, I 

believe is overwhelming.” 

Although the participants appreciated having assistants in the general education 

classroom, they emphasized the need for these assistants to receive more specialized 

training, particularly in early intervention to be truly effective. The lack of adequately 

trained staff in general education settings and the inability to add necessary support often 

undermines their efforts. The special education preschool teachers expressed a desire for 

allocation of resources to provide comprehensive training programs for both support staff 

and general education teachers to ensure everyone is on the same page, rather than 

relying on brief, fragmented training sessions provided by the special education teacher. 

Finally, the presence of a supportive administrator who understands the intricacies 

of special education and grants teachers the autonomy to manage their time effectively 

also boosts their confidence and sense of self-efficacy. One teacher remarked, “For 

special education teachers to feel more successful, I think having a supportive 

administration and administrator that fully understands what the job is [and what needs to 
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be in place] to be effective.” This includes providing designated collaboration time for 

the special education and general education teacher. As was noted previously, lack of 

collaboration time inhibits effective teamwork and hinders teachers’ ability to address 

students’ needs comprehensively.  

General Education Staff Attitudes  

Although only explicitly mentioned four times in three documents, the general 

education teacher’s attitude towards inclusion or students with disabilities affects the 

special education teacher’s efficacy when working in inclusive environments. Special 

education teachers reported that a lack of ownership and responsibility from the general 

education staff resulted in challenges to properly integrate and support their special 

education students. One teacher noted that problems arise “when teachers, general 

education teachers, really are hands off and don’t see their inclusion kid as one of their 

kids.” Furthermore, perceptions of negative attitudes towards students with special needs 

was found to have a negative effect. One teacher shared the complaint of a coworker: 

“There was something wrong with the special ed kids and that the typical children should 

not have to deal with them.” This fostered a divisive environment and complicated efforts 

to create an inclusive learning environment. 

Resistance to collaboration also posed challenges. Rigid scheduling practices, in 

which special education staff are only welcomed at specific times, limited the ability to 

effectively support the special education student in the inclusive environment. One 

teacher highlighted this issue: “Other teachers that I work with do have some difficulties 

with teachers only wanting them there on the scheduled day and scheduled time, and they 

don’t necessarily feel welcome.” While challenges when general education teachers are 
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not open to collaborating or implementing inclusive practices were found to create 

barriers for special education teachers support their students, having supportive co-

teachers and paraprofessionals can make a substantial positive impact and help improve 

the effectiveness of inclusion. One teacher expressed relief and appreciation when her 

colleagues were “open to understanding what the approaches are and going with, like, 

let’s say, if it’s extinction to a certain kind of behaviors or trying some of the behavior 

approaches that others implement.” Overall, the attitude and cooperation of general 

education staff can significantly influence the special education teacher’s sense of self-

efficacy in the inclusion classroom. Supportive and flexible teamwork was found to 

enhance the experience, and negative attitudes and a lack of integration presented 

substantial challenges. 

Student Factors 

Student-related factors appeared to play a minor role in self-efficacy, with five 

mentions in documents. Participants identified several student factors that impacted their 

teaching efficacy in inclusive environments. One key issue was the variability in student 

goals and needs, which can influence how effectively a teacher can manage classroom 

responsibilities and needs at a given time. For instance, one special education preschool 

teacher stated that her ability to address these goals can fluctuate depending on what 

skill-set students are working on in relation to the core instruction in the classroom, 

affecting overall teaching efficacy. 

Another factor was the presence of significant behavioral challenges. One teacher 

recounted a particularly difficult experience with a student who had “major, major 

behaviors” and described how these behaviors, which included being “vocal and loud, 
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using bad words, or not being able to sit for 3 minutes” and being “physical with the 

staff” disrupted the entire classroom. The teacher admitted, “I couldn't teach as well as I 

was teaching before because of all those behaviors,” indicating that such disruptions 

severely hindered the teacher's ability to maintain an effective teaching environment and 

the teacher’s sense of self-efficacy. 

Finally, the importance of students having some ability to participate in classroom 

activities was highlighted. One teacher emphasized that students need to have some 

“cognitive responses and being able to show joint attention and sit through some 

activities to some level,” even if it is just for a few minutes. She explained that, without 

these basic abilities, it becomes extremely challenging to conduct lessons effectively and 

maintain a productive classroom environment. 

Knowledge of Curriculum 

This factor was mentioned only three times and had the lowest impact on 

influencing self-efficacy. One teacher highlighted a critical gap in her credential program 

training: “Special education teachers...do not have any education in [curriculum], like 

about how the brain works, how students learn developmentally.” This lack of 

foundational understanding about student development and learning processes creates a 

barrier to effective teaching. Another teacher elaborated on this concept: “What is the 

progress [of teaching specific subjects]? How should you teach letters and numbers? How 

do you teach writing? What is pre-writing?” The teacher concluded that the lack of 

curriculum knowledge directly impacted her self-efficacy in the past: “So I think it’s just 

the knowledge that can be a barrier. The knowledge of how to teach the curriculum, that 

is a barrier.” Without a strong foundation in curriculum content, special education 
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teachers may feel less confident in their ability to deliver core curriculum concepts 

effectively and meet their students’ needs. 

Summary 

This mixed-methods study aimed to assess special education preschool teachers’ 

attitudes towards inclusion of students with disabilities in California's general education 

preschool classrooms, examining cognitive, affective, and behavioral factors. In addition, 

teachers’ self-efficacy in supporting students with disabilities concerning inclusive 

instruction, collaboration, and behavior management was investigated, and compared 

with their attitudes towards inclusion. Last, the study intended to identify and explore 

other factors influencing teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion that were not previously 

considered in the ratings. This chapter provided a detailed report of the demographic data 

of the participants, the quantitative and qualitative data collected to address the research 

questions, and the analysis of the data in relation to the research questions. 

Using the ATTAS-mm scale, special education preschool teachers rated their 

attitudes towards teaching students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 

Participants reported a moderately positive attitude towards inclusion, and an average 

score indicating a tendency to somewhat agree with inclusive practices. The highest-rated 

domain was behavioral, indicating a strong desire to create inclusive environments. 

Teachers expressed confidence in students’ abilities and willingness to trust them with 

responsibilities but showed some reservation regarding full inclusion. In the affective 

domain, teachers believed in the benefits of inclusion for social skills development and 

student success. Participants also expressed a moderate desire to expand their knowledge 

and skills related to inclusive teaching. However, the cognitive domain yielded the lowest 
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agreement ratings, indicating mixed attitudes towards current inclusive practices and 

uncertainties regarding resource allocation and teacher capacity. 

To measure teacher self-efficacy, the TEIP-SF scale was used. Special education 

preschool teachers generally reported a moderate to high level of confidence with 

inclusive practices, with the highest ratings in inclusive instruction and collaboration. In 

inclusive instruction, participants felt adept at implementing various teaching strategies 

tailored to individual student needs. Collaboration skills were also rated as strong. 

Teachers expressed confidence in working effectively with colleagues and professionals, 

although engagement with parents showed slightly lower confidence. Despite behavior 

management ranking lowest, participants still felt capable of handling disruptive 

behaviors and maintaining classroom order.  

A regression analysis found no significant relationship between special education 

preschool teachers’ self-efficacy (measured by TEIP-SF) and their attitudes towards 

inclusion (measured by ATTAS-mm). Even though some moderate correlations were 

found between specific aspects of collaboration and beliefs about students’ capabilities, 

the Pearson correlation analysis revealed an extremely limited correlation between 

preschool special education teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusive practices (as measured by 

TEIP-SF) and their attitudes towards inclusion (as measured by ATTAS-mm).   

Analysis of the qualitative data revealed seven major themes as factors affecting 

attitudes and six major themes were identified as factors affecting self-efficacy. Factors 

affecting special education preschool teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion included the 

attitudes and efficacy of general education teachers and staff, availability of resources 

and support systems, collaboration efforts, program characteristics, student factors, and 
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previous experiences with inclusion. Program characteristics had the most significant 

impact, with emphasis on classroom environments, flexibility, coteaching, curriculum, 

and integration between general and special education systems. Key factors affecting 

special education preschool teachers’ sense of self-efficacy included fostering 

collaborative environments, providing flexible and consistent service delivery, ensuring 

resource accessibility, and addressing curriculum and student needs. Effective teamwork, 

supportive administration, adequate training, and positive attitudes from general 

education staff were deemed to be crucial for building a strong sense of self-efficacy 

among special education preschool teachers when teaching in inclusive settings.  
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CHAPTER V: FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Overview 

Chapter V presents an overview of the research study, encompassing a review of 

the study’s purpose statement, research questions, methods, population, and sample. The 

primary aim of this chapter was to highlight the major findings, unexpected discoveries, 

and research conclusions. In addition, implications for actions derived from the research 

conclusions are presented. The chapter concludes with recommendations for future 

research and final remarks. 

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to determine how special education 

preschool teachers rate their attitudes towards inclusion of students with disabilities in the 

general education preschool classroom in California with respect to cognitive factors, 

affective factors, and behavioral intent factors. In addition, this study aimed to explore 

how special education preschool teachers rate their self-efficacy in supporting students 

with disabilities in the general education classroom in California with respect to inclusive 

instruction, collaboration, and behavior management, and how these ratings compare to 

their attitudes towards inclusion. A final purpose of the study was to determine how 

preschool special education teachers identify and describe other factors not previously 

mentioned in the ratings that impact their attitudes towards inclusion of students with 

disabilities in the general education preschool classroom. 

Research Questions 

1. How do special education preschool teachers rate their attitudes towards inclusion 

of students with disabilities in the general education preschool classroom in 
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California with respect to cognitive factors, affective factors and behavioral intent 

factors as measured by the Attitudes Towards Teaching All Students (ATTAS-

mm) instrument?  

2. How do special education preschool teachers rate their self-efficacy in supporting 

students with disabilities in the general education classroom in California with 

respect to inclusive instruction, collaboration, and behavior management as 

measured by the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices-Short Form (TEIP-SF) 

scale? 

3. How do the ratings of special education preschool teachers’ attitudes towards 

inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom compare 

to their ratings of self-efficacy in supporting students with disabilities in the 

general education classroom? 

4. How do special education preschool teachers identify and describe other factors 

not previously mentioned that impact their teaching efficacy and attitudes towards 

inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom? 

Research Methods 

The research methodology employed in this study was a mixed methods 

nonexperimental, descriptive, sequential, convergent design. Quantitative data were 

collected using an online survey comprising nine demographic closed-ended questions, a 

nine-question, 6-point Likert scale, and a nine-question 7-point Likert scale. Qualitative 

data were collected after the quantitative data collection phase through one-on-one 

interviews using the Zoom platform. The analysis of the quantitative data collected using 
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a survey addressed Research Questions 1, 2, and 3, and the qualitative interview data 

addressed Research Question 4. 

Population 

The population relevant to this study was special education preschool teachers in 

California. A special education preschool teacher is someone who possesses an early 

childhood special education (ECSE) teaching credential and primarily teaches preschool 

students with disabilities (Turnbull et al., 2019). According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics (2023), in 2022, 1,610 special education preschool teachers were employed in 

California.  

Sample 

The target population in this study was special education preschool teachers in 

any of the 19 Special Education Local Plan Areas (SELPAs) in Los Angeles County. The 

online sample size calculator developed for the Donor Committee for Enterprise 

Development (DCED) was used to calculate the recommended minimum sample size for 

descriptive research when using a survey. With a confidence level of 90%, and a 

confidence interval of 10, the minimum sample size based on a population of 1,610 was 

30 (Fairbairn & Kessler, 2015). The survey yielded 67 respondents. Responses were 

analyzed for fidelity using completion time and completion rate. Incomplete surveys and 

surveys that were completed in less than 5 min were eliminated. A total of 43 special 

education preschool teachers completed all parts of the survey with fidelity and were 

included in the final sample. For the qualitative phase, the inclusion criteria comprised 

preschool teachers in special education who agreed to participate in the study and who 

completed all quantitative survey requirements with accuracy. Of the 43 qualifying 
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survey participants, 16 expressed interest in participating in the follow-up interview. All 

16 were contacted and eight responded positively and confirmed their participation in the 

follow-up interview. 

Major Findings 

The major findings are presented by research question. Quantitative data was 

collected and analyzed to answer Research Question 1, 2, and 3. Instrument-specific 

descriptors were used to determine ratings of self-efficacy and ratings of attitudes. 

Qualitative data were analyzed through the development of themes and used to answer 

RQ4. Themes were identified at both the latent level, reflecting underlying ideas or 

assumptions, and the semantic level, based on explicit content. In addition, the usefulness 

of the theme to answer the research question was considered. Code coverage was 

assessed both at the individual document level and from the entire document set. Finally, 

the mention of a theme by multiple participants and frequency of occurrence in the data 

set was taken into account. 

Major Findings for Research Question 1 

Research Question 1 asked, “How do special education preschool teachers rate 

their attitudes toward inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education 

preschool classroom in California with respect to cognitive factors, affective factors and 

behavioral intent factors as measured by the ATTAS-mm instrument?” On the 7-point 

Likert scale, a score of 1 indicated an unfavorable attitude and a score of 7 indicated a 

positive attitude. Results indicated that special education preschool teachers had a 

somewhat favorable attitude towards inclusion.  
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 Participants showed strong support for creating inclusive learning environments 

and believed in the benefits of including students with disabilities for promoting social 

skills and overall success. They felt confident that students with mild-to-moderate 

disabilities could manage classroom responsibilities, and many expressed a desire to learn 

from experienced educators who model effective differentiated instruction and design 

appropriate academic interventions within the general education setting. However, over 

30% of respondents were neutral about a desire to learn from others, possibly because of 

satisfaction with their current skills or uncertainty about its impact. 

 Despite these positive attitudes of teachers, there were notable concerns. The 

lower mean score for fully educating all students with mild-to-moderate disabilities in 

regular classrooms indicated some hesitancy, which could be related to concerns about 

the adequacy of resources and support or the specific needs of individual students. 

Participants also showed lower agreement within the cognitive domain, reflecting 

reservations about the ability of all students to succeed in a general education 

environment. These reservations could indicate concerns with the ability of students with 

disabilities to meet academic standards and access the general curriculum, or doubts 

about the effectiveness of providing intensive individualized support in a general 

classroom setting. A high variance in the responses suggested a lack of consensus, 

reflecting diverse levels of comfort, understanding, and belief in the effectiveness of 

inclusive practices. Overall, although special education preschool teachers in California 

generally support the inclusion of students with disabilities, there are significant areas of 

concern, particularly regarding the full inclusion of students with moderate disabilities 

and the effectiveness of inclusive practices.  
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Major Findings for Research Question 2 

 Research Question 2 asked, “How do special education preschool teachers rate 

their self-efficacy in supporting students with disabilities in the general education 

classroom in California with respect to inclusive instruction, collaboration, and behavior 

management as measured by the TEIP-SF scale?” Data analysis revealed that special 

education preschool teachers generally felt confident about their skills in all three 

domains. Teachers reported high confidence in their ability to employ inclusive 

instructional strategies. They felt capable of using diverse assessment methods, providing 

alternate explanations, and designing tasks to meet individual student needs. However, 

there was notable internal variance in responses, indicating that although many teachers 

felt confident, others experienced varying degrees of competence. This variance 

underscores the importance of tailored support, professional development, and resources 

to enhance teachers’ efficacy in creating inclusive learning environments for all students. 

Special education preschool teachers also indicated a strong belief in their 

capacity to collaborate with other providers to design educational plans for students with 

disabilities, and they generally expressed confidence in their ability to work jointly with 

other professionals and staff when teaching students with disabilities. Confidence in 

involving parents in school activities was markedly lower. This suggests a need to 

enhance skills and confidence in involving parents in the educational process through 

additional training or collaboration opportunities. Addressing this gap could lead to more 

effective and inclusive educational environments for students with disabilities. 

Despite behavior management being the lowest-rated area, special education 

preschool teachers generally felt confident in their ability to manage behavior within the 
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general education classroom effectively. The low internal variance suggests a consistent 

level of confidence among the teachers surveyed. However, because behavior 

management was the lowest-rated area, there is potential for improvement. Professional 

development focusing on advanced behavior management and generalization techniques 

could help enhance teachers’ ability to foster positive behavior in different educational 

settings.  

Major Findings for Research Question 3 

 Research Question 3 asked, “How do the ratings of special education preschool 

teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education 

classroom compare to their ratings of self-efficacy in supporting students with disabilities 

in the general education classroom?” A regression analysis found no significant 

relationship between special education preschool teachers’ self-efficacy and their 

attitudes towards inclusion. In addition, there was no significant correlation between 

preschool special education teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusive practices and their 

attitudes towards teaching all students in the general education environment.  

Major Findings for Research Question 4 

Research Question 4 asked, “How do special education preschool teachers 

identify and describe other factors not previously mentioned that impact their teaching 

efficacy and attitudes toward inclusion of students with disabilities in the general 

education classroom?” An analysis of qualitative data collected through semistructured 

interviews with special education preschool teachers revealed seven additional key 

factors that affect attitudes and six additional factors that affect self-efficacy. 
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Key Factors Affecting Attitudes  

Key factors that affect special education preschool teachers’ attitudes towards 

inclusion included the attitudes and efficacy of general education teachers and staff, 

availability of resources and support systems, collaboration efforts, program 

characteristics, student factors, and previous experiences with inclusion. Program 

characteristics had the most significant impact, with emphasis on classroom 

environments, flexibility, coteaching, curriculum, and integration between general and 

special education systems. Major findings are summarized new. 

Key Factor 1: Program Characteristics. Support for inclusion was contingent 

upon various program-related factors, such as classroom environments and class size, 

flexibility within the program’s structure, existence of coteaching and other service 

models, use of curriculum, and effectiveness of integration between the general education 

state-funded preschool system and the special education preschool program. Many 

teachers believed that the current methods and strategies employed by their district were 

not effective. This sentiment highlights the need for continual evaluation and 

improvement of inclusive practices, ensuring they meet the evolving needs of both 

students and educators. It also suggests that teacher training and support, policy 

adjustments, and resource allocation are critical areas for development to enhance the 

effectiveness of inclusion programs. 

Key Factor 2: Resources and Support Systems. Attitudes towards inclusion 

were also influenced by the perceived gap between available resources and the level of 

support necessary for successful inclusive education. Teachers stressed the need for 

increased funding to bridge these gaps and ensure all students receive necessary support. 
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Concerns were raised regarding insufficient collaboration time between general and 

special education staff, crucial for effective inclusion. The importance of well-trained 

support staff was highlighted, emphasizing their role in addressing diverse student needs. 

Access to comprehensive and ongoing professional development was also deemed 

essential to equip teachers and support staff with the necessary skills for effective 

inclusion. Prioritizing inclusive practices in teacher preparation programs, allocating 

funding for inclusive education initiatives at the local level, and allocating time for 

collaboration between general and special education teachers may improve attitudes 

towards inclusion. 

Key Factor 3: General Education Teachers and Staff Attitudes. The attitude 

of general education teachers and staff towards the inclusion of students with special 

needs in their classrooms impacts the special education preschool teacher’s willingness to 

recommend a general education setting for their students. Special education teachers are 

more likely to recommend general education settings for their students if they perceive 

positive and welcoming attitudes from general education teachers. Successful inclusion 

relies heavily on the willingness and supportiveness of general education teachers, and 

although some general education teachers actively embrace and support students with 

special needs, others do not, leading to concerns about not only the effectiveness of 

inclusion but also the exclusion of these students from classroom activities.  

Key Factor 4: General Education Teacher Efficacy. Special education 

preschool teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion are influenced by various general 

education teacher efficacy factors and their confidence in general education teachers’ 

abilities to support students with special needs. Key factors included general education 
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teachers’ proficiency in behavior management, their use of instructional strategies 

tailored for students with learning differences, and their knowledge of various disabilities 

and their impacts on learning. Overall, they believed that general education teachers need 

specialized training in special education as part of their credentialing programs to 

effectively support students with diverse needs as well as district and site-level training 

on supporting students with special needs. 

Key Factor 5: Student Factors. Special education preschool teachers highlighted 

the crucial importance of taking into account the students’ developmental level, behavior, 

and individual needs when advocating for their placement in an inclusive environment. 

The readiness consideration also involved students’ social skills and their ability to 

interact positively with peers and teachers in the general education setting. This 

underscores the significant influence of student factors on the attitudes of special 

education teachers towards inclusion. However, these student factors were typically 

assessed within the framework of the characteristics of available general education or 

inclusion programs, as well as the presence of support systems within these programs to 

ensure the success of special needs children. Thus, although student factors shape 

attitudes towards inclusion, there was a prevailing belief that diverse learners can thrive 

in an inclusive educational setting provided that appropriate supports and resources are 

available, and the placement aligns well with the needs of the student. 

Key Factor 6: Knowledge of Existing Programs. The extent of special 

education preschool teachers’ familiarity with existing programs also influenced their 

attitudes towards inclusive education and limited exposure to inclusion classrooms and 

programs impacted their comfort level with inclusion. Overall, teachers voiced 
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apprehensions about the unfamiliar aspects of inclusion, including concerns about 

meeting students’ needs adequately and their integration into general education settings. 

This suggests that familiarity with existing inclusive settings could alleviate apprehension 

and foster confidence in supporting the placement of students in general education 

environments. 

Key Factor 7: Previous Experience. Special education preschool teachers' 

previous experiences with inclusion, whether positive or negative, significantly impacted 

their attitudes towards its effectiveness; positive experiences fostered confidence and 

support for inclusive practices and negative experiences raised concerns about the 

feasibility and adequacy of inclusion programs. Providing opportunities for special 

education preschool teachers to collaborate with colleagues who have had positive 

experiences with inclusion could lead to more positive attitudes towards inclusion. Peer 

learning, specifically teacher-to-teacher interactions, can provide valuable insights and 

foster a sense of confidence in the effectiveness of educational practices (Thurlings & 

Den Brok, 2018). 

Key Factors Affecting Teaching Efficacy 

Key factors affecting special education preschool teachers’ sense of self-efficacy 

included fostering collaborative environments, providing flexible and consistent service 

delivery, ensuring resource accessibility, and addressing curriculum and student needs. 

Effective teamwork, supportive administration, adequate training, and positive attitudes 

from general education staff were deemed to be crucial for building a strong sense of 

self-efficacy among special education preschool teachers when teaching in inclusive 

settings. The major findings are summarized next. 
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Key Factor 1: Collaboration. Collaboration emerged as a crucial factor 

influencing self-efficacy, and concerns were raised about the lack of dedicated 

collaboration time, hindering a teacher’s ability to plan and implement support strategies 

effectively. Teachers also expressed frustration over a lack of time dedicated to team 

meetings and strategizing, which limits opportunities for collaborative problem-solving 

and support. This shortage of collaborative opportunities underscored systemic barriers 

that inhibit effective teamwork and hinder teachers’ ability to address students’ needs 

comprehensively. Positive relationships between general education and special education 

teachers were also seen as crucial for effective teamwork and the implementation of 

inclusive practices. Teachers emphasized the importance of shared philosophies and 

mutual respect, which contributes to a supportive and cohesive team dynamic. 

Key Factor 2: Delivery of Service. The way specialized academic instruction is 

delivered significantly affects a special education preschool teacher’s sense of self-

efficacy. This included the amount of time they were able to spend in the general 

education classroom to observe, time allocated to work directly with each student, and 

having access to a designated space to work with students in a separate setting as needed. 

Unclarity regarding the division of tasks between general education and special education 

teachers, especially when providing push-in services or providing services through a 

coteaching model, also impacted how effective special education preschool teachers felt 

when they taught in inclusive settings. Overall, teachers expressed a desire for more 

consistent and immersive involvement in general education classrooms. 

Key Factor 3: Resources and Support Systems. The availability and quality of 

resources and support systems significantly influenced special education preschool 
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teachers’ self-efficacy when supporting students in inclusive classrooms. This included 

time to collaborate, comprehensive training opportunities for both support staff and 

general education teachers, and the provision of adapted instructional materials. In 

addition, the impact of class size and caseload was underscored. Finally, the presence of a 

supportive administrator who understands the intricacies of special education and grants 

teachers the autonomy to manage their time effectively boosts their confidence levels and 

sense of self-efficacy.  

Key Factor 4: General Education Staff Attitudes. The attitude and cooperation 

of general education staff can significantly influence the special education preschool 

teacher’s sense of self-efficacy in the inclusion classroom. Although supportive and 

flexible teamwork was found to enhance the experience, negative attitudes held by 

general education staff and a lack of integration efforts presented substantial challenges 

when working in inclusive environments. Lack of ownership and responsibility from the 

general education staff resulted in challenges to properly integrate and support their 

special education students and complicated efforts to create an inclusive learning 

environment. 

Key Factor 5: Student Factors. Although student-related factors appeared to 

play a minor role in self-efficacy, special education preschool teachers identified several 

student factors that impacted their teaching efficacy in inclusive environments. The 

primary factor was the presence of significant behavioral challenges that severely 

hindered the teacher’s ability to maintain a productive teaching environment. Variability 

in student goals, needs, and ability to participate in general classroom activities also 
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impacted the teacher’s teaching efficacy when teaching in the general education 

classroom. 

Key Factor 6: Knowledge of Curriculum. Knowledge of and familiarity with 

the general education curriculum was found to be a factor impacting self-efficacy. This 

lack of foundational understanding can create a barrier to effective teaching. Without a 

strong foundation in curriculum content, special education teachers may feel less 

confident in their ability to deliver core curriculum concepts effectively and meet their 

students’ needs. 

Unexpected Findings 

A prevalent theme in studies regarding attitudes and self-efficacy is the 

moderating effect self-efficacy has on attitudes and behavior (Bandura, 1986). This is 

also found within the context of a teacher’s self-efficacy with inclusive practices and 

their attitudes towards inclusive education. Past studies on attitudes and self-efficacy 

related to inclusion have consistently shown that there is a strong correlation between the 

two (Bandura, 1997; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Koh & Shin, 2017; Sharma et al., 2012). In 

this study, however, data analysis found no significant relationship or correlation between 

special education preschool teachers’ self-efficacy and their attitudes towards inclusion as 

measured by TEIP-SF and ATTAS-mm. 

Attitudes towards inclusion and self-efficacy are multi-faceted constructs 

influenced by various personal and contextual factors (Ajzen, 1985; Bandura, 1997; 

Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Gregory & Noto, 2019). Therefore, the tools used to measure 

self-efficacy (TEIP-SF) and attitudes towards inclusion (ATTAS-mm) might not fully 

capture the nuances of these various constructs. Both instruments focused on three 
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distinct factors that were limited to three questions each, which could have led to a lack 

of observable correlation or relationship between the two primary constructs. 

The lack of an observed relationship between the two instruments can also be 

explained by the existence of distinct subsets within teaching efficacy. Aligned with 

Bandura’s two-component model of self-efficacy, teaching efficacy has two primary 

constructs: General teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy (Menon & Lefteri, 

2021). General teaching efficacy is the belief about what a teacher can achieve despite 

constraints imposed by external factors, and personal teaching efficacy is the teacher’s 

belief in their own teaching abilities and the ability to be an effective agent of change 

(Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Teachers might differentiate between their professional self-

efficacy and their efficacy within the constraints of current inclusion programs and 

practices. They may feel competent in using inclusive practices because of training and 

experience, yet harbor reservations or concerns about the broader implications and 

effectiveness of full inclusion within the current educational system. 

Conclusions 

This study aimed to investigate and understand California special education 

preschool teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion and their sense of self-efficacy with 

educating students with disabilities in general education settings. In addition, the study 

aimed to identify and describe factors that influence special education preschool teachers’ 

self-efficacy and attitudes towards the inclusion of children with disabilities in general 

education preschool classrooms. The key findings resulted in nine conclusions supported 

by the study’s data. 
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Conclusion 1 

Special education preschool teachers’ attitudes towards the inclusion of students 

with disabilities in the general education classroom are mixed. 

Most special education preschool teachers are supportive of the idea of inclusion 

but are ambivalent about the benefits of inclusion within the current educational systems. 

Overall, the most common theme in attitudes towards inclusion was special educator 

resistance to the elimination of self-contained special education classrooms. They do not 

believe that inclusion is beneficial for all students with disabilities and generally oppose 

the elimination of self-contained classrooms or special day classes (SDCs) in favor of full 

inclusion. 

Conclusion 2 

Special education preschool teachers feel confident in their ability to support 

students in general education environments. 

Special education preschool teachers reported high confidence in their ability to 

employ inclusive instructional strategies and collaborate with general education staff. 

Generally, they feel confident in their ability to manage behavior within the general 

education classroom effectively. 

Conclusion 3 

Special education preschool teachers’ support for inclusion is contingent on 

various program-related factors, including program characteristics and available 

resources and support systems. 

There is a perceived gap between available resources and the level of support 

deemed necessary for successful inclusive education. Teachers are more likely to support 
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inclusive initiatives if they feel their students’ needs can be adequately met with the 

current support systems in place. They believe that for inclusion to be effective, class 

sizes need to be reduced, the student-to-adult ratio needs to be lowered, and programs 

should include coteaching models. Concerns were raised regarding insufficient 

collaboration time between general and special education staff, which was deemed 

crucial for effective inclusion. Many teachers believe that the current methods and 

strategies employed by their districts are not effective, and that restrictions on service 

delivery options hinder their students’ progress in the general education environment, 

which led to teachers’ reluctance to recommend placement in a general education 

environment for many of their students.  

Conclusion 4 

Special education preschool teachers’ support for inclusion is contingent on their 

general education counterparts’ willingness to accept students with disabilities in their 

classrooms and their ability to effectively address these students’ needs. 

Special education preschool teachers are more likely to recommend general 

education settings for their students if they perceive positive and welcoming attitudes 

from general education teachers. A general education teacher’s lack of willingness to 

support and welcome students with special needs leads not only to concerns about the 

benefits of inclusion, but also to concerns that their students will be excluded from fully 

participating in all classroom activities. Special education teachers stressed the need for 

increased funding to adequately prepare and support general education teachers to 

support students with special needs. Access to comprehensive and ongoing professional 
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development was deemed essential to equip general education teachers and support staff 

with the necessary skills for effective inclusion. 

Conclusion 5 

Exposure to successful inclusive programs and experiences can positively impact 

the special education preschool teacher’s attitudes towards inclusion. 

Special education preschool teachers’ previous experiences with inclusion, 

whether positive or negative, significantly impacted their attitudes towards its 

effectiveness; positive experiences fostered confidence and support for inclusive 

practices and negative experiences raised concerns about the feasibility and adequacy of 

inclusion programs. Limited exposure to inclusion classrooms and programs and lack of 

experience with success also impacted special education preschool teachers’ comfort 

level with inclusion. Overall, teachers voiced apprehensions about the unfamiliar aspects 

of inclusion, including concerns about their students’ needs being met in general 

education settings. 

Conclusion 6 

Special education preschool teachers do not believe inclusion is appropriate for 

all students and their support for inclusion is contingent on individual student attributes, 

their unique needs, and their readiness for inclusion. 

Special education preschool teachers highlighted the importance of considering a 

student's developmental level, behavior, and individual needs when contemplating 

placement in an inclusive environment. Student readiness considerations involve 

students’ social skills and their ability to interact positively with peers and teachers in the 

general education setting. 
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Conclusion 7 

Collaboration plays a critical role in influencing the special education preschool 

teacher’s self-efficacy in supporting students with disabilities in general education 

settings. 

Collaboration emerged as a crucial factor that influences self-efficacy, but 

systemic barriers such as insufficient dedicated collaboration time hinder this process. 

Teachers feel that the lack of time for team meetings and strategizing limits opportunities 

for collaborative problem-solving and comprehensive support for students. The attitude 

and cooperation of general education staff also significantly influence the special 

education preschool teacher’s sense of self-efficacy in the inclusion classroom. Although 

supportive and flexible teamwork was found to enhance the experience, negative attitudes 

held by general education staff and a lack of integration presented substantial challenges 

when working in inclusive environments. Furthermore, lack of ownership and 

responsibility from the general education staff resulted in challenges to properly integrate 

and support their special education students, complicating efforts to create an inclusive 

learning environment. Overall, teachers expressed a desire for more consistent and 

immersive involvement in general education classrooms to enhance the impact they have 

on successful student outcomes. 

Conclusion 8 

Rigid prescriptive service delivery models negatively impact the self-efficacy of 

special education preschool teachers when working in inclusive settings. 

The way specialized academic instruction is delivered significantly affects a 

special education preschool teacher’s sense of self-efficacy. This includes the amount of 
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time they are able to spend observing in the general education classroom, the amount of 

time allocated to work directly with each student, and whether they have access to a 

designated space to work with students in a separate setting as needed. Special education 

preschool teachers expressed the need for supportive administrators who understand the 

intricacies of special education and grants special education teachers autonomy and 

flexibility in delivering services. 

Conclusion 9 

The availability and quality of paraprofessionals have a significant impact on the 

self-efficacy of special education preschool teachers in implementing inclusive education.  

Special education preschool teachers emphasized the importance of well-trained 

assistants who can effectively address the diverse needs of students, especially in 

managing behaviors and providing personalized support. This level of support is crucial 

for maintaining consistent implementation of instructional strategies aimed at promoting 

individual student success and facilitating access to the general education curriculum 

necessary to ensure that their efforts in supporting students in general education settings 

are maximized. 

Implications for Action 

Prior research has shown that a general education teacher’s attitude towards 

inclusion and their sense of self-efficacy teaching students with disabilities significantly 

impacts the successful implementation of inclusive practices and programming 

(Hernandez et al., 2016; Koh & Shin, 2017; Kendall, 2019). This has led to 

recommendations to improve general education teachers’ self-efficacy and attitudes 

towards inclusion and thus the outcome for students with disabilities. Few studies, 
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however, have explored the attitudes and perceptions of special education teachers 

towards inclusion and how these attitudes might affect inclusive practices (Yan & Sin, 

2015; Boyle et al., 2020; Guillemot et al., 2022). This study aimed to address this gap in 

the research and examine California’s special education preschool teachers’ attitudes 

towards inclusion and their self-efficacy in educating students with disabilities in general 

education settings. Moreover, it aimed to identify and describe the factors influencing 

their self-efficacy and attitudes towards the inclusion of children with disabilities in 

general education preschool classrooms. 

The findings of this study highlight the need to foster collaboration between 

teachers and service providers, ensure adequate resources and support systems, and tailor 

programs to meet diverse student needs. They underscore the multifaceted nature of 

attitudes and self-efficacy in inclusive education, emphasizing the importance of 

collaborative environments, flexible service delivery options, resource accessibility, and 

addressing of curriculum and student needs to enhance self-efficacy among stakeholders. 

The following sections list the recommendations for future action. 

Implication for Action 1: Improve Resource Availability and Support Systems at the 

Site and District Level 

This study identified a disparity between the available resources and the support 

that special education preschool teachers require for effective inclusive education. This 

gap negatively impacts their attitudes towards inclusion and their confidence in teaching 

in inclusive environments (Sharma et al., 2009; Toompalu et al., 2017). To address this, it 

is imperative to allocate categorical funding at the district level for inclusive education. 

Increasing funding for inclusive education programs is crucial to ensure adequate 
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resources, including smaller class sizes, lower student-to-adult ratios, and sufficient 

materials and tools for both general and special education teachers. In addition, increased 

funding allows for enhanced support systems for students with extensive needs, 

promoting successful inclusive practices and improving outcomes for all students. 

Implication for Action 2: Foster Collaborative Practices 

Collaboration between the general and special education teachers is essential for 

an inclusion program to succeed (Gregory & Noto, 2018). Data analysis of this study 

found that collaboration was critical in influencing special education preschool teachers’ 

self-efficacy in supporting students with disabilities in general education settings. 

However, systemic barriers, such as insufficient dedicated collaboration time, hinder this 

process. Teachers raised concerns about the lack of time for team meetings and 

strategizing, which limits opportunities for collaborative problem-solving and 

comprehensive support for students. To address this, site administrators need to allow 

dedicated time for collaborative planning and problem-solving and establish regular team 

meetings to enhance communication and develop strategies to support students in 

inclusive settings. 

The attitude and cooperation of general education staff was also found to have a 

significant impact on the special education preschool teacher’s sense of self-efficacy in 

the inclusion classroom. Positive experiences fostered confidence and support for 

inclusive practices, and negative experiences raised concerns about the feasibility and 

adequacy of inclusion programs. Supportive and flexible teamwork were found to 

enhance the experience, but negative attitudes and a lack of integration efforts presented 

substantial challenges when working in inclusive environments. Site administrators 
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should encourage joint curriculum planning sessions to align special and general 

education objectives (Buell et al., 1999).  

Implication for Action 3: Promote Inclusive Mindsets 

The effectiveness of inclusive education is greatly dependent on a teacher’s belief 

that all students belong in a regular education classroom (Specht et al., 2016). This study 

found that special education preschool teachers’ support for inclusion is contingent on 

their general education counterparts’ willingness to accept students with disabilities in 

their classrooms and their ability to effectively address these students’ needs. Special 

education preschool teachers were more likely to recommend general education settings 

for their students if they perceived positive and welcoming attitudes from general 

education teachers. Site leaders can encourage and support positive attitudes towards 

inclusion among general education teachers by fostering positive and welcoming attitudes 

towards students with disabilities through school-wide initiatives and training, 

highlighting successful inclusion stories and best practices, and providing workshops and 

seminars led by experienced educators who model effective inclusive practices. 

Implication for Action 4: Provide Targeted and Ongoing Professional Development 

for General and Special Education Teachers on Inclusive Practices 

Special education teachers stressed the need for comprehensive and ongoing 

training to adequately prepare and support general education teachers to support students 

with special needs. Specific concerns were raised regarding knowledge of disabilities and 

their impact on learning, differentiated instruction, and behavior management. Targeted 

training programs should focus on inclusive teaching strategies, differentiated instruction, 

and universal design for learning. In addition, specialized training in advanced behavior 
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management techniques, coteaching strategies, and collaboration techniques is needed for 

both general and special education teachers. Finally, special education teachers would 

benefit from training on the general education curriculum to boost special education 

teachers’ confidence in delivering core content. 

Implication for Action 5: Increase Awareness of Existing Programs 

Limited exposure to inclusion classrooms and programs and lack of experience 

with success impacts the special education preschool teacher’s comfort level with 

inclusion. Overall, teachers voiced apprehensions about the unfamiliar aspects of 

inclusion, including concerns about their students’ needs being met in general education 

settings. This can be addressed through site visits and observations of successful 

inclusive programs to alleviate teacher apprehensions about inclusion, share best 

practices and success stories to build confidence in inclusive education and encourage 

peer learning and collaboration among teachers with positive inclusion experiences, and 

create mentorship programs in which experienced teachers can guide those new to 

inclusive practices. 

Implication for Action 6: Promote a Culture of Mutual Respect and Shared 

Philosophies Between General and Special Education Staff 

The attitude and cooperation of general education staff significantly influences the 

special education preschool teacher’s sense of self-efficacy in the inclusion classroom. 

Although supportive and flexible teamwork were found to enhance the experience, 

negative attitudes and a lack of integration presented substantial challenges when 

working in inclusive classrooms. Furthermore, lack of ownership and responsibility from 

the general education staff resulted in challenges to properly integrate and support their 
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special education students and complicated efforts to create an inclusive learning 

environment. Overall, special education preschool teachers emphasized the importance of 

shared philosophies and mutual respect, which contributes to a supportive and cohesive 

team dynamic. Administrators need to be knowledgeable about and supportive of 

inclusive practices and coteaching strategies. Roles and responsibilities for special 

education and general education teachers in coteaching and push-in service models need 

to be clarified and efforts should focus on developing a shared philosophy and mutual 

respect. By promoting coteaching models and team-teaching approaches to strengthen 

joint efforts in the classroom, administrators contribute to a supportive and cohesive team 

dynamic that leads to positive outcomes of inclusion programs. 

Implication for Action 7: Maintain a Continuum of Placement Options 

Manset and Semmel (1997) analyzed numerous studies on the efficacy of the 

various inclusion models and suggested that no one single model of inclusion proved 

effective for all students. This sentiment was echoed by the participants in this study. 

Most special education preschool teachers are supportive of the idea of inclusion but are 

ambivalent about the benefits of inclusion within their current educational systems. 

Furthermore, they exhibited resistance to phasing out self-contained special education 

classrooms and generally were opposed to the elimination of SDCs classrooms in favor 

of full inclusion. Given the mixed attitudes towards full inclusion and the general 

opposition to eliminating separate settings, districts need to continue to offer a range of 

educational settings to meet the diverse needs of students with disabilities.  



157 

Implication for Action 8: Employ an Individualized Approach to Inclusion 

Student factors are a significant consideration affecting attitudes towards 

inclusion and special education preschool teacher recommendations for student 

placement in a general education setting. Special education preschool teachers do not 

believe inclusion is appropriate for all students and their support for inclusion is 

contingent on the individual student’s attributes, unique needs, and perceived readiness 

for inclusion. Student readiness considerations involved the students’ social skills and 

ability to interact positively with peers and teachers in the general education setting, as 

well as their ability to function independently. However, these student factors were 

typically considered within the framework of the characteristics of existing educational 

programs, as well as the presence of support systems within these programs to ensure the 

success of special needs children. To promote inclusive practices and placement of 

students with disabilities in the general education classroom, a systematic approach for 

assessing the impact this placement has on the student should be developed. This informs 

program modifications needed based on the student’s unique needs and ensures that 

appropriate support is provided. 

Implication for Action 9: Evaluate and Improve Program Delivery Options 

Many teachers believe that the current methods and strategies employed by their 

district are not effective. This is in line with previous research that has suggested that 

future research should examine educational practices rather than focusing on the amount 

of time that is spent with typical peers (Zigmond, 2003). Districts should continually 

assess and refine inclusive practices to meet the evolving needs of students and 

educators; focus on creating flexible program structures, effective coteaching models, and 
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integrated curriculum approaches; and conduct regular assessments to ensure that 

inclusive practices are effectively meeting academic standards and providing necessary 

individualized support.  

Implication for Action 10: Allow for Flexible Service Delivery Models 

Many educational models operate with the assumption or expectation that 

students must move along a set continuum and require mastery of a set of arbitrary skills 

(Taylor, 2004). Only when a student meets a certain set of predetermined academic or 

social skills can he or she move up the continuum to a less restrictive setting. Special 

education preschool teachers noted that restrictions around service delivery options 

hinder their students’ progress in the general education environment. Rigid prescriptive 

service delivery models also impacted the self-efficacy of special education preschool 

teachers when working in inclusive settings. This led to their reluctance to recommend 

placement in a general education environment for many of their students. They expressed 

the need for supportive administrators who understand the intricacies of special education 

and grant special education teachers autonomy and flexibility to deliver services. This 

includes the amount of time they are able to spend in the general education classroom to 

observe, time allocated to work directly with each student, and access to a designated 

space to work with students in a separate setting as needed.  

Implication for Action 11: Investigate Context-Specific Mediating Variables 

Affecting Attitudes Towards Inclusion 

The attitudes of special education preschool teachers towards inclusive education 

are significantly influenced by the varying contexts in which they work. Factors such as 

class size, resources, inclusion models, administrative support, and student characteristics 
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play a crucial role in shaping teachers’ self-efficacy and attitudes towards inclusion. To 

better support teachers, it is important to gather information on existing resources and 

self-efficacy within their current settings to identify necessary supports to enhance 

attitudes and implementation of inclusion. Districts should collect data on the perceived 

resources available to teachers and the specific challenges they face in their respective 

contexts when supporting students in inclusive environments. By identifying these 

context-specific needs, districts can tailor support interventions to enhance teachers’ 

attitudes and implementation of inclusive education practices. Understanding and 

addressing context-specific factors is key to fostering a more inclusive and supportive 

educational environment for both teachers and students. 

Implication for Action 12: Invest in Professional Development for Paraprofessionals 

The availability and quality of paraprofessionals have a significant impact on the 

self-efficacy of special education preschool teachers when implementing inclusive 

education. Teachers emphasized the importance of well-trained assistants who can 

effectively address the diverse needs of students, especially in managing behaviors and 

providing personalized support. This level of support is crucial for maintaining consistent 

implementation of instructional strategies aimed at promoting individual student success 

and facilitating access to the general education curriculum and is necessary to ensure that 

their efforts in supporting students in general education settings are maximized. 

Implication for Action 13: Increase Awareness and Advocacy to Inform Policy 

Although many factors contribute to the lack of progress related to inclusive 

practices, a monitoring report on inclusion and education published by United Nations 

Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) found that policy related 
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to inclusion is frequently created in organizational and governmental silos, which, 

combined with bureaucratic cultures and interests, hinder implementation and 

collaboration of equity and inclusion within educational organizations (Global Education 

Monitoring Report Team, 2020). It is imperative that educators raise awareness among 

stakeholders, including policymakers, about the importance of adequate support for 

inclusive education and advocate for policies that address the identified gaps in resources, 

training, and collaboration to enhance the overall effectiveness of inclusion programs. 

Implication for Action 14: Reauthorization of IDEA to Address Shortfalls of 

Federal Funding for Special Education 

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) authorizes the federal 

government to contribute funds equaling 40% of the nation’s average K–12 spending per 

student. This amount was determined at the time of the original law’s passing and based 

on the assumption that educating students with disabilities would, on average, cost 50% 

more than educating typical students. Starting at 5% of the nation’s average per-pupil 

expenditure (APPE) for public schools in 1978, the goal was to provide 40% of APPE to 

states by 1982. However, as illustrated by the Legislative Analyst's Office chart 

(Figure 4), federal contributions have consistently remained below half of the promised 

amount, and the gap between the federal commitment and actual funding continues to 

widen (Anderson & Li, 2019).  

  



161 

Figure 4  

Federal Special Education Funding for California 

 
 
Note. Aspirational and actual federal special education funding for California expressed in 
billions. From Overview of Special Education in California, by R. Anderson & A. Li, 2019, p. 16. 
(https://lao.ca.gov/reports/2019/4110/overview-spec-ed-110619.pdf). Copyright 2019 by 
Legislative Analyst’s Office. 
 
 

Not only does this gap contribute to special education programs being 

significantly underfunded by the federal government, an evaluation of special education 

expenditures in California found that educating an average student with disabilities costs 

approximately $27,500—nearly three times the cost of educating an average student 

without disabilities in the state and double the current national APPE, according to 2022 

census data (Lieberman, 2023; Menlove Doutre et al., 2021). This has led to a call to 

reevaluate current funding systems and a reauthorization of IDEA. A reauthorization 

could revise and update funding formulas to better reflect current educational costs, 

increase federal funding commitments to align with actual costs of special education, and 

include provisions for better oversight and accountability of how funds are spent to 

ensure that resources are directed towards effective inclusive practices and improving 
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outcomes for students with disabilities. Between 1975 and 2004, IDEA was reauthorized 

four times to adjust for changing needs and identified shortcomings. However, to date, 

Congress has made no significant effort towards a new reauthorization (Anderson & Li, 

2019).  

Implication for Action 15: Match Funding Formula to Legislative Policy 

In an effort to reduce referrals for special education services, California state 

legislators have emphasized the need to expand early intervention services (Hill et al., 

2016). In addition, the state has put an emphasis on fostering inclusive practices aimed at 

supporting students with disabilities within general education settings. Funding models 

can influence how schools address state policy priorities (Li, 2021). In 2013, the state of 

California introduced the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF), which combined most 

state categorical programs into district base grants to shift decision-making to the local 

level. However, special education remained largely outside the LCFF governance 

framework as California’s largest categorical grant (Hill et al., 2016; Menlove Doutre et 

al., 2021). Instead, state funds are primarily distributed to Special Education Local Plan 

Areas (SELPAs), which in turn offer regionalized special education programs and 

services for students with complex support needs that can be prohibitively costly to 

address at the district level (Irwin et al., 2023). 

In recent years, California has focused on expanding inclusive preschool and early 

care opportunities for students with disabilities by implementing financial and policy 

incentives to create and increase inclusive preschool slots for children with disabilities, 

enhance professional learning, and build the infrastructure needed to support high-quality 

early education (California Department of Education, Special Education Division, 2021). 
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However, the renewed focus on early intervention services and inclusive practices 

requires a reevaluation of both the funding and intervention systems. Funding for 

preschools is separate from special education funding for preschool children with 

disabilities, and categorical funding rules and separate governance structures make 

meeting the state’s objectives related to special education and inclusion in early 

childhood challenging (Hill et al., 2016; Menlove Doutre et al., 2021). According to the 

California Statewide Task Force on Special Education (2015), the State’s special 

education system would benefit significantly if general education and special education 

were integrated into a cohesive system designed to meet the needs of all students. 

Changes to the current system should involve revising funding allocations, clearly 

defining the various roles and responsibilities within the special education system, and 

broadening the implementation of inclusive practices. The importance of coordination 

between general education and special education should be emphasized to ensure that 

inclusive practices improve outcomes for students with disabilities and benefit their peers 

without disabilities. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

Based on the conclusions of this study, several recommendations for future 

research can be made to further explore and address the issues identified. By addressing 

these areas, future studies can provide researchers with a deeper understanding of the 

factors that influence special education preschool teachers’ attitudes and self-efficacy 

towards inclusion and identify effective strategies to enhance inclusive education 

practices. 
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Impact of Professional Development  

• Examine the impact of comprehensive and ongoing professional development 

programs on the attitudes and self-efficacy of both special and general education 

teachers towards inclusion. 

• Compare the effectiveness of different types of professional development (e.g., 

workshops, in-class coaching, and peer collaboration) to improve inclusive 

practices. 

Resource Allocation and Support Systems 

• Investigate the specific resources and support systems that most significantly 

enhance the efficacy of inclusive education programs, such as the optimal student-

to-adult ratio, class sizes, and the role of paraprofessionals. 

• Explore the impact of various coteaching models on the self-efficacy of special 

education teachers and the academic and social outcomes for students with 

disabilities. 

Collaboration Between Educators 

• Identify best practices for fostering positive and effective collaboration between 

general and special education teachers, including administrative support and 

team-building activities. 

• Study the effects of structured collaboration time on the self-efficacy of special 

education teachers and the quality of inclusive education. 

Individualized Approaches to Inclusion 

• Investigate the criteria used by special education preschool teachers to determine 

a student's readiness for inclusion to inform inclusive practices and program 
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development. 

• Study the impact of individualized inclusion plans on student outcomes, 

considering factors such as developmental levels, behavior, and social skills. 

Paraprofessional Training and Effectiveness 

• Research the training and support needs of paraprofessionals working in inclusive 

settings and their impact on the success of inclusive education. 

• Evaluate the effectiveness of different training programs for paraprofessionals to 

strengthen their ability to support students with disabilities in the general 

education classroom. 

Student and Parent Perspectives 

• Include the perspectives of students with disabilities and their parents in future 

studies to understand their experiences and satisfaction with inclusive education. 

• Investigate how student and parent feedback can be used to improve the design 

and implementation of inclusive education programs. 

Concluding Remarks and Reflections 

Despite the renewed push for the development of inclusive education, California 

continues to have one of the lowest inclusion rates in the country (Humphrey et al., 2020; 

Willis et al., 2020). A more concerning statistic is that inclusion practices in preschool 

settings in California are currently on a downward trend. Since 2017, the percentage of 

preschool students with special needs receiving the majority of their instruction in a 

regular early education program has declined in California, falling to 26% in the 2019-

2020 school year, which is well below the national average of 44% (Nguyen et al., 2021). 
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In accordance with the California Department of Education, Special Education 

Division (2021), the Department of Education has reinforced its commitment to fostering 

inclusive practices within public schools. Recognizing the significance of inclusive 

practices in early education as a foundation for inclusivity throughout elementary and 

secondary education, the California Department of Education has recently revised its 

State Performance Plan Indicator Guide to establish updated objectives for Indicator 6. 

This indicator concentrates on ensuring a least restrictive environment (LRE) for students 

aged 3 to 5. The objective set forth is that by the year 2025, 49% of preschool students 

with special needs will be provided special education services in a regular early 

childhood program, aiming to promote inclusiveness and support their development 

(California Department of Education, 2022). 

High-quality inclusive early childhood programs facilitate full participation in all 

activities, foster a sense of belonging, promote friendships with peers, and set the 

foundation for meaningful inclusion and participation for individuals with disabilities 

throughout all facets of their lives (DEC/NAEYC, 2009; U.S. Department of Education, 

2015). Simply placing a child with special needs in a LRE alone is insufficient. Current 

general education classrooms may not adequately meet the social or academic needs of 

children with more severe disabilities, and it is essential for all programs to incorporate 

the principles of access, participation, and support as outlined in the joint position 

statement of the Division for Early Childhood and the National Association for the 

Education of Young Children (DEC/NAEYC, 2009).  

Recognizing the many benefits of inclusion, special education preschool teachers 

remain hesitant to embrace the full inclusion movement. Findings from this study 



167 

indicate that this reluctance is primarily due to the lack of resources and support they feel 

is essential for inclusive education to be beneficial for students with disabilities and for 

these students to meaningfully engage in learning activities. To improve special 

education teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education, it is essential to enhance 

resource availability and support systems at both site and district levels. This includes 

evaluating and improving program delivery options, allowing for flexible service delivery 

models, and investigating context-specific mediating variables for attitudes towards 

inclusion to tailor supports and resources effectively. Providing targeted and ongoing 

professional development for both general and special education teachers on inclusive 

practices is crucial as is promoting a culture of mutual respect and shared philosophies 

between general and special education staff. Fostering collaborative practices, increasing 

awareness of effective inclusive programs, and promoting inclusive mindsets among staff 

will strengthen the overall educational environment. Maintaining a continuum of 

placement options and employing an individualized approach to inclusion are key 

strategies to gain buy-in to inclusion, and investing in highly trained paraprofessionals is 

essential for increased support and improved outcomes for all students.  
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APPENDIX B 

Recruiting Assistance Request 

Dear <<SELPA Director/Special Education Director>>, 
 
I hope this email finds you well. My name is Mieke Kramer, and I am a doctoral candidate 
at the University of Massachusetts Global. I am reaching out to request your valuable 
assistance in recruiting participants for a 5-minute survey. The survey is part of a mixed-
method study that seeks to investigate and understand special education preschool teachers’ 
sense of self-efficacy and opinions on educating students with disabilities in the general 
education setting. 
 
Please consider sharing the survey link with your special education directors and special 
education preschool teachers. Your help in promoting this survey will significantly 
enhance this study’s reach and impact, and its findings can help identify professional 
development and other support needs of special education teachers to better support 
students with disabilities in the general education environment.  
 
Should you have any questions or require further information, please do not hesitate to 
reach out to me at mkramer7@mail.umassglobal.edu or xxx-xxx-xxxx. 
 
Thank you in advance for your support. Your assistance is instrumental in ensuring that 
the voices of special education preschool teachers are heard and considered as we aim to 
create more inclusive programming and opportunities in our schools. 
 
Warm regards, 
 
Mieke Kramer 
Special Education Administrator 
Doctoral Candidate 
 
SURVEY DETAILS 
Purpose: To gather insights into how special education preschool teachers rate their 
opinions, or attitudes, as well as their sense of self-efficacy regarding the inclusion of 
preschool students with disabilities in the general education classroom. 
Time Commitment: Approximately 7 minutes. 
Confidentiality: All responses will be kept confidential, and individual participants will 
remain anonymous. 
Compensation: No money will be paid in exchange for participating in the survey. 
However, as a token of appreciation, participants will receive a $5 gift card upon 
completing the survey. 
Link to survey (includes confidentiality forms): 
https://sites.google.com/mail.umassglobal.edu/preschool-inclusion-survey 
  

https://sites.google.com/mail.umassglobal.edu/preschool-inclusion-survey
https://sites.google.com/mail.umassglobal.edu/preschool-inclusion-survey
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APPENDIX C 

Invitation to Participate in Survey 

RESEARCH TITLE: Special Education Preschool Teachers’ Perspectives, Attitudes, and 
Self-Efficacy Toward Inclusive Education 
 
<<DATE>> 
 
Dear Prospective Study Participant, 
 
You are invited to participate in a 5-minute survey as part of a mixed method study to 
investigate and understand preschool special education teachers’ sense of self-efficacy and 
opinions on educating students with disabilities in the general education setting. You were 
chosen to participate in this study because you are a special education preschool teacher 
teaching in Los Angeles County in Southern California. 
 
PURPOSE: The purpose of this mixed-methods study is to determine how preschool 
teachers in California who work in special education rate their attitudes toward including 
children with disabilities in general education preschool classrooms. Additionally, the 
study aims to investigate how these teachers evaluate their self-efficacy in supporting 
children with disabilities in general education classrooms in California. Finally, the study 
aims to identify and describe other factors that influence their attitudes toward including 
children with disabilities in general education preschool classrooms. Insights gained can 
assist in identifying professional development and other support needs of special education 
teachers who are supporting students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment.  
 
PARTICIPATION CRITERIA: You must be a special education preschool teacher 
employed within Los Angeles County to participate. 
 
PROCEDURES: Voluntary Participation Part I: You will be asked to complete a brief 
survey using a rating scale. The survey is delivered via Survey Monkey and will take about 
7 minutes to complete. There are no right or wrong answers. At the end of the survey, 
participants will be asked if they are willing to participate in a 30-minute follow-up 
interview. Participants can select “No, thank you. This is not something I’m interested in 
doing at this time” or “Maybe, please send me more information so I can determine if this 
is something I want to do.” Your participation is entirely voluntary, and you may withdraw 
from any portion of the study at any time. The initial survey responses will remain 
anonymous. Provision of your name for the follow-up interview is strictly voluntary and 
all interview data will be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Voluntary Participation Part II: Survey responses will be reviewed, and additional 
information will be sent via email to participants who (1) completed all 27 survey questions 
and (2) expressed interest in participating in a follow-up interview. The interview may last 
up to 30 minutes and is designed to address your experiences supporting students with 
special needs in the least restrictive environment and allow for expansion on factors that 
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either contribute to or inhibit successful inclusion of students with special needs in the 
general education setting. 
 
RISKS, INCONVENIENCES, AND DISCOMFORTS: There are minimal risks to your 
participation in this research study. It may be inconvenient to allocate time to complete the 
electronic survey, though participants will have a two-week period to complete the survey. 
Additionally, if participating in a follow-up interview, it will take an additional 30 minutes 
to complete the interview. The interview session will be held at an agreed upon time and 
be conducted virtually to minimize inconvenience to participants. 
 
POTENTIAL BENEFITS: There are no major benefits to you for participation, however, 
your input and feedback could help add to the research regarding factors that may 
contribute to the successful inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education 
setting. The information from this study is intended to inform researchers, policymakers, 
and educators. Additionally, the findings and recommendations from this study will be 
made available to all participants upon request. 
 
COMPENSATION: No money will be paid in exchange for participating in the study. 
However, as a token of appreciation, participants will receive a $5 gift card upon 
completing the survey. Participants in the follow-up interview will receive a $20 gift card. 
 
ANONYMITY: Records of information that you provide for the research study, and any 
personal information you provide, will not be linked in any way. It will not be possible to 
identify you as the person who provided any specific information for the study.  
 
You are encouraged to ask questions, at any time, that will help you understand how this 
study will be performed and/or how it will affect you. You may contact me by email at 
mkramer7@mail.umassglobal.edu or call me at (xxx) xxx-xxxx. You may also contact Dr. 
Philip Pendley by email at ppendley@mail.UMassglobal.edu. If you have any further 
questions or concerns about this study or your rights as a study participant, you may write 
or call the Office of the Executive Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs, UMass Global 
University, 16355 Laguna Canyon Road, Irvine, CA 92618, (949) 341-7641. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Mieke Kramer 
Doctoral Candidate, UMass Global University 
mkramer7@mail.umassglobal.edu 
 
Thank you so much for your consideration. If you are interested in participating, please 
respond to this email, or contact Mieke Kramer directly via phone xxx-xxx-xxxx or email: 
mkramer7@mail.umassglobal.edu. Alternatively, you can access the survey and related 
forms here or scan the QR code below. 
 
 

mailto:mkramer7@mail.umassglobal.edu
mailto:ppendley@mail.UMassglobal.edu
mailto:mkramer7@mail.umassglobal.edu
mailto:mkramer7@mail.umassglobal.edu
https://sites.google.com/mail.umassglobal.edu/preschool-inclusion-survey/home
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APPENDIX D 

Invitation to Participate in Interview 

RESEARCH TITLE: Special Education Preschool Teachers’ Perspectives, Attitudes, and 
Self-Efficacy Toward Inclusive Education 
 
<<DATE>> 
 
Dear <<NAME>>, 
 
You are invited to participate in a 30-minute interview aimed to investigate and understand 
preschool special education teachers’ sense of self-efficacy and opinions on educating 
students with disabilities in the general education setting. You are contacted because you 
indicated in our initial survey that you were interested in participating in a follow-up 
interview and sharing your opinions and experiences in supporting preschool students with 
special needs in a general education setting. 
 
PROCEDURES: The interview will be conducted via Zoom at a date and time that is 
convenient for you. If you prefer, the interview can take place in person at a location of 
your choosing. The 10 interview questions will focus your experiences supporting students 
with special needs in the least restrictive environment and allow for expansion on factors 
that either contribute to or inhibit successful inclusion of students with special needs in the 
general education setting. 
 
RISKS, INCONVENIENCES, AND DISCOMFORTS: There are minimal risks to your 
participation in this research study. It may be inconvenient to allocate time to participate 
in the interview. However, the interview session will be held at an agreed upon time to 
minimize this inconvenience. Some interview questions may cause you to reflect on 
barriers and support systems that are unique to your lived experience and sharing your 
experience in an interview setting may cause minor discomfort. 
 
POTENTIAL BENEFITS: There are no major benefits to you for participation, however, 
your input and feedback could help add to the research regarding factors that may 
contribute to the successful inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education 
setting. The information from this study is intended to inform researchers, policymakers, 
and educators. Additionally, the findings and recommendations from this study will be 
made available to all participants upon request. 
 
COMPENSATION: No money will be paid in exchange for participating in the interview. 
However, as a token of appreciation, interviewees will receive a $20 gift card upon 
completing the interview. 
 
ANONYMITY: Records of information that you provide for the research study, and any 
personal information you provide, will not be linked in any way. It will not be possible to 
identify you as the person who provided any specific information for the study.  
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Thank you for your consideration of this request. I look forward to hearing from you and I 
hope you will choose to participate in the interview. I plan to begin interviews for the study 
as soon as possible, so please respond to this email by <<DATE>> with your preferred dates 
and times for the interview to take place. Please let me know if you have any questions. I can 
be reached at the phone or e-mail address below. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Mieke Kramer 
Doctoral Candidate, UMass Global University 
xxx-xxx-xxxx 
mkramer7@mail.umassglobal.edu 
 
  

mailto:mkramer7@mail.umassglobal.edu
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APPENDIX E 

Interview Protocol 

RESEARCH TITLE: Special Education Preschool Teachers’ Perspectives, Attitudes, 
and Self-Efficacy Toward Inclusive Education. 
 
Interviewer: Mieke Kramer            Interviewee:             Date/time:  
  
Location: Zoom Platform            Recording: Field notes and Zoom audio 
 

INTRODUCTION: 
Thank you for agreeing to spend time with me today. My name is Mieke Kramer, and I 
am a special education administrator in Los Angeles County. I am a doctoral candidate in 
the field of Organizational Leadership at UMass Global University and currently 
conducting a study that explores special education preschool teacher’s feelings and 
opinions on inclusive education. Specifically, the purpose of the study is to determine 
how preschool teachers in California who work in special education rate their attitudes 
toward including children with disabilities in general education preschool classrooms, 
how they evaluate their self-efficacy in supporting children with disabilities in general 
education classrooms in California, and which factors they believe influence their 
opinions, or attitudes, toward placing and educating children with disabilities in general 
education preschool classrooms.  
 
Insights gained can assist in identifying professional development and other support 
needs of special education teachers who are supporting students with disabilities in the 
least restrictive environment. Your participation and insights will help to better 
understand the needs of special education preschool teachers when working toward a 
more inclusive environment for all students. Findings of this study can be instrumental in 
identifying the professional development and support requirements of special education 
teachers who are working toward supporting students with disabilities in the least 
restrictive environment. 
 
The interview session will be audio recorded for transcription purposes only, and 
anything you say will be kept confidential. You may choose to skip, or not answer, a 
question, and you have the right to stop the interview at any time during the interview 
process. Please do not hesitate to ask for clarification if you do not understand the 
questions being asked. This is a semi-structured interview, which means that, in addition 
to the 10 interview questions, I may ask probing questions for clarification purposes or to 
obtain more specific, or in-depth information related to the interview questions. 
 
The interview is expected to last about 30 minutes, but before we begin, I would like to 
review the consent packet that was emailed to you and answer any questions you might 
have prior to signing the consent forms [allow time for participant to respond. Provide 
clarification as needed and ensure that consent forms have been signed]. 
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INTERVIEW: 
Thank you for allowing me to audio record this interview. The recording is for 
transcription purposes only, but, if at any time you want me to stop the recording, please 
let me know. Are you ready for us to begin? [wait for response]. I will start the recording 
now. 
 

Background Information 

1. Tell me about yourself and your experiences as a special education preschool teacher. 

2. Please describe your current assignment/role. 

3. Please tell me about your personal philosophy (or attitude) around educating students 

with disabilities in the general education setting. 

4. How efficacious do you feel with regards to inclusion?  

 

Experiences with Inclusion 

5. Tell me about a time that you felt you had a successful experience supporting a 

student(s) in an inclusive environment? 

6. What do you feel contributed to that success? 

7. Tell me about a time that you felt unsuccessful in supporting a student(s) in an 

inclusive classroom? 

8. What do you feel contributed to the challenge? 

9. Based on these experiences, what factors would you say support special education 

teachers’ attitudes or efficacy around the inclusion of students with disabilities? 

10. Based on these experiences, what factors would you say inhibit special education 

teachers’ attitudes or efficacy around the inclusion of students with disabilities? 
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APPENDIX F 

Field Test Interviewee Feedback Questions 

As a veteran special education teacher your assistance is much appreciated in designing 
this interview instrument. Your participation is crucial to the development of a valid and 
reliable instrument. Below are some questions that I appreciate your answering after 
completing the interview. Your answers will assist me in refining both the directions and 
the interview items. 
 
 
1. How long did the interview take? Did the time spent seem to be appropriate and 

adequate? 
2. Did the request to read the consent information and sign the agreement before the 

interview began concern you at all? If so, would you briefly state your concern? 
3. Was the Introduction sufficiently clear (and not too long) to inform you what the 

research was about? If not, what would you recommend that would make it better? 
4. Were the directions clear and easy to understand? 
5. Were the interview questions clear, appropriate, and easy to understand, or should 

there be adjustments made? 
6. As you progressed through the interview, were there any additional questions you felt 

would have been appropriate or necessary to provide additional relevant information? 
7. What suggestions do you have for improving the overall process? 
 
Thank you so much for your help! 
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APPENDIX G 

Field Test Observer Feedback Questions 

As a doctoral student and researcher at UMASS Global your assistance is much 
appreciated in designing this interview instrument. Your participation is crucial to the 
development of a valid and reliable instrument. Below are some questions that I 
appreciate your answering after observing the interview. Your answers will assist me in 
refining both the directions and the interview items. 
 
 
1. How long did the interview take? Did the time spent seem to be appropriate and 

adequate? 
2. Was the introduction sufficiently clear (and not too long)? If not, what would you 

recommend that would make it better? 
3. Were the directions clear and easy to understand? 
4. Did I seem prepared to conduct the interview? Is there something I could have done 

to be better prepared? 
5. How did I appear during the interview? Comfortable? Nervous? 
6. Were the interview questions clear, appropriate, and easy to understand, or should 

adjustments be made? 
7. As the interview progressed, were there any additional questions you felt would have 

been appropriate or necessary to provide additional relevant information? 
8. What suggestions do you have for improving the overall process? 
 
Thank you so much for your help! 
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APPENDIX H 

Survey 
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APPENDIX I 

CITI Certification 
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APPENDIX J 

Independent Review Board Approval 
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APPENDIX K 

Research Participant’s Bill of Rights 
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APPENDIX L 

Informed Consent and Confidentiality Form – Survey 

 
RESEARCH TITLE: Special Education Preschool Teachers’ Perspectives, Attitudes, and 
Self-Efficacy Toward Inclusive Education. 
 

UMASS GLOBAL UNIVERSITY 
16355 LAGUNA CANYON ROAD 

IRVINE, CA 92618 
 
RESPRONSIBLE INVESTIGATER: Mieke Kramer, Doctoral Candidate 
 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY: The purpose of this study is to investigate the perspectives 
of special education preschool teachers in California toward the inclusion of children with 
disabilities in general education preschool classrooms. Furthermore, the study endeavors 
to examine the self-evaluation of these teachers regarding their abilities to support children 
with disabilities in general education classrooms. Lastly, the study aims to identify 
additional factors that impact the attitudes of teachers toward including children with 
disabilities in general education preschool classrooms. The insights generated by this study 
can be instrumental in identifying the professional development and support requirements 
of special education teachers who are working toward supporting students with disabilities 
in the least restrictive environment. 
 
PROCEDURES: In participating in this research study, I agree to complete a brief  
electronic survey. I also have the option to additional participate in audio-recorded semi-
structured interview, in person or via Zoom. The interview will occur at a predetermined 
time and will last approximately thirty minutes.  
 
I understand that: 

1. There are no known major risks or discomforts associated with this research. Time 
dedicated to this survey may cause inconvenience. Should I elect to participate in the 
subsequent interview, the additional time dedicated may cause inconvenience. 
However, the interview session will be held at an agreed upon time to minimize this 
inconvenience. Some survey or interview questions may cause me to reflect on barriers 
and support systems that are unique to my lived experience and sharing my experience 
in an interview setting may cause minor discomfort. 

2. There are no major benefits to me for participation. The information from this study is 
intended to inform researchers, policymakers, and educators. A potential benefit is to 
add to the research base regarding successful inclusive practices in education. 

3. Money will not be provided for my time and involvement. However, I will receive a 
$5 gift card as a token of appreciation upon completing the survey. If I participate in 
the follow-up interview, I will receive a $20 gift card. 
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4. Any questions I have concerning my participation in this study will be answered by 
Mieke Kramer, UMass Global Doctoral Candidate. I understand that Ms. Kramer may 
be contacted by phone at (xxx) xxx-xxxx or email at 
mkramer7@mail.umassglobal.edu.  

5. I may refuse to participate or withdraw from this study at any time without any negative 
consequences. 

6. No information that identifies me will be released without my separate consent and all 
identifiable information will be protected to the limits allowed by law. If the study 
design or the use of the data is to be changed, I will be informed, and my consent re-
obtained.  

7. If I have any questions, comments, or concerns about the study or the informed consent 
process, I may contact this study’s dissertation chair, Dr. Philip Pendley by email at 
ppendley@mail.UMassglobal.edu or phone (916) 769 2453. Additionally, I may write 
or call the office of the Executive Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs, UMass Global, 
and 16355 Laguna Canyon Road, Irvine, CA 92618, (949) 341-7641. 

8. I acknowledge that I have received the Informed Consent Packet that includes the 
following: (1) A copy of this Informed Consent and Confidentiality Form; (2) 
Research Participant’s Bill of Rights, (3) Independent Review Board (IRB) 
approval, (4) and the Protecting Human Research Participants NIH Certificate. 

 
ELECTRONIC CONSENT: Please select your choice below. Clicking on the “agree” 
button indicates that you have read and understand the contents of this informed consent 
form and the and that you voluntarily agree to participate. If you do not wish to participate 
in this electronic survey, you may decline participation by clicking on the “disagree” 
button. The survey will not open for responses unless you agree to participate. 
 
☐ AGREE: I acknowledge receipt of the complete Informed Consent packet and “Bill of 

Rights.” I have read the materials and give my consent to participate in the study.  
 
☐ DISAGREE: I do not wish to participate in this electronic survey. 

 

  

mailto:ppendley@mail.UMassglobal.edu
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APPENDIX M 

Informed Consent and Confidentiality Form - Interview 

 
RESEARCH TITLE: Special Education Preschool Teachers’ Perspectives, Attitudes, and 
Self-Efficacy Toward Inclusive Education. 
 

UMASS GLOBAL UNIVERSITY 
16355 LAGUNA CANYON ROAD 

IRVINE, CA 92618 
 
RESPRONSIBLE INVESTIGATER: Mieke Kramer, Doctoral Candidate 
 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY: The purpose of this study is to investigate the perspectives 
of special education preschool teachers in California toward the inclusion of children with 
disabilities in general education preschool classrooms. Furthermore, the study endeavors 
to examine the self-evaluation of these teachers regarding their abilities to support children 
with disabilities in general education classrooms. Lastly, the study aims to identify 
additional factors that impact the attitudes of teachers toward including children with 
disabilities in general education preschool classrooms. The insights generated by this study 
can be instrumental in identifying the professional development and support requirements 
of special education teachers who are working toward supporting students with disabilities 
in the least restrictive environment. 
 
PROCEDURES: In participating in this research study, I agree to participate in a one-on-
one interview. The interview will occur at a predetermined time and will last approximately 
thirty minutes. A copy of the interview questions will be provided to me prior to 
commencing the interview. In addition to the 10 interview questions, I may be asked 
additional questions for clarification purposes. The interview will be audio recorded for 
transcription purposes only. 
 
I understand that: 

3. There are no known major risks or discomforts associated with this research. Time 
dedicated to this interview may cause inconvenience. However, the interview session 
will be held at an agreed upon time to minimize this inconvenience. Some interview 
questions may cause me to reflect on barriers and support systems that are unique to 
my lived experience and sharing my experience in an interview setting may cause 
minor discomfort. 

4. There are no major benefits to me for participation. The information from this study is 
intended to inform researchers, policymakers, and educators. A potential benefit is to 
add to the research base regarding successful inclusive practices in education. 

9. Money will not be provided for my time and involvement. However, I will receive a 
$20 gift card as a token of appreciation upon completing the interview. 
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10. Any questions I have concerning my participation in this study will be answered by 
Mieke Kramer, UMass Global Doctoral Candidate. I understand that Ms. Kramer may 
be contacted by phone at (xxx) xxx-xxxx or email at 
mkramer7@mail.umassglobal.edu.  

11. I may refuse to participate or withdraw from this study at any time without any negative 
consequences. 

12. No information that identifies me will be released without my separate consent and all 
identifiable information will be protected to the limits allowed by law. If the study 
design or the use of the data is to be changed, I will be informed, and my consent re-
obtained.  

13. If I have any questions, comments, or concerns about the study or the informed consent 
process, I may contact this study’s dissertation chair, Dr. Philip Pendley by email at 
ppendley@mail.UMassglobal.edu or phone (916) 769 2453. Additionally, I may write 
or call the office of the Executive Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs, UMass Global, 
and 16355 Laguna Canyon Road, Irvine, CA 92618, (949) 341-7641. 

14. I acknowledge that I have received the Informed Consent Packet that includes the 
following: (1) A copy of this Informed Consent and Confidentiality Form; (2) the 
Audio Release Form, (3) Research Participant’s Bill of Rights, (4) Independent 
Review Board (IRB) approval, (5) and the Protecting Human Research 
Participants NIH Certificate. 

 
ELECTRONIC CONSENT: Please select your choice below. Clicking on the “agree” 
button indicates that you have read and understand the contents of this informed consent 
form and the and that you voluntarily agree to participate. If you do not wish to participate 
in this interview, you may decline participation by clicking on the “disagree” button and 
the interview process will be aborted. 
 
☐ AGREE: I acknowledge receipt of the complete Informed Consent packet and “Bill 

of Rights.” I have read the materials and give my consent to participate in the study.  
 

☐ DISAGREE: I do not wish to participate in the interview 
 
 

  

mailto:ppendley@mail.UMassglobal.edu
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APPENDIX N 

Audio Recording Consent and Release Form 

 
RESEARCH TITLE: Special Education Preschool Teachers’ Perspectives, Attitudes, and 
Self-Efficacy Toward Inclusive Education 
 

UMASS GLOBAL UNIVERSITY 
16355 LAGUNA CANYON ROAD 

IRVINE, CA 92618 
 
RESPRONSIBLE INVESTIGATER: Mieke Kramer, Doctoral Candidate 
 
As part of this study, I am participating in an interview which will be audio-recorded as a 
digital file.  
 
I (Participant) understand and grant the following permissions: 
 
1. The audio recording will be used for transcription purposes only. The recordings will 

not be used beyond the scope of this project. 
2. No information that identifies me will be released without my separate consent, and all 

identifiable information will be protected to the limits allowed by law. 
3. I waive any right to royalties or other compensation arising correlated to the use of 

information obtained from the recording. 
4. All digital audio files will be deleted at the end of the study. The transcriptions will be 

stored securely and destroyed three years following the completion of this study. 
5. If have any questions, comments, or concerns about the study or the informed consent 

process, I may write or call the office of the Executive Vice Chancellor of Academic 
Affairs, UMass Global, and 16355 Laguna Canyon Road, Irvine, CA 92618, (949) 341-
7641. 

 
By signing this form, I acknowledge that I have completely read and fully understand the 
above release and agree to the outlined terms. I hereby release all claims against any person 
or organization utilizing this material. 
 
Signature of Participant: _________________________________ Date: _____________ 
 
 
Signature of Principal Investigator: _________________________ Date: _____________ 
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