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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to investigate ifetbive sense of teaching efficacy,
general sense of teaching efficacy, or personaesehteacher efficacy influenced
teacher attitude toward inclusive classroom settinddditionally, the study sought to
determine if teacher attitude toward inclusive stasm settings differed when taking
into account primary student disability type. dPmiesearch indicates that there is a direct
link between teacher sense of efficacy and studisability type when determining
teacher attitude toward inclusive classroom settinghe sample population for the
survey consisted of a convenience sample thatsepted only a select number of
teachers, thus limiting the generalizability of thelings. Multiple regression and
analysis of variance (ANOVA) were utilized to tés¢ hypotheses that teacher sense of
efficacy and student disability type had no impatteacher attitude toward inclusive
classroom settings. Consistent with predicticexsell on Social Cognitive Theory, this
study indicated that teacher sense of efficacypaimdary student disability type had a

direct impact on teacher attitude toward inclusilssroom settings.

Keywords:high school teacher attitude, inclusion, teachiifigay,

interventions, disabilities.
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CHAPTER ONE - INTRODUCTION

Research supports the notion that teacher effiaadyattitude correlate with
meaningful public school outcomes and student ssc(@mith, 2008). The quality of
the experience for both student and teacher isdbasé¢heir relationship and how they
interact within that relationship. The teachéudgent affiliation is contingent upon
several variables. The variables that may infleghe student/teacher bond can include
individual personalities, the surrounding enviromtstudent disabilities, and the
assumptions and beliefs that both teacher and itiieg to the relationship (Schaefer,
2010). Additionally, teacher attitude and senssetffFefficacy may influence student
participation, classroom management skills, insiong and overall climate (Acikgoz,
2005).

Over the last two decades, teacher efficacy has ioeatified as a crucial
component in improving educational reform, teaaudrrcation, effective teaching
practices, and teacher attitude toward inclusiveénggs (Barco, 2007). Teacher efficacy
beliefs, along with teacher attitudes, have besn@ated with the educational success of
students’ with disabilities receiving instructianinclusive classrooms and participating
in the general education curriculum. Teachetuaté toward students with special
needs, their sense of teaching-efficacy, and therig of student disabilities present in
the classroom have a direct impact on their atitiosvard the inclusive classroom,

which directly influences student performance acaldl@mic success (Alahbabi, 2009).



The National Center for Educational Statistics (MFE2004-2005) reported
13.8% of students enrolled in public schools wéndents with disabilities and 52.1% of
these students (ages 6-21 years old) spent 80%a of their instructional time in the
general education classroom. Because classrogrsdy has broadened considerably
during the last couple of decades, with more exopal students’ being educated in
general education classroom settings, a criticatlrexists for all teachers to be prepared
to address their educational needs (Smith, 20@jucational needs include student
social and emotional development, language andittogdifferences, and disabilities.
Teachers’ confidence in their knowledge and skslisssential to promoting the academic
progress for all students (Barco, 2007). Contihereamination of teacher efficacy, the
obscure construct that has been acknowledgedlasricing multiple variables, seems to
be a research focus that may provide helpful datéefichers in inclusive classrooms.

Research focusing on the impact of high schooheraattitude and efficacy in
the inclusive classroom is lacking compared toistitbcusing on elementary level
teacher attitude and sense of teaching efficacythe past, little consideration had been
given to teacher preparation intended toward ethgdissimilar learners, including
those who are ethnically, socio-economically, angdistically diverse, as well as those
with disabilities (Barco, 2007).

Background

Much psychological and educational literature hesnbdevoted to interpreting
the concept of teacher attitude and teacher effiaadt relates to student success
(Sherman, Rasmussen, & Baydala, 2008). Empirgsaarch supports teacher efficacy

having a direct impact on teacher attitude in fhssroom, which ultimately can affect
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student achievement and student motivation (Bedog, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2010;
Schaefer, 2010).

The ratification of The Education for All HandicaggpChildren Act (Public Law
94-142) in 1975 created legal mandates that altthieedducational process for students
with disabilities in public schools (U.S. DepartrhehJustice, 2006). Public Law 94-
142, through a number of revisions, eventually ltegdun the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 2004. To ems that all students with disabilities
were given free appropriate public education, idi@ah to complying with federal
mandates, schools began emphasizing inclusiverotassdesigns.

Due to the scarcity of empirical data regardinduson at the high school level,
it is difficult to draw firm conclusions to addrege impact of teacher attitude toward
inclusive classrooms, the impression of teachirigafy, or the influence of various
student disabilities present in the classroom.

Statement of Problem

The significant issue concerning the overall serisdficacy beliefs and attitudes
toward inclusive classrooms and students with disab, with regard to educationalists
in co-taught classrooms was the impetus of thidystuThis study sought to investigate
teacher attitudes toward inclusive feasibility ahehtify new methods of research key to
understanding teacher attitude and efficacy aneigionship to inclusion and co-
teaching.

Purpose of the Study



This study sought to examine potential correlatiogtsveen teacher attitude
toward inclusive classroom settings, collectivesgeof teacher efficacy, general teaching
efficacy, personal teaching efficacy, and studesdlllity type in high school settings.
This study focused on the relationships betweerhiaefficacy and student disability
types in seven urban, public, high schools in thetlseastern United States. This study
sought to provide additional empirical researchnmtusive classrooms at the high school
level since most of the studies have been condattdee elementary level (Barco,
2007).

Research Questions

1. Is there a relationship between teacher sensellettige teaching
efficacy, general teaching efficacy, or personatheng efficacy and their
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings.

2. Is there a difference in teacher attitude towaollisive classroom settings
when working with various student disabilities goeu(i.e. learning
disabled (LD), emotional/ behavioral disorders (BB@her health
impairments (OHI), or none listed).

Statement of Hypothesis
Hypothesis 1
Hola: There is no significant correlation between héghool teachers’ collective
sense of teaching efficacy (as shown by cumul&ile® scores) and their
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings (aswhby collective

STATIC scores).



Ho1,: There is no significant correlation between hsghool teachers’ general
sense of teaching efficacy (as shown by cumuldt8 scores) and their
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings (aswshby collective
STATIC scores).

Hols: There is no significant correlation between hsghool teachers’ personal
sense of teaching efficacy (as shown by cumuldt8 scores) and their
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings (aswshby collective
STATIC scores).

Hypothesis 2

Ho2: There is no difference in teacher attitude towaatlisive classroom
settings while working with learning disabled stutde(LD) when taking
into account cumulative STATIC scores.

Ho2; There is no difference in teacher attitude towadusive classroom
settings when working with emotional/behaviorabdders (EBD) when
taking into account cumulative STATIC scores.

Ho23 There is no differende teacher attitude toward inclusive classroom
settings when working with other health impairmg@sil) when taking
into account cumulative STATIC scores.

Ho24 There is no differenda teacher attitude toward inclusive classroom
settings when working with students with none &f iehavioral disorders
listed, but still qualified as special needs stugléne. traumatic brain

injury, autistic, etc.) when taking into accountrauative STATIC scores.
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Significance of the Study

Data relevant to the relationship between high scteacher sense of collective
teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, peasteaching efficacy, and attitude
toward inclusion classrooms as well as primary etadisability type and attitude toward
inclusive classroom settings was gathered forgtudy. The significance of data
accumulation was to inform teachers about the itapae of their attitude toward
students with disabilities and the potential impacan have on students’ overall
performance. The researcher sought to providetdaguide high schools in producing
and implementing staff development programs folusige educators that will help them
accommodate all students in an accepting, benkflaenner and feel more confident in
their ability to successfully educate studentsnnrelusive classroom environment
(Barco, 2007). Current research has focused ameeafficacy and attitude toward
inclusive classroom settings at the elementaryl i®&ver, 2007). Due to the scarcity of
empirical research on inclusion at the high scheal, it is difficult to draw conclusions
from the few studies addressing the inclusion cos{Barco, 2007). Reviews of
studies by Manset and Sammel (1997) failed to predalevant research at the high
school level that addresses teacher self-efficadyt@acher attitudes toward inclusive
classroom settings. The data accumulated withsnstindy stresses the importance of
teacher attitude in relation to inclusive classra@tiings at the high school level.

Definition of Terms
Because extensive alterations exist in definingigpheducation disabilities

across states, the survey utilized the followingitefor consistency:
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Accommodationt A change in testing or academic procedures ti@tds
students’ with disabilities an equal opportunityptticipate in academic
situations and demonstrate their understandingpptituide (Mississippi
Department of Education, 2007).

Emotional Behavioral Disorder (EBD). Emotional disturbance means a
condition exhibiting one or more of the followingaracteristics over a long
period of time and to a marked degree that adweedédcts a child's
educational performance: (a) an inability to letdrat cannot be explained by
intellectual, sensory, or health factors, (b) aabihty to build or maintain
satisfactory interpersonal relationships with pearg teachers, (c)
inappropriate types of behavior or feelings undmal circumstances, (d) a
general pervasive mood of unhappiness or depressi@a) a tendency to
develop physical symptoms or fears associated p@thonal or school
problems. (IDEA, 2004).

Full Inclusion: All handicapped children, regardless of the seyewnid
nature of their disability, are placed in a genedalcation classroom or
program full time (Ramirez, 2006).

General Teaching Efficacy Teachers’ beliefs about the power external
factors have over the student’s motivation andguarénce in education
compared to the influence of teachers and schdesernal factors include
conflict, violence, or substance abuse in the hommsmmunity; the value

placed on education at home; the social and ecanazalities concerning
7



class, race, and gender; and the physiologicaltiena and cognitive needs
of a particular child (Tschannen-Moran, M., Wodkiéloy, A. & Hoy, W.
K.,1998)

Inclusion: A never-ending process of integrating studenth disabilities,
into the general education classroom, for the grgadrt of the day or to the
maximum extent suitable for individual student reeedn inclusive settings,
the primary venue is the general education classraad support services are
brought to the student with a disability to minimnitheir barriers to learning
regardless of disability (Gordon, 2006; Ramire)&®Pather, 2007).
Learning Disabled (LD): General, specific, learning disability means a
disorder in one or more of the basic psychologicatesses involved in
understanding or in using written or spoken languad.earning Disabilities
may manifest themselves in an inability to listdmnk, speak, read, write,
spell, or to do mathematical calculations. THesening disabilities may
include conditions such as perceptual disabiliteeain injury, minimal brain
dysfunction, dyslexia, or developmental aphasipec8ic learning disability
does not include learning problems that are prip#ne result of visual,
hearing, or motor disabilities, of mental retardatiof emotional disturbance,
or of environmental, cultural, or economic disadege (IDEA, 2004).
Mainstreaming: The integration of students with disabilitiesraiside their
non-disabled peers for part of the day. Thisguaent usually occurs during

academic or non-academic periods depending orethexity of the student’s
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disability. The purpose of mainstreaming is acaideand social interaction.
During academic periods, students with disabilitexeive appropriate
instructional support under a mainstream situat®ordon, 2006).

Other Health Impairment (OHI): Other health impairment can result in
having limited strength, vitality, or alertness;luding a heightened
awareness of environmental stimuli that resultrmtéd attentiveness in the
educational environment. The limited attentiveniedue to chronic or acute
health problems such as asthma, attention defgotrder or attention deficit
hyperactivity disorder, diabetes, epilepsy, a heandition, hemophilia, lead
poisoning, leukemia, nephritis, rheumatic feveskld cell anemia, and
Tourette syndrome, and adversely affects a cleldigational performance
(IDEA, 2004).

Personal Teaching Efficacy An individual’s confidence level in their
personal ability, as a teacher, to overcome fadt@smake learning difficult
for a student. It is a statement about their peabkteaching ability reflecting
confidence that they have adequate training oexperience to develop
strategies for overcoming obstacles to studenhiegr These teachers may
have experienced past success in boosting studsftigvement (Tschannen-
Moran, et. all, 1998).

Students with Disabilities Included in the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA) are studemho have been

assessed, found to have a disability, and aread néspecial education
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services. The relevant services are in concueranth state regulations and
regulations under IDEA. To be provided servicedar special education
students must (a) have up to date eligibility doentation for a specific
disability under IDEA, (b) have a current Individizad Education Program
(I.E.P.), and (c) receive special education sesv(bississippi Dept. of
Education, 2007).

» Teacher Efficacy. A teacher’s collective perception of his/her catgmce to
promote learning in all students, including thosthwlisabilities, regardless

of their social or cognitive challenges (Woolfolkioy, 2003-2004)
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CHAPTER TWO - LITERATURE REVIEW

Due to legislation and federal mandates, an inarghsimportant issue for U.S.
school districts has become the education of stedeith disabilities in the general
education classroom (Barco, 2007). This chaptarreview of literature that discusses
research related to this study. Fifteen areas weamined: (a) inclusion; (b) legal
mandates behind inclusion (c) obstacles to inclygid) inclusive reform; (e) theoretical
constructs behind teacher efficacy; (f) Social Gga Theory; (g) self-efficacy; (h)
teacher attitude toward inclusion; (i) inclusivadbers at the high school level; (j)
teachers and accommodations; (k) high school edueapectations; (l) teacher efficacy;
(m) social cognitive theory; (n) teacher educatidenael and classroom experience; and
(o) inclusive practices and differentiated instioiet  Literature for this study was
obtained through extensive library based inquiaied computer database searches
including: Liberty Library Research Portal, Eduoaal Resources Information Center
(ERIC), Georgia Library Learning Online (GALILEG)cademic Premier Research,
Psych INFO, Professional Development Collectionradamic Search Complete
(EBCOhost), and LexisNexis Academic.

Inclusion

Inclusion as a singular definition has been harcharacterize. In some areas of
the country, inclusion is thought of as servinglstuts with disabilities in the general
education setting; in other areas it is a reforppsuting diversity amongst all students

(Ainscow, 2006). Regardless of the definitiorg thtimate goal of inclusion is to
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eliminate social exclusions or diversity with redjéo race, social class, gender, religion,
ethnicity, or ability (Ainscow, 2006). Inclusiwassroom designs are similar to the
historical educational principles involved in intagion, deinstitutionalization, the regular
education initiative, normalization, and mainstra@agof students with disabilities; these
settings are similar to the inclusive construct,laak in meeting the academic needs of
students with disabilities (Barco, 2007). More& amore students with special needs are
receiving their education within the general ediocatlassroom through the inclusive
delivery model (Dover, 2005).

According to the National Research Council, in 2@@proximately 1.1 million
students with disabilities were eligible for spé@ducation services in the United States
(as cited in United States Government Accountgbiiffice [GAQO], 2005). Over the
past 12 years students with disabilities receigagport services in the general education
classroom has increased dramatically (Skiba, P<teidinger, Gallini, Feggins-Azziz,
& Simmons, 2006). In 2006, the United States Dpant of Education published its
27" Annual Report to Congress on the implementatiofD&A noting 47.4% of
students’ with disabilities were being provided goitive services in the general
education setting, otherwise known as inclusivessigoms. The U.S. Department of
Education figures reflected that in 2000 approxehal5% more students were
diagnosed as having disabilities and being semvélka general education classrooms
than in the 1980’s (as cited in Barco, 2007). THoeeasing number of students with
disabilities served in general education settisggflective of multiple state efforts to
ensure IDEA compliance with regard to the LeastifiRgive Environment for students

with disabilities (U.S. Department of Education08 By 2012, the National Research
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Council projects 1.3 million students will be ebtg for special education services (as
cited in Koenig & Bachman, 2004).

Prior to legislation and schools moving toward usiVe classrooms students with
disabilities were often removed from the generalcation classroom and educated in an
alternate setting, such as the remedial classratiernative schools, or the home
(Watson, n.d.). A concern noted by parents, stisd@nd schools, was instruction in
remedial settings might not be consistent or cowus with regard to basic curriculum
needs (Semmel, Butera, & Lesar, 1991). IDEA ()@#fined the least restrictive
environment and encouraged the utilization of theegal education classroom setting.
As a result, more opportunities that are inclugixist and fewer special needs students
are educated in separate settings from their neabtéd peers (Barco, 2007).

Consensus on the precise definition of inclusiona®s obscure and some have
cited that the vague definition of inclusion idiaéd to encompass broad student needs
(Blamires, 1999; Pather, 2007; Reindal, 2010). naave argued that it is a social
justice issue involving equity, access, and opputies for students with disabilities,
while others look to it as the politics of recogmit (Rice, 2006). The universal
objective of inclusion is to afford all student® thpportunity to spend more time together
and grow together academically and socially (R2)6). Proponents of the inclusion
initiative cite moral and ethical reasons as asfsiincluding students with disabilities
in general education classrooms (Fontana, Scr&glysstropieri, 2007). Another
reason inclusion has been touted as a popularadeltication service option is the fact

that it is cost effective (Dorries & Holler, 20Q1gvette, 1996). In inclusive classrooms,
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resources and services are combined to meet tloagoheal needs of the students
(Fontana et al., 2007). Socialization is a bexafand an integral part of individual
development; inclusive classrooms enable camadesie readily (Cooper, Griffith, &
Filer, 1999). Inclusive classrooms may encoustgdents without disabilities to be
more accepting of others’ difficulties and competes (Cooper, et al., 1999).

The notion of the “least restrictive environmentisares that students with
disabilities are educated to the fullest extensps with their nondisabled peers (H.R.
Res. 108-446, 2004). The reauthorization ofADEcludes Congressional changes for
students with disabilities, at-risk populationsgd dine homeless student population (U.S.
Department of Justice, 2006). The inclusive c¢lz@® enables general education
instructors to converge various aspects of speeiatls students’ educational career,
including, academic, cultural, and social facetsdk; 2002). Many educators question
their ability to effectively educate and meet tleendnds of special needs students due to
their personal beliefs toward inclusive classro@md students with disabilities (Barco,
2007).

Legal Mandates and Inclusion

The ratification of The Education for All HandicaggpChildren Act (Public Law
94-142) in 1975 created legal mandates that altdedducational process for students
with disabilities in public schools (U.S. DepartrhehJustice, 2006). Public Law 94-
142, through a number of revisions, eventually ltegun the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 2004. Pritw the passage of 94-142, not all

students with disabilities were afforded the sachécational opportunities as their non-
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disabled peers (Barco, 2007; Olson, 2003). UIDEA, all eligible students with
disabilities have to be given equal learning opadties commensurate with their non-
disabled contemporaries (U.S. Department of Jy=2i@¢@6). The necessity of equal
learning opportunities that accompanied PL 94-1&hgthened the need for student
placement in the least restrictive environment ¢Ba2007).

The amendment of Individuals with Disabilities Actherwise known as IDEA
1997, mandated that all students be included te stiad district-wide assessments. The
mandate echoed the push for equal access andthiglasds for all students; it also
forces schools and districts to face the consegseotcsuch testing (Wasburn-Moses,
2003).

Obstacles to Inclusion

Inclusion has become widely accepted in elemerst@ngpols, but issues such as
collaboration, skill level gaps, standardized tegissues, and scheduling challenges
have plagued effective inclusion at the high scheat! (Black, Cooney, Gradel, Kozick,
& Vinciguerra, 2009). Time to plan, inadequateparation, large caseload concerns,
and ineffective professional development are sohtleeobarriers educators cite when
discussing inclusion (Coleman, 2000; Kozick et2009).

Based on a research study conducted by Rice (200@)nunication between the
special education and content area educators dilrénglanning process is a central issue
that high school teachers try to overcome. Hpdit groups in Rice’s (2006) study,
which included teachers and administrators, tendedlk past one another and engage in

dialog that was difficult for the opposite partyunderstand due to their perceptions’ of
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one another’s role. Data suggests each parheistudy tended to have a skewed view
of the others’ priorities and role expectationglajor areas of concern found through
Rice’s (2006) research included: interpretatioh@iv individuals engage in the process
of change, compared to opposing it; the notiomolusive ideology, compared to
inclusive practices; and understanding the inckip@dagogy as a means of content
delivery, verses viewing it as a complex task teguires reorganization of current
instructional practices. Sufficient levels ofdtunust be present between all invested
parties for inclusive classrooms to be effective.

Mastropieri and Scruggs (2001) acknowledged theaotion of the high school
setting as a serious hindrance to inclusion. &tuskill gaps at the high school level are
much more pronounced, thereby teacher centerdeégitt'a must be employed for
effective education to occur (Kozick et al., 200Foley and Mundschenk (1997)
identified collaboration as a critical skill necassfor high school educators to make
inclusion successful. Their research suggestidhtiany teachers lacked the skills
necessary to adapt instruction and integrate rsaltisory teaching strategies that were

necessary for successful inclusion.

Inclusive Reform
One problem faced with inclusive reform and impleta&on is that it requires
input from all stakeholders in the educational pss; but rarely is the opinion of the
teacher sought during the process of change (Bafiy,). Per Sarason (1990),

educational reform will only be successful wherorefers come to the realization that
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schools exist for not only the students, but ateedducators who guide their young
minds. Much of the educational reform has ocauwia scholars and researchers who
are affiliated or active with special education a#ments at the college or university
level, not at the level where application of prasexd actually occurs with the students
(Davis, 1989). Educators, who actually interathwtudents in the classroom, have had
limited input in the reform process (Semmel, et #91). For inclusion to be truly
effective both general and special education teadigve to be convinced that change is
necessary and feel they are a viable part of thegss of change (Semmel, et al., 1991).

Studies regarding inclusion reform in the classrdw@we identified three primary
factors in relation to inclusive sustainability imding district and state policy, leadership,
and teaching/classroom factors (Sindelar, She¥edell-Hoppey, & Liebert, 2006).
Schools that have principals devoted to effectnadusive implementation are more
likely to have teachers who are committed to susfaésclusive classrooms (Sindelar,
et al., 2006). Districts where principals aremetd in lieu of being procedurally rotated
are more likely to have effective inclusive classns (Klinger, Arguelles, Hughes, &

Vaughn, 2001).

Theoretical Framework
Teacher Efficacy
Teacher efficacy is the conviction that an indiatleducator can shape student
outcome in a positive manner (Barco, 2007; Brow&dHajares, 1999). Teacher

efficacy is a two-dimensional conviction about t@ag students that comprises general
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teaching efficacy, or a belief about the generabgroof teaching to reach students, and
personal teaching efficacy, which is a belief, tva¢ is personally capable of reaching
students (Solomon, 2007). Teacher efficacy anchiés level of confidence in their
ability to promote student learning (Hoy, 2000) iest discussed as a concept more
than 30 years ago when these two items were indludstudies conducted by
researchers’ at the Rand Corporation (as citedothBroe, 2008). Bandura’s Social
Cognitive Theory (1977) is the foundation of teaokféicacy and the theoretical
foundation on which teacher efficacy is constructe&sbme researchers’ have suggested
that the more precise term “teacher sense of efficean be used as what a teacher’s
personal sense of confidence, not an objective unead actual competence (Protheroe,
2008). Shaughnessey (2004) conveys that teackerse of teaching efficacy have been
linked to more diligent teachers who set highergaad persist when teachers with a
lesser sense of teaching efficacy would refer tbamwithin the school system (i.e.
special education, specialty programs, etc.). ofding to Shaughnessey (2004),
teachers who set high goals, who persist, and whaniother strategy when one
approach is found wanting are more likely to actlaair higher sense of ability and
thereby they are more likely to have students vélaon. Protheroe (2008) suggests
teachers’ level of self-belief about capacity teatte learning can depend on previous
experiences or on the culture of the school itsBlincipals and school staff can help
develop a sense of efficacy for individual teacteersvell as the entire school with proper
training and support.

General Teaching Efficacy
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General efficacy reflects the degree that teadbelisve other educators can
control and manipulate the learning environmenpdeutside influences such as
family background and 1.Q. (Burris, McLaughlin, Malbch, Brashears, & Fraze, 2008).
Studies show that general teaching efficacy has belked to teacher enthusiasm in the
classroom and teacher clarity (Tschannen-MorarmalletLl998). General teaching
efficacy normally increase while completing collegmirsework but later decline during
student teaching (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990; Spector9@Psuggesting that teacher
optimism may lessen when faced with the realitres @mplexities of the teaching task.
General teaching efficacy seems to reveal a generadiction about the power of
teaching and its ability to get to difficult chilelr and seems to have more in common
with teachers' conservative/liberal stance towadiscation (Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000).
Personal Teaching Efficacy

Personal teaching efficacy has been defined aschd¢e's evaluation of their own
ability to bring about student learning (Burris, @&t, 2008). Studies indicate personal

teaching efficacy is linked to teacher level ofamigation, planning, instructional

experimentation, including willingness to try aiety of materials and approaches, the
desire to improve the way they teach, and impleatant of progressive and innovative
methods. Educators with a higher sense of per¢eaehing efficacy have been shown
to find inclusive classroom settings more apprdprfar students with disabilities
(Tschannen-Moran, et. all, 1998). Research hassincreases in personal efficacy

during student teaching experience (Hoy & WoolfdR90), at the same time, general
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sense of teaching efficacy tends to decrease. rRarstiicacy beliefs have a significant
impact on teacher behaviors in the classroom. Aeraavith a sense of higher personal
teaching efficacy tend to be rated more positivglyteaching lessons, presenting
behavior, classroom management techniques, andi@piag behavior by their
supervisors (Saklofske, Michaluk, & Randhawa, 1988)
Social Cognitive Theory

Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory, grounded in edional psychology,
addresses the impact of teaching and learningeircldssroom setting (as cited in
Schaefer, 2010). Empirical evidence shows thattiméidence level high school
teachers possess in their personal ability to vedidctively with students with
disabilities, has a direct impact on student pentorce (Sodak, Podell, & Lehman,
1998). Social cognitive theory becomes more etidean inclusive setting where the
needs of the students are more diverse and therdisnpdaced on the teacher are more

extensive (Schaefer, 2010).

Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) envisiamdividual actions as a
triadic, self-motivated, and reciprocal exchange&fsonal reasons, actions, and the
atmosphere (Bandura, 1997; Schaefer, 2010). &hauor and actions of a person is
determined by the interactions of these factoBCT suggests that prior consequences
and experiences are predictors of both future hehand the regulation of behavior.
Beliefs are continually altered by individual exieeces within the environment and it is

those experiences that mold what an individualkhiimey are capable of or their
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perception of their own capabilities (Bandura, 198%ccording to SCT, individuals
develop notions about their own capacity and chiaratics that establish their conduct.
This is based on what a person attempts to accsimaiid the exertion they put forth into
accomplishing their aspiration (Bandura, 1989)ccdxding to SCT, teachers’ sense of
self-efficacy is replicated in their attitude arfiGacy in teaching in an inclusive setting
(Schaefer, 2010).

The social cognitive theory states self-efficacy attitude evolve from
achievements, successes, failures, the influenothefs, and the individual’s
psychological state (Bandura, 1977). AccordinBanmdura (1986), motivation is
determined by individual judgments of their capiéypiio execute particular courses of
action known as efficacy expectations and theiileflehbout the likely consequences of
those actions, or outcome expectations. Teachishigh self-efficacy perceptions,
have the ability to contribute to the creation ahare efficient education and teaching
career, compared to those with a low sense ofefitfacy (Vhmaz, 2009). Self-efficacy

denotes an individual’s acuity of the performareeytcan display in diverse
circumstances, not the skills of the individual iBara, 1997). Individuals, who believe
that teaching can be a potentially powerful fagtostudent learning, may believe that
they are effective or lacking in the ability to neak difference with their students (Hoy &
Woolfolk, 1993).

Kurbanoglu (2004) explains a person’s belief inrtkkills and abilities influence
their motivation and consequently their succeSacial cognitive theory has a distinct

performance in courses where problems are expe&tencachieving student motivation
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(Vhmaz, 2009). Teacher’s pedagogical self-effygaerception can manipulate students’
motivation and attitude toward the various couiseschool (Kurbanoglu, 1994).

The theory emphasizes interaction between an iddatiand his or her social
environment (Alghazo et al., 2003). In incluserevironments, people learn by
imitating; when the teacher openly accepts a stuithem others will follow and the
transition will be easier (Barco, 2007). Teachwaigh a high perception of self-efficacy,
are inclined to believe their actions produce agdw educational experience by using
an assortment of approaches and techniques inasseraom (Alderman, 1990).

Teacher’s sense of self-efficacy is a major deteimgifactor in classroom
management (Vhmaz, 2009). The social cognitieer provides an account of
knowledge acquisition that motivates relevant atspetcpersonality and social
interactions, such as educators openly acceptutgsts with disabilities, and easing
their transition into the general education classrdKihlstrom & Harackiewics, 1990).
Educators with a high sense of self-efficacy petioemspend their classroom time
onacademic studies and productive classroom deswid promote student development
and have high levels of future goals (Bandura, 1J99Veachers with a low sense of self-
efficacy utilize their instructional time solvingsgipline problems and discussing
mistakes made by students and their goals tend tather modest and easier to attain
(Bandura, 1997). Modeling is a central themémgocial cognitive theory. Modeling
has been shown to impact motivation, thought padteself-regulation, and decision-
making (Bandura, 1977, 1989). Ross states, fihossible to establish an efficient

learning environment without elimination of any piie question marks that may occur
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in the minds of students with respect to ...whaing why it should be learned (as cited
in Vhmaz, 2009, p. 510). Teaching efficacy lseg component in establishing a clear
learning environment (Barco, 2007).

Research on how teacher efficacy is measured lesthe subject of debate
(Henson, Kogan, & Vacha-Haase, 2001). The crucatern in measuring teacher
efficacy is the need to maintain equilibrium anderalize characteristics in a single
scale. The construct validity of scales and theares needs to be thoroughly examined
(Coladarci & Breton, 1991; Henson et al., 2001).

Self- Efficacy

Over 30 years ago Rand Corporation (as cited ithBroe, 2008) began the
initial studies into teaching efficacy with two ciiens.

1. Ateacher really cannot do much because most tafdest’'s motivation and

performance depends on his or her home environment.

2. If I'try hard, | can get through to even the ma#fialilt or unmotivated

students.

Self-efficacy is a major principle of Bandura’s &«cognitive Theory (as cited
in Schaefer, 2010). Bandura (1997) has defindee$itacy as a self-reflective thought
that affects an individual’'s behavior. In partif-sdficacy is formed through various
experiences in life. Self-efficacy is based orethler or not a person thinks he/she can
accomplish a task. Self-Efficacy can influengeeason’s thought patterns and emotions
(Bandura, 1977, 1982, 1993, 1997). Bandura rfotgssources of self-efficacy

expectations: mastery experiences, physiologicélesnotional states, vicarious
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experiences, and social persuasion (as cited iaebeh 2010; Tschannen-Moran,
Woolfolk-Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).

Self-efficacy is based on the notion that an irdlral believes he or she can
perform a certain task. This notion or senseetifefficacy has the ability to influence
individual's thoughts, patterns, and emotions,olhn turn influences behavior
(Bandura, 1977, 1982, 1993, 1997). Self-efficacyalely based upon whether or not an
individual believes they are capable of performangpecific task (Schaefer, 2010).

The construct of self-efficacy translates into teag and has been extended to
explore how beliefs influence teacher performamaado, 2009). Theoretically, if
educators think they are successful at teachimgy, éxpectations for continued and
future success will grow. However, if educatorsndd feel they are reaching their
students successfully, their expectations arelilesly to grow (Barco, 2009).

A study conducted by Ashton and Webb (1986) propdisat teacher efficacy
beliefs are linked both to instructional practieesl ultimately to student outcomes. Due
to the fact that self-efficacy is task specifiasita useful tool for examining the beliefs of
teachers with regard to their ability to effectiwslpport students with disabilities.

It is generally thought that two types of teachéfiicacy, personal efficacy and
general efficacy comprise the construct of efficéesotheroe, 2008). Personal efficacy
relates to a teacher’s personal feelings of confideabout his/her teaching abilities and
general teaching efficacy appears to reflect aigehelief about the power of teaching
to reach difficult children (Hoy, 2000). Reseancshieave found that these two constructs

are independent of one another (Woolfolk & Hoy, 309 Accordingly, a teacher may
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have faith in the ability of teachers to reachidifft children, but they may lack
confidence in his/her own personal ability to retted population (Protheroe, 2008).
Dimensions of Teacher Efficacy

The two dimensions of teaching efficacy, personal general, form the basis of
a teacher’s belief in his/her ability to createipes change in the classroom. General
teaching efficacy tends to reflect a general beledut the power of teaching and an
educator’s ability to reach difficult children (Bdura 1997). Hoy and Woolfolk (1993)
found general teaching efficacy correlated witlcheais’ conservative or liberal attitudes
toward education. In contrast, personal teachifigacy is an individual's sense of

his/her own effectiveness as a teacher (Hoy & Witklf1993). A teacher may be sure

of his/her personal teaching efficacy, but may dahé personal ability to teach in a way
that enables the students’ to learn (Schaefer,)2010

A study conducted by Ashton and Webb (1986) expldne perceptions of self-
efficacy of experienced teachers. Their studycaetd that teacher efficacy was related
to student achievement. The teacher’s sensdich&y was formed through the
interaction of a variety of factors. Ashton (19&%entified eight dimensions that
culminate to form a teacher’s sense of efficadjhese dimensions include:

1. A sense of personal accomplishment has to be gresgme teacher has to

think of their work as meaningful and important.
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2. The teacher must have positive expectations falesiis with regard to both
behavior and academic achievement. The teachstrewrpect the students to
make progress.

3. There is a sense of personal responsibility fodestti learning. The teacher
accepts accountability and shows a willingnessceorene performance.

4. The individual plans strategies to achieve objestiv The teacher plans for
student learning, sets goals and determines hoywthleachieve those goals.

5. There is a positive attitude toward their life. elteacher feels good about
teaching, about themselves, and about their stadent

6. They hold a sense of control or believe they cflnénce student learning.

7. There is a common sense of teacher and studerds @wbake both parties
develop a joint venture to accomplish the classrgoais.

8. The classroom upholds democratic decision makingrely the teacher
involves the students in making decisions with rdda goals and strategies

Teachers who scored high on Ashton’s (1984) eighedsions tend to view all

students as reachable and teachable. Such tedehdrto believe that it merely takes
creativity and increased effort to reach all stugeimcluding those with disabilities
(Ashton, 1984; Schaefer, 2010). Teachers witlghdrisense of self-efficacy tend to be
better organizers, plan their curriculum, and eithitore enthusiasm in the classroom
(Ashton & Webb, 1986). Additionally, they are raaonfident in the classroom, more
open to experimenting with new ideas to improvertteaching methodologies, and more

willing to assist their students in the learningqass (Allinder, 1994). Teachers with a
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low sense of teaching efficacy tend to correlaaeriang difficulties with their students’
low ability (Frase, 2006).

Teacher sense of efficacy is influenced by persandlcontextual needs that are
beyond simple skill development (Barco, 2007). pitioal research conducted by
Brownell and Pajares (1999) recorded that teactteres, thoughts, and feelings have a
direct and significant impact in enhancing stugsrformance and overall academic
outcomes. Jordan, Lindsay, and Stanovich fouachier expectations, attitudes, and
their perception of students have a dramatic impactudent response in the classroom
(as cited in Barco, 2007).

Brownell and Pajares (1999) found teachers werenmailty secure in their
capability to educate students with disabilitiase do lack of experience and education.
The analysis established that teachers with a hggrese of teaching efficacy and
extensive training in handling students with disabs are more willing to include those
students in the general education classroom. d&drgfelt more effectual subsequent to
training in appropriate instruction methods fordgnts with disabilities (Brownell &
Pajares, 1999). The study determined the maattvdining pertained to the needs of
students with disabilities, instructional modifiicats and accommodations, and
behavioral management techniques (Barco, 2007; Bet\& Pajares, 1999). Multiple
studies have ascertained a correlation betwearirggiteaching efficacy, and positive
teacher attitude toward inclusive students (Masrog. Scruggs, 1997).

Hammill and Deaver (1998) found teachers often mawed feelings about their

ability to accommodate classroom lessons in inetusettings. Study findings show
27



many teachers felt confident regarding content/dsg confident when it came to
making accommodations and modifications to the ret@Hammill & Deaver, 1998).
Study responses indicated teachers’ lack of effichectly correlated to overbearing
situations in inclusive settings (Hammill & Deav&998). The overall study indicated
that teachers were confident in their ability tadle students with disabilities, but the
confidence lagged in inclusive settings, due temdl variables, such as home life,
administrative support, instructional material, @otlegiality (Hammill & Deaver,
1998).

Sodak et al., (1998) determined teacher’s useftafrdntiated instructional
techniques correlated with the number of yeargathing experience and training. The
ability to teach students with disabilities in tpeneral education classroom is a learned
skill (Barco, 2007). The ability to educate stotdewith disabilities is impacted by the
frequency of interaction with students’ with didélas that occurs over time (Alghazo,
Dodeen, & Algarouti, 2003).

Woolfolk and Hoy (1993) found several school clima#riables associated with
teacher attitudes of efficacy including professiarad collegial relations, strong
administrative leadership, and high academic egpecis. Teachers who perceived that
the school protects them from unreasonable commdeinands and assists them in
maintaining integrity in their instructional progna, as well as educators who perceive a
sense of trust and support among their colleaguesale), are more likely to believe
teaching can overcome the negative forces of tidests’ home environment.

Interpersonally warm and supportive environmentdertaachers feel more satisfied
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with their jobs and in some cases less stressedt, foad little effect on teacher
confidence with regard to reaching difficult stutee(Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993). Prior to
studies conducted by Woolfolk and Hoy, it was thadugeacher efficacy could be
determined by assessing organizational factorshislged teachers manage and assist
students (Barco, 2007). Woolfolk and Hoy (1998)rfd that only the personal variable,
teacher educational level, uniquely predicted peabkteaching efficacy. Teachers who
went to graduate school to further their educatiad a greater sense of teacher efficacy
than those who did not. In later research, Wdlolftoy (2003) concluded teaching
efficacy could be predicted by institutional intégiand teacher morale. Institutional
integrity is the ability of the school to protehetfaculty from outside demands
(Woolfolk-Hoy, 2003). The healthiest school cli@sincluded a principal who was
influential with his/her superiors and willingly e that influence to assist his/her staff
(Woolfolk-Hoy, 2003).

Efficacious teachers tend to be persistent wheoatthg struggling students
(Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Teacher efficacy studhielicate that educators, who display
a greater sense of teaching efficacy, criticize feowing incorrect answers and are
more likely to believe that students with speciegas should be placed in the general
education classroom setting (Henson, 2001). Eféé@ducationalists tend to
experiment with instructional methodologies anderiats to determine what works best
(Henson, 2001). Evans and Tribble (1986) foundilar results in their study involving
pre-service teachers.

Teacher Attitude Toward Inclusion
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Attitude has been defined as a tendency towardcpéat behaviors (Merriam-
Webster, 2010). A person'’s attitude is believeahtluence their individual efficacy,
actions, and behaviors (VanReusen, Shoho, & Ba#k€0). Teacher and
administrative attitudes toward inclusion have bgleown to influence the learning
environment and educational opportunities for stislevith disabilities (Gartner &
Lipskey, 1987). Negative teacher attitudes toveudients with disabilities and the
inclusive environment have the capability to linhié students, both academically and
socially (Cochran, 1997). More positive inclusatétudes are generally found in
teachers who teach lower grades, have studentowigtmild disabilities, or who have
associated with disabled persons in the schootaminunity (Sharma, Forlin &
Loreman, 2008). Generally, teachers have beamdftass willing to include students
with emotional and behavioral disorders (Hasting®&kford, 2003).

Research imparts, for inclusion to be effectiveostipersonnel must be receptive
to the principles and demands of inclusion (Schime8kGarvar, 1989). Collaborative
skills and a positive attitude amongst school pamsbhave been identified as a necessity
for quality inclusion to occur (Kozick et al., 2009

Teacher efficacy has been defined as “the extewhtoh the teacher believes he
or she has the capacity to affect student perfoceiafBarco, 2007, p. 3). Historically,
educators have dealt with various issues such #goltural education, school reforms,
education of student character, closing achievemy&pos, collaborative networking, and
preparing students for state mandated testing t@reare annual yearly progress is met

(Perks, 2006). Over the past decade, teacheestie®n confronted with expectations of
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change, policy instructions, and policy demandsstrobthem justified by a concern for
educational improvement (Ballet & Kelchtermans, @00 Liability demands and
practices created by policy-makers have directlydated the daily working conditions
of teachers and school leaders and thereby ttiguds toward both the teaching
profession and the students (Ballet & Kelchterm2068). Teachers are responsible for
a broad variety of duties such as student acadeenformance, socialization skills,
meeting student emotional needs, duty stations ljiuech duty, recess, etc.), parent
contact, record management, data team meetinggtyfaceetings, Response to
Intervention, 504 plan implementation, school sigusteering committees (i.e.
curriculum committees), and classroom managemearic(B 2007). The additional task
of ensuring an individualized education plan, &:R., is properly constructed to meet
individual needs, implementation of that plan, &sdnaintenance for each disabled child
in the classroom has added to the workload andr&tiesn levels of high school
educators (Schaefer, 2010). Many high schoohtachave over 100 different students
pass through their classrooms on a daily basiof@®003). The increased workload
and responsibilities of including students withatiigities in the general education
classroom is capable of creating feelings of fatgin and resentment toward teaching
students in inclusive classrooms (Olson, 2003).

It is evident that teachers’ attitudes and belagfsct student behavior and
academic performance (Clark & Peterson, 1986; Kag@®2). Helton and Oakland’s
study (1977) found that teacher attitude is diyeictfluenced by the student behavior

present in the classroom. Undesirable behavimkesunfavorable impressions of the
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student and tend to result in negative teachdudéitoward that student, not their
specific behaviors (Helton et al., 1977). St@a®94) conducted a study of secondary
teachers’ perceptions and attitudes toward varstugent behaviors. She found there
were four areas of teacher concern over studersvio@h

(1) Lack of respect, manners, self-discipline, and aggjveness.

(2) Apathy, lack of interest or motivation toward schimoaddition to failing to

see the relevance of school.

(3) Lack of basic skills, difficulty comprehending, amébility to learn.

(4) Lack of empathy toward others and overall negadititudes.

Research conducted by Stuart (1994) found thahezaavere aware of overt and
aggressive behavior, but were much less conceritbdehaviors indicative of social or
emotional difficulties not directly related to teehool setting. Teachers tended to prefer
passive behavior in lieu of aggressive behaviBducators tended to view aggressive
behavior as more serious. Aggressive behaviomweted to cause teachers frustration
and in turn, they would counterattack the naturthefchild’s conduct. When teachers
witnessed withdrawing behaviors in the classrootanted to invoke feelings of
sympathy and protectiveness toward the studena(Stlo94).

Dupoux, Wolman, and Estrada (2005) found that teefattitudes were a
prerequisite of successful student integration,noted that general education teachers
find it difficult to integrate students who arerek of failing due to their disability.

Their findings indicate large class size and laickaining made it difficult to teach

socially maladjusted and emotionally disturbeddreih in the inclusive setting.
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Irrespective of experience, the severity of thaldilty showed an inverse relationship
with positive attitudes; as the perception of tisahbllity severity rose, the teachers’
positive attitude decreased (Forlin, Douglas, &tl#att996). Clough and Lindsay
(1991) found teachers were more willing to accépdents with mild disabilities then

students with emotional behavioral disabilities.

Ferris (1996) conducted a study to measure highadd¢bacher attitude toward
inclusive practices and strategies. The studgmesl the feasibility, frequency of use,
and effectiveness of 22 strategies for inclusies®ts. The study found special
educators were more positive about including sttedetth disabilities in the general
education classroom than their content area copentist  Per study findings, most
general education teachers thought students wattbdities included in the general
education classroom should not require accommauabo special assistance, if they did,
the assistance should be provided in a specialagiducsetting. When teaching in an
inclusive environment, teachers preferred to havaller class size or professional
consultation over a co-teacher or paraprofessidmang instructional periods. Inclusive
teachers preferred instructional strategies thatldvbe beneficial to everyone in the
classroom. Strategies that required differemiddieds or expectations for students with
disabilities were viewed as less feasible by bathegal and special education high
school educators (Barco 2007; Ferris, 1996).

VanReusen, Shoho, and Barker (2000) conductedvastigation to determine

the impact of high school teacher attitudes towactusion with regard to teacher
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preparation, academic climate, social adjustmemnt,a@ademic content as it relates to
teacher effectiveness. The analysis revealed¢hahers with adequate to high levels of
training perceived their teaching ability towardd#nts with disabilities in a more

positive manner than educators with limited indiaral training (Barco, 2007).

Thirty years after various forms of inclusive preetimplementation, research has shown
that teacher attitude has changed very little iggrits application (Barco, 2007).
Various test findings show only half of the teashgurveyed thought inclusion is
beneficial to students (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 1997
Inclusion Teachers at High School Level

Teachers have come to realize that when studetiisgabilities are placed in
their classroom, they are responsible for adaimdymodifying the curriculum to ensure
that all students, including students with specedds master the curriculum. When
educators feel they are unable to make approm@temmodations and modifications to
ensure student success, they resist the inclusbeeehiSchumm & Vaughn, 1991).
Schumm and Vaughn (1991) found that when highlgaive educators thought that
modifications were unreasonable, they would resmking those modifications; whereas
when those educators thought they were reasonaidéioations, they would utilize
them readily.

High school general education teachers often havealign their classrooms,
including their instructional methodologies andghices, to adequately present content

and create a positive classroom environment corduoistudents with disabilities. The
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additional workload that comes with educating shislevith disabilities can negatively
affect educators’ attitude toward special educastoidents (Mastropieri & Scruggs,

1997).

Empirical research on inclusion disseminates les§ident high school educators
often question their ability to teach students’hadisabilities (Barco, 2007; Brady &
Woolfson, 2008). Many teachers do not compretibadheed to modify lessons or the
importance of accommodations as it relates to stisdeith disabilities (Barton, 1992;
McDonnel, Mathot-Buckner, & Thorson, 2001; Rieckadsworth, 2005; Schaefer,
2010). Teacher point of view is vital to succatsiclusive education, but also the
individual success of students’ with disabiliti€othran, 1997). Specific to the high
school educator, students with disabilities hawentable to influence all facets of the
high school atmosphere, including high stakes aenent testing and varying
graduation diploma requirements (Schaefer, 20INe general education teacher bears
primary responsibility for the educational outconéstudents with disabilities served in
the inclusive classroom setting (Barco, 2007).rotlgh utilization of inclusive practices
in the classroom, many high school teachers hage &Horded the opportunity to teach
all levels of students including students with feag disabilities, physical disabilities,
and behavioral/emotional disabilities (Cook, 2002hclusion at the high school level
varies significantly from inclusion at the elemeawtkevel and the educators face different

tribulations (VanReusen, Shoho, & Barker, 2008)igh school educators often work
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with more than 125 students on a daily basis, daclic settings designed to
accommodate large numbers of students, with limitdtvidual instructional time
(VanReusen et al., 2000; Zigmond, 1990). Mosh lsichool educators are content
specialists and their classroom program is desitm@depare the student for complex
demands of society, and post graduation in a Spemhtent area (VanReusen et al.,
2000). Because of the variances in the educdte@naronment, “secondary-level
teachers display a less positive attitude towardational inclusion than do elementary
teachers” (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2001, p. 26 Reasonability of high school
educators to provide accommodations are influebgedarious factors such as class size,
pressure for content coverage, and lack of plantimeg to appropriately prepare for
students with disabilities in the general educatiassroom (Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007;
Sze, 2009; Vaughn, Schumm, & Kouzekamani, 1993).

Olson, Chalmers, and Hoover (1997) conducted asefiinterviews with
principals and special education teachers and deoted necessary competencies for
high school general education teachers. The sapeattributes included tolerance,
reflection, responsibility, acceptance, and warmth.

Teachers and Accommodations

Educators are more likely to employ accommodattbasare familiar to them,
perceived by the individual to be effective, andyet utilize (Johnson, 1990). When
teachers are knowledgeable and confident in thityato adapt the curriculum in
inclusive classrooms and utilize appropriate materthey can stimulate student

engagement, increase assignment completion, andwepppropriate student attending
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behavior (Chalmers, 1990; Preston 1996). Acconatiods can alleviate some of the
difficulties students with disabilities face in cphating daily assignments and level the
educational field with their non-disabled peersdldiers, 1990).

Instructional accommodations and differentiatedruetion are central to the
academic success of students with disabilitiesrasélarch notes several influential
factors affecting a teachers’ ability to adaptrnstional material, including teacher
perception of accommodation reasonability (Johr&®&ugach, 1990; Preston, 1996).
A teacher’s sense of ability to appropriately acomdate and present educational
material has been shown to directly influence thbility to do so (Semmel et al., 1991).
Research indicates, teacher attitudes toward ilmcliusends to be positive, but their views
of feasibility fluctuate, based on the extent ai@omodations the various disabilities in
their classroom require (Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007).

Appropriate accommodations must be identified student-by-student basis in
high stakes testing to attain valid, not optime$ttscores. Students must be taught test
approach skills (i.e. proper sleep, eating), tishg skills, and test preparedness, in
addition to content (Wasburn-Moses, 2003).

Olson, Chalmers, and Hoover (1997) determined bajiool educators differ in
mind-set toward inclusive classrooms and implenmgntiecessary adaptations, when
compared with their elementary counterparts. Sedueators openly accepted
responsibility for all students in their classrogmhile others view the necessary
accommodations as barriers in the learning prog@se®n, Chalmers, & Hoover, 1997).

Olson et al., (1997) recorded that academic suarfestsidents with disabilities in
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inclusive settings was dependent on the extentiohwteachers were willing to
accommodate both lessons and assignments. Teaktstructional decisions should be
made based on quality assessment data (Ferris). 13ésearch suggests many
educators base instructional planning and decissornsurricular material and subjective
impressions (Olson, 2003). Teachers who cengtructional decision making on
assessment data were more willing to modify instondbased on student need in
inclusive classrooms (Preston, 1996). As edugatisystems move toward data driven
classrooms and Response to Intervention (RTI)esir@$, classroom teachers will be
forced to utilize quality assessment data moremaack in their daily instructional
practices (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006).
High School Educator Expectations

Research substantiates that many educators viémsgiexial needs pupils as
belonging to socially subordinated groups (Nie@9@). When educators lack
conviction in their students’ ability to educatidigasucceed, they are more likely to
produce an environment of low expectations forrteidents. Additionally, teachers
who lack faith in student academic ability are midtely to stifle their learning (Nieto,
1996). In contrast, teachers who view studemis fdivergent cultures as an asset and
truly respect cultural differences are more likigly}convey confidence toward the student
body and provide them with intellectually rigoraugriculum that teaches them
strategies to monitor their own learning (Villegasucas, 2007). Research conducted

by Zigmond, Levin, and Laurie (1985) supports otstedies signifying educators at the
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high school level identify students with disabéd&ias underachievers and think their
instruction will be an additional burden to theutigés. Educationalists in Zigmond’s

et al., (1985) study documented special needs istsigeere not much of a burden when
they failed to provide accommodations for instroicéil practices in their classrooms;
instead, these individuals lowered their standéydpassing grades on tests and
assignments to reward interest or effort on thé @fathe students’ with disabilities.
Teacher Educational Level and Classroom Experience

Over time, teaching experiences mold the educathés/her attitudes toward
his/her students (Brooks, 2008). Initially, mdaagichers do not think they are
appropriately educated to accommodate instructio@niteaching students with
disabilities (Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007; Preston,98) Semmel, Butera, & Lesar, 1991;
Sze, 2009). Over time, educator confidence lemelease due to training, exposure to
students with disabilities, and knowledge of utiliz specific interventions. Teacher
training has a direct influence on his/her senseffadacy and his/her ability to educate
students with special needs (Jung, 2007).

Examination of literature on teacher attitudes talnaclusion within his/her own
educational settings reflected specific trends sgch positive correlation between the
experience and training of the teacher, specifioaith regard to special education and
acceptance of inclusion (Ernst, 2006; SchaeferQp01

The way in which teachers perceive inclusion isangmnt because their attitude
toward inclusion can affect how they respond tastus with special needs. Teachers

are more likely to be supportive of students wjgk@al needs in the inclusive setting if
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they are supportive of inclusion in general (Valtgf 1969). Adequate instructional
support for inclusive teachers is critical to dexpghg positive teacher attitudes (Ernst,
2006).
Inclusive Practices and Differentiatedinstruction

Not all students are alike; different students @&egcontent in different manners
(Hall, Stangman, & Meyer, 2009). According to Tloreon (2001), inclusion and
differentiated instruction apply an approach teckaéag and learning that gives students
multiple options when taking in information and nmaksense of ideas (Hall et al.,
2009). The implementation of inclusive procedunmesluding differentiated instruction,
in the classroom has a direct impact on studeribpeance, ability, and academic gain.
Student success in an inclusive classroom is detethby the attitudes of teachers,
parent beliefs, and educational support (McGheénRRand, Jordan, & Schwartz, 2009).

Research links high school student success to thoters: classroom
interventions that are student-focused and teaiduoeised, integrated and comprehensive
service delivery systems for content reading, @agdher professional development
programs that are data driven and well designegl{fleeet al., 2009). Effective
professional development that emphasizes diffeatadiinstruction and inclusive
practices have been shown to increase teachertmygaf learning styles during the
instructional planning process and reducing edanatigaps in the student body
(Hawkins, 2007).

At the high school level there are seven leadiogri@ues educators employ to

augment responsiveness to the needs of all stu@éifits Thousand, Nevin, & Liston,
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2005). The seven methods are: (1) differentiatsttuction, (2) interdisciplinary
curriculum, (3) technology utilization, (4) peer-di@ed instruction and collaboration,
(5) accommodations and supports, (6) educatioeléfetermination, peacemaking, and
responsibility, and (7) authentic student perforogaassessments. Professional
development emphasizing differentiated instructinolusive practices, and literacy
across content areas have been shown to reducatedat gaps between disabled and
non-disabled student populations (Hawkins, 200Djfferentiated instruction is a
teaching theory based on the premise that instm&tiapproaches should vary and be
adapted in relation to individual and diverse stugdén classrooms (Hall et al., 2009).

Successful high schools, capable of educating ersivstudent population, have
reorganized their day with block scheduling, alldvilexible student groupings via de-
tracking, utilized collaborative planning, and hate®ng administrative backing and
support (Villa et al., 2005). Inclusive high solg that are flourishing, often employ
teaching stations, parallel teaching, and alteveagaching methodologies (Hawkins,
2007). Teaching stations allow instructors tcalrep the class and teach mini-classes
(Hawkins, 2007). Parallel teaching utilizes bgémeral education and support personnel
in the teaching process to maximize the educatiexpérience. Finally, alternative
teaching involves groups of students being prekttiagre-taught a lesson (Hawkins,
2007).

Conclusion
Due to legislation and federal mandates, an inarggsimportant issue for U.S.

school districts is the education of students wifabilities in the general education
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classroom (Barco, 2007). Research has linkedhézaafficacy, knowledge, and
experience in inclusive classrooms with teachefoperance and student outcomes
(Bandura, 1997; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993; Tschannen-kior2001).

Multiple studies have addressed teacher efficadlycsrelates to the construct of
inclusive practices (Barco, 2007). Teacher effycand attitude directly impinge on
teacher performance and effectiveness in includagsrooms (Hammill & Deaver,
1998). Teacher attitude directly correlates waihcher efficacy and his/her ability to
implement inclusive practices in the general edaoatlassroom (Barco, 2007).

Empirical research has determined that educatdrsanigh sense of self-
efficacy and specific special education trainingehtended to be more receptive and
effective when working with students with disaldg in an inclusive setting.

The successful inclusive classrooms are based wrilf®teachers working in the
classroom embrace and systemize the practice eaRdsindicates that educators who
are confident in their abilities in an inclusivetsey demonstrate more favorable attitudes
toward inclusion and ultimately find more succesthe inclusive classroom (Ashton &
Webb, 1986; Bradshaw & Mundia, 2006, Deemer, 2@&#haefer, 2010; Subban &
Sharma, 2006). Research therefore has suggéstespecial education teaching
experience provides more confidence that leadstiora positive attitude toward

inclusion and greater success (Subban & Sharm#)200
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CHAPTER THREE - METHODOLOGY

Research supports the notion that teacher seref@azlcy is related to
meaningful outcomes in public schools and therefilyences student success (Brownell
& Pajares, 1999). Educator attitude and senseaahing ability can increase student
performance with regard to student engagementrdas management, and
instructional strategies (Tschannen-Moran, 2001).

The rationale of this chapter is to explicate twearch design, the methodology,
the data collection, and the data modus operaativibs utilized in the inquiry. The
chapter is separated into ten sections: (a) intriiolui, (b) purpose; (c) research design;
(d) instrumentation; (e) subject selection and dpson; (f) data collection; (g) research
guestions; (h) null hypotheses; (i) data analygisummary. The end of the chapter
discusses the limitations relevant to the studyhoeblogy applied.

Research Questions and Null Hypotheses
Research Questions

1. Is there a relationship between teacher sensellettige teaching
efficacy, general teaching efficacy, or personatheng efficacy and their
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings.

2. Is there a difference in teacher attitude towaoluisive classroom settings
when working with various student disabilities goeu(i.e. learning
disabled (LD), emotional/ behavioral disorders (BB@her health

impairments (OHI), or none listed).

Statement of Hypothesis
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Hypothesis 1

Holl

H012

H013:

Hypothesis 2

H 021

H 022

There is no significant correlation between hsghool teachers’
collective sense of teaching efficacy (as showwclomulative TES scores)
and their attitude toward inclusive classroom sg#ti(as shown by
collective STATIC scores).

There is no significant correlation between hsghool teachers’ general
sense of teaching efficacy (as shown by cumuldt8 scores) and their
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings (aswshby collective
STATIC scores).

There is no significant correlation between hsghool teachers’ personal
sense of teaching efficacy (as shown by cumuldile® scores) and their
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings (aswshby collective

STATIC scores).

There is no significance in teacher attitude tawaclusive classroom
settings while working with learning disabled stutde(LD) when taking
into account cumulative STATIC scores.

There is no differenda teacher attitude toward inclusive classroom
settings when working with emotional/behaviorabdders (EBD) when

taking into account cumulative STATIC scores.
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Ho23 There is no differenae teacher attitude toward inclusive classroom
settings when working with other health impairmgi@sil) when taking
into account cumulative STATIC scores.

Ho24 There is no differenae teacher attitude toward inclusive classroom
settings when working with students with none @f iehavioral disorders
listed, but still qualified as special needs stusiéne. traumatic brain
injury, autistic, etc.) when taking into accountrauative STATIC scores.

Research Design

This study employed a non-experimental correlatideaign for research
guestion one and a correlational and causal coriparasearch design for research
guestion two. Two established survey instrumerge utilized examining the relation
of teacher efficacy toward teacher attitude inusole classroom settings at the high
school level.

Multiple regression analysis was used to test ¢hationship between the
variables of interest (collective teaching efficapgrsonal teaching efficacy, and general
teaching efficacy) and teacher attitude towardusiele classroom settings. A one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to deterniirieere was a statistical difference
in teacher attitude toward inclusive classroomirsggtwhen taking into account the
predominant student disability type based on factiaiances and sample sizes.

High school level educators in a single schoolridisin the southeastern United
States were asked to complete one multiple-chaitieesurvey. The multiple-choice

survey combined two previously established instmisiehe Teacher Attitude Toward
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Inclusive Classrooms, (STATIC) (Cochran, 1997) HredTeacher Efficacy Scale, (TES)
(Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993). Contact was made with @ochran (Appendix D) and Dr.
Woolfolk-Hoy (Appendix E) and permission providdtbaving utilization of their
instruments in the study to determine the relahgnbetween high school teacher sense
of teaching efficacy and his/her personal attittadeard the inclusive classroom
construct. The surveys were distributed to redpats in an online format via Survey
Monkey. The survey questions sought to deterri@aeher perception of individual
teaching efficacy, their attitude toward inclusolassrooms, and the primary student
disability type present in their classroom. Hilgirespondents had at least one year of
previous teaching experience in an inclusive ctassrenvironment. High school
administrators provided the names of all qualifiedsonnel. From approximately 510
eligible high school teaching candidates within diegrict, 250 respondents were
randomly selected via Research Randomizer Softaadleasked to participate. Data
from the questionnaire addressed the null hypothiesehe research questions. The
surveys were administered in unison in a singlénerdurvey, but were scored
independent of one another to maintain previoustgl®@ished reliability and validity.
Participants

The sample for this study sought to comprise auen§250 randomly selected
general education and special education teactmastsiicting in inclusive classrooms at
the high school level in seven county public highaols. The district superintendent
and local school principals granted permissionrgoalata collection and following

approval from the Internal Review Committee of lrigdJniversity (Appendix F).
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The district superintendent and site principalitggd permission via telephone
calls with follow up emails. The letter of requiesught permission to conduct an
anonymous online survey of high school educatiachers who taught in inclusive
settings with at least one-year prior inclusiveckeag experience. Principals were asked
to provide names of educators within their highoste who have met both tenure and
inclusion criteria.

Upon obtaining superintendent and principal appr@ppendix C), all potential
participants were assigned numerical identificaiombers in chronological order based
on principal submission. The sample consortiumsiied of approximately 500 high
school inclusion teachers (including both conteatiand special education teachers).
The researcher randomly selected approximately 39250) of the pool using Research
Randomizer Software. The sample populatier260) was selected by way of
electronic lottery. The lottery system of randsatection permitted each high school
inclusion teacher an equal opportunity for selectathout replacement. Each potential
participant had an equal opportunity to be selected

Setting

The populace and setting for this study was a samipjeographic convenience
since it was located in close proximity to the egsber’s place of residence. Of the nine
high schools within the selected county, seveiefdounty high schools were asked to
participate. Since two high schools within themty were undergoing administrative
reconstruction, the additional paperwork and resjimlity of completing the online

survey would only add to an already difficult siioa and would potentially be counter-
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productive for the school environments and theaeseitself. Neither the county, nor

the individual schools are identified by name ia thsearch, per county mandate.

Therefore, none of the participating schools ordistrict are acknowledged by name

within the research due to the guarantee of anampgithe researcher.
Instrumentation

Survey Design

Surveys, generally, are unable to supply all theesgary data on a topic because
there would be several more questions than theriaf respondents would want to
answer (Barco, 2007). Though a longer survey eendhore data, it also creates the
potential for greater risk within the study (Boi@all, & Gall, 2007). To discourage
respondents from answering questions without repdiem, the researcher carefully
selected survey instruments (STATIC and TES) whiehe short and succinct. The
short forms of both the STATIC and TES were chgserposefully to promote a higher
degree of response due to fewer questions, circoimveasurement error caused by
respondent’s hastening to complete a prolonged task thwart negative attribution or
refusal to partake in an additional futile inveatign.

Requested demographic information, TES questions ST ATIC items were
compiled into a single survey and placed onlineSuavey Monkey for administration.
Survey questions were presented through onlineeptason. Questions from the TES
and STATIC were loaded into the survey site andlmoed for administration ease. The
survey addressed teacher attitude toward includassroom settings first and then

teacher efficacy. Survey results were calculatgghrately based on scoring guidelines.
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Each respondenh£250) answered 41 questions. Demographic infaamavas
addressed in the first ten questions. The auththreoSTATIC, Dr. Cochran, requested
specific demographic queries be asked, thoughdltegot pertain to this particular study
(i.,e. race, gender, etc.). Questions 11-21 wé&® guestions with a Likert scale format;
the values ranged from one to six (strongly agoestirongly disagree) for TES questions.
STATIC questions, 22-41 on the survey, had a Likeale format with values ranging
from one to six (strongly agree to strongly disayre

Woolfolk and Hoy’s TES (short form), consisted eftquestions (Appendix A)
addressing teacher opinion of the various classriffioulties they confront and their
sense of teaching efficacy. Questions from thA BT (Appendix A) encompassed 20
perception statements that were used to measteeeti€es in teachers’ attitudes toward
students with special needs and identify the @hstiip between teachers’ attitudes
toward inclusion and their attitudes toward studewith disabilities in general
(Cochran, 1997).

The researcher did not provide respondents thempfia non-answer while
completing the survey. Particular care was takesvoid ambiguous phrasing,
unfamiliar wording, and multifarious word choice3.he researcher ensured total
anonymity of survey respondents to the fullest eixp@ssible, to promote candid
responses. Survey results were completed conigdigrwith limited demographic
information posed.

Instrument Selection
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The short forms of the TES and STATIC were chosapgsefully, to promote a
higher degree of response due to fewer questiaesjnavent measurement error caused
by respondent’s hastening to complete a prolongski eind thwart negative attribution
or refusal to partake in an additional futile inwgation.

TES

Teachers’ Efficacy Scale, or TES, examined theicelahips between two
specified dimensions of teacher efficacy: genemdl gersonal teaching efficacy (Hoy &
Woolfolk, 1993). On the Teacher Efficacy Scake primary unit of analysis is teacher
perception. The Teacher Efficacy Scale was adapge/Noolfolk and Hoy (1988, 1990)
from Gibson and Dembo’s Teachers Efficacy Scal84)9 Factor analysis of the
instrument produced two independent dimensionenémal and personal teaching
efficacy (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993). The first dimeias, general teaching efficacy,
reflected the belief that a teacher’s ability tongrabout desired outcomes is limited by
factors external to the teacher such as home emaeat and family background. The
second dimension, personal teaching efficacy, cefla teacher’s belief in his/her ability
to bring about positive student and learning outesiCerit, 2010). Higher scores on
the TES are indicative of a greater sense of ef§ita both general and personal teaching
efficacy (Barco, 2007).

The TES'’s reliability has been determined to bénligsed on Kuder and
Richardson’s KR-21 (Barco, 2007). The TES (skanrh) has a reliability of .90
(Tschannen - Moran, 2001). The reliability isedatined high because it is an

adaptation of the original Gibson and Dembo’s ()982acher Efficacy Scale. Inter-
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rater reliability was interpreted by calculatingfeet agreement percentage between
raters of all potential ratings. The computaiimciuded 15 coded variables and ranging
from 76.09% to 100% with a mean of 91.35% and adsted deviation of 6.92%. Based
on the average score for the entire scale, theaapkefficient of reliability was in the

95" percentile (Henson, Kogan, & Vacha-Haase, 20041f). The interpretations of
test scores and inferences taken from the TEStsasele previously proven to be
appropriate and adequate (Barco, 2007). The rearstalidity of the Teacher’s

Efficacy Scale was .95 (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfslléy, 2001). Validity for the
Teachers’ Efficacy Scale is high due to the scatasuring its intended measurement of

efficacy.

Regarding validity, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy notibe three dimensions of
efficacy for instructional strategies, student egegaent, and classroom management
represent the richness of teachers’ work livestaedequirements of good teaching” (as
cited in Heneman, Kimball, & Milanowski, 2006, g). During previous studies
utilizing The Teachers’ Efficacy Scale, three madely correlated factors have surfaced;
efficacy in student engagement, efficacy in indinmal practices, and efficacy in
classroom management (Barco, 2007; Tschannen-Mboiany, 2001).

STATIC

The Scale of Teachers’ Attitudes Toward InclusivasSrooms (STATIC) was

designed to determine the impact of teacher paorepf inclusive practices in the

general education classroom (Cochran, 1997). @a&h(1997) study revealed there
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were significant differences in teacher attitudedal inclusive classrooms and students
with disabilities. The STATIC provides 20 quessaaddressing general attitudes and
opinions toward mainstreaming and inclusion throtighutilization of a 6-point Likert
scale ranging from “strongly agree” to “stronglgagree”. Six items (3, 4, 7, 9, 13, and
15) have been inversely scored to compensate fmative wording. After negatively
worded items are reverse coded, the sum scor¢ tofalty items can be 120 once
totaled, indicating an attitudinal index rangingrfr zero to 100. As with the TES,
higher scores will denote a more positive attitualed lower scores will imply attitudes
that are more negative.

Previous STATIC test administration indicated asistent Cronbach alpha
reliability coefficient of 0.89%, which held conatdor the total group as well as for
individual groups of regular and special educateachers, and elementary and
secondary teachers (Cochran, 1997). Item to ¢otaélations ranged from 0.26 to 0.70
with a mean of 0.51, standard deviation of 0.114, astandard error of measurement of +
0.04 (Cochran, 1997). A confirmary principal canpnt factor examination was
executed with a varimax rotation. The Kaiser mées employed which was not to
consider factors with eigenvalues less than 1.@zli€n, 1997). Eigenvalues were
discovered to decline below 1.00 at factor fivBimple structure was found at a four-
factor solution that accounted for 55.65 percerthefvariance (Cochran, 1997).
Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients were cafitat for each factor. Reliability for
factor one was found to be at .87, factor two 3t f&ctor three at .57, and factor four at

.62 (Cochran, 1997). A one-parameter Rasch nmmatial scale analysis was completed
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on the total sample and for special and regulac&tinalists separately. Disparities
amid the positioning of items and persons foredkchers, for special education teachers
alone, and for regular education teachers alone wegligible (Cochran, 1997). Four
factors can be identified from the STATIC: (a) adteses and disadvantages of inclusive
education (7, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 20); (b) profasai issues regarding inclusive education
(1, 2, 3, 4,9); (c) philosophical issues regardimdusive education (5, 6,10, 16); (d)
logistical concerns of inclusive education (8, 18, 19). The four factors accounted for
55.65 percent of the total variance for the thecaétonstruct of “attitude toward
inclusion” (Cochran, 1997).

Procedures

Only certified general and special education taagktaff with at least one year
of prior inclusive teaching experience were invitegharticipate. Informed consent for
participation and a written guarantee of anonynmtihe perception survey were the first
undertaking (Appendix B). The survey began wittokection of demographic
information from each participant (Appendix A).erBeption statements regarding self-
efficacy and attitude toward inclusive classroorttiisgs were addressed in the final
portion of the survey.

For this study, a Likert style research survey inqwas used to gather
information. The certified teachers were askecdoimplete the Likert scale questionnaire
and submit their responses via Survey Monkey. eGnfinal alphabetical list of the
randomly selected participants was generated,famational email was sent to each

participant requesting their assistance in compugetine survey. The email outlined the
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purpose of the study, the potential impact of #search on inclusive classrooms, and its
prospective importance to future research (AppeBlix The website address was
written and formatted to link the respondent disett the survey on Survey Monkey.
Specific instructions on how to complete the sunwag outlined within the email and
reiterated at the beginning of the online survey.

Survey completion was conducted voluntarily onlihsis of total anonymity.
Honesty and accuracy were requested of all pasatintgoto minimize bias. The
researcher requested for surveys to be completihvili4 days from the date of
information dissemination. Respondents were regdds answer questions in the order
of presentation to ensure scoring accuracy (Pre3&96). Upon entering the website
survey, the participant was prompted to begin ansgejuestions regarding teacher
attitude and how it relates to inclusion. Quewifrom the TES and the STATIC were
entered into a single survey for respondent cormrex@. The respondents were directed
to select the responses to the best of their ylilitt submit the survey subsequent to
completion. After the last question, survey gdpants were directed to exit the survey
window. All survey information remained anonymaluging data collection. No
personally identifiable information (i.e. name, e, telephone number, social security
number, date of birth) was recorded in the survey.

To increase respondent participation, the initnnhé was resent as a reminder to
all survey participants 14 days after the initialagl (Appendix B). The purpose of the
contact was to remind respondents of the importahtieeir input and encourage teacher

survey completion. Two weeks following the secosmhinder, a third reminder was
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sent, again via email. One week following thedlieminder, the survey closed and data
analysis began.

All surveys were completed via electronic formad atl information relevant to
the study was stored within Survey Monkey’s onlils¢abase. Two hundred fifty emails
were sent out requesting survey participation.rv&uMonkey automatically logged
completion time for each respondent.

Data Analysis

Upon completion of the survey time line, 35 totays, the data was downloaded
onto a computer and all data analyzed. SPSStatil8 Software ran descriptive
statistics to identify frequencies, percentagestraktendency, and measures of variation
in addition to multiple regression and ANOVAs. RMile regression analysis was used
to test the relationship between the variablesitgirest (collective teaching efficacy,
personal teaching efficacy, and general teachifigaefy) and teacher attitude toward
inclusive classroom settings. Multiple regressaoalysis was used to test the
relationship between the variables of interesti¢ctive teaching efficacy, personal
teaching efficacy, and general teaching efficacy) gacher attitude toward inclusive
classroom settings.

Research question two was analyzed using oneawalysis of variance. The
one-way analysis of variance examined if thereaaedifferences in teacher attitude

toward inclusive classroom settings when taking acount primary student disability

type.
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The predictor variables in this study were coleense of teaching efficacy,
general sense of teaching efficacy, personal sefnsaching efficacy, and primary
student disability type. Teachers participatimghis study were considered self-
volunteers. Biases may be present because afipartt volunteer status and were
unknown to the researcher. The findings of thislg should be interpreted with caution
due to unknown bias.

Subject Selection and Description

The survey district educates roughly 11,000 stuglanthe high school level;
county data estimates purport 1,100 students resgecial education services per
academic year (T. Fagin, personal communicatianydry 28, 2010). All seven high
schools selected for the study were located insateasidered to be urban-metropolitan
or suburban, but with student populations that HBa@me increasingly diverse as
students transfer in from surrounding rural settidge to multiple financial opportunities
located within the city (Georgia Department of Ealimn [GADOE], 2009). The
majority of the students attending the selecteti Bighools come from households
classified as economically disadvantaged accordirsgpcio-economic makeup (T.
Fagin, personal communication, January 28, 2018{udent populations within the
seven high schools are proportionate in demographieup. The teachers within the
selected county are diverse with regard to agesy&aexperience, and level of education
attained (T. Fagin, personal communication, Janf&r 2010). County mandates
create uniformity in inclusive high school classrs each classroom contains one

special education teacher and one general edudaacher in a collaborative, co-
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teaching design. Inclusive classroom placemantifyh school special education
teachers within the county is determined by studeed and disability area based on IEP

committee decisions (D. Keeney, personal commtinicaFebruary 5, 2010)
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CHAPTER FOUR - FINDINGS

This study sought to determine if teachers’ sefs®ltective teaching efficacy,
general teaching efficacy, or personal teachinigadl predict their attitude toward
inclusive classroom settings and if there a diffieeein teacher attitude toward inclusive
classroom settings when working with various stadisabilities groups (i.e. learning
disabled (LD), emotional/ behavioral disorders (BB&ther health impairments (OHI),
or none listed). Chapter four is organized imigof the two research questions guiding
this study. It examines the relationship betweatective sense of teaching efficacy,
general sense of teaching efficacy, personal seineaching efficacy, and teacher
attitude toward inclusion as well as exploring differences in teacher attitude toward
inclusive classroom settings when taking into aotq@uimary student disability type.

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to investigate ifective sense of teaching
efficacy, general sense of teaching efficacy, os@eal sense of teacher efficacy
influenced teacher attitude toward inclusive classr settings. Additionally, the study
sought to determine if teacher attitude towardusisle classroom settings differed when
taking into account primary student disability type

Demographic Profile of the Population
The sample of teachers in this survey study reptedenigh school level teachers

throughout the United States. Both general aegdiapeducation high school teachers
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were invited to participate in this study. Th#édwing sections analyze breakdowns of
the demographic information of the 250 respondents.
Years of Teaching Experience

The sample of schools had an even breakdown df¢eswevith varying years of
experience. Figure 1 provides a breakdown oféspondents by years of teaching
experience. A concern with the small sample isizkat it can limit the generalizability,
validity, and reliability of the results. The pentage differences in the variable of years
of teaching experience are minimal between 1-5sy@ar64) and the 6-10 years of
experience (n=70). There is a larger discrepé&etyeen the 11-15 years of practice
(n=34) and the veteran faction with 16 or more gediteaching experience (n=82).

Experience
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Frequency
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207

T T T T
1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15 Years >16 Years

Experience

Figure 1 Respondents by years of teaching experience
Education

Most of the teachers within the sample have coragdlgtaduate work to earn
advanced education degrees, the sample was dochinptee faction who earned their
Master of Education (M.Ed.) degree. As displaye#igure 2, fifty percent of the

respondents have achieved their M.Ed graduateeddge124). Thirty-six percent of
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the teachers retain their Bachelor of Science jBusdergraduate degree (n=89). Twelve
percent of the respondents attained their six ielaication Specialist (Ed.S) graduate
degree (n=29). Less than four percent of the med@ats within the sample population

attained their doctorate (Ed.D) graduate degre8)(n=

Education
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Figure 2 Respondents level of education
Area of Certification

While the number of general educators is cleadpdiportionately higher in any
high school around the country when compared toiapeducators, the number of
respondents with special education certificatios wanormally high within this sample
(Barco, 2007). Figure 3 displays that within thésnple of high school teachers, 70% of
the respondents were general educators (n=1743@¥dvere special education teachers
(n=76). Figure 3 breaks down general educatiomeady subject area, education

teachers who taught mathematinsZ2), English (=38), history (=32), sciencer=28),
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and technical subjecta£54). Educators classified in the technical catggnstructed
business, technology, art, home economics, andaledrtine time of survey
administration.

Area of Certification
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Figure 3 Respondents by area of certification
Gender

Figure 4 provides a visual depiction of the gerspecifics for the 250 participant
sample that responded to the surveys. The sgmopl@ation consisted of 178 female

respondents (72%) and 70 male respondents (28%).
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Figure 4. Respondents by gender
Ethnicity

Figure five displays a large number of Caucasiapoadents in this study
(n=156) though the student population served withenltigh schools surveyed were
primarily African Americanifpi=79%). African American respondenis=56) comprised
22 percent of the educators polled, while Hispaoigcatorsri=10) comprised only four
percent of the respondents. Six percent of thpardents were of Asian£16) descent

with five percent classified as “otheri£12).
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Research Questions and Hypothesis Testing

The data analysis is presented in two distincicest (a) multiple regression
analysis was used to test the relationship betweerariables of interest (collective
teaching efficacy, personal teaching efficacy, gederal teaching efficacy) and teacher
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings and(te-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) to determine if there is a statistical @ifence between the group means
(research question two) based on faction variaandssample sizes. Tables in each

section detail the results of the analyses asasgefioteworthy findings for items when

analyzed with the diverse variables.
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Research Question One and Hypotheses
Is there a relationship between teacher sensdlettive teaching efficacy,
general teaching efficacy, or personal teachinigafy and their attitude toward
inclusive classroom settings?

Holi: There is no significant correlation between hsghool teachers’ collective
sense of teaching efficacy (as shown by cumulate8 scores) and their
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings (asghby collective
STATIC scores).

Holz: There is no significant correlation between héghool teachers’ general
sense of teaching efficacy (as shown by cumul&ile® scores) and their
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings (aswhby collective
STATIC scores).

Hols: There is no significant correlation between héghool teachers’ personal
sense of teaching efficacy (as shown by cumuldile® scores) and their
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings (aswhby collective
STATIC scores).

Research Question One and Multiple Regression
A multiple regression analysis was utilized to test null hypotheses for RQ1.
Before performing the regression analysis, a ctllecleacher Efficacy Scale score was
derived from the single items on the TES to forsobtary criterion variable for ki;.
Questions one, two, four, five, and ten from theSMzere added together to determine a

cumulative score for General Teaching Efficacyl@while questions three, six, seven,
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eight, and nine were tallied to comprise the coilecPersonal Teaching Efficacy score
(Hols). Responses for all questions were summed and@eeito create a single
composite score. Composite scores are oftentosgeherate an average response score
from a survey for each participant (McDonald, 1999 reliability analysis for the full
scale produced @ronbach’s alpha= .778. Since the attained alpha exceeded the te
value of .70 as proposed by previous research @faflSaccuzzo, 2009), the results
imply that scores for items of the Teacher Effic&opale could be summated to construct
a more consistent total score.
Parametric Assumptions for Regression Analysis

Before RQ1 was analyzed the basic parametric agsumsgdor regression
analysis were measured. That is, for the criteviariable, (Teacher Attitude Toward
Inclusive Classroom Settings) and predictor vagal§Cumulative Teacher Efficacy,
General Teaching Efficacy, and Personal Teachifigdely), assumptions of normality,
linearity, homoscedascity, and multicollinearityre@ssessed. Based test results, no
multivariate outliers existed based on the Mahadsscore.
Normality of the Criterion Variable

The researcher then addressed the assumptionragtity for the criterion
variable. A frequency histogram was producedtercomposite scores of the
Cumulative Teacher Efficacy scores, General Tea€f@racy scores, and Personal
Teaching Efficacy scores to determine if the sqatterns were normally distributed. In

the research the actual distribution appears sinaléhe expected normal distribution.
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This would suggest that the distribution of seffezfcy scores were normally distributed
(Tabachnick & Fidel, 2007.)

The expected normal probability plot was produaeflitther validate normality
for the Teaching Efficacy Composite variable. He figure below the expected values
are represented by the diagonal running from Ideféto upper right. The observed
value is represented by the points sradkealong this line. In Figure 6 observed values
appear relatively close to expected values, wisavidenced by the diagonal line.

Figure 6 Cumulative Teacher Efficacy Scores (Nor@&) Plot of Z score)

Normal Q-Q Plot of Zscore(Self- Efficacy)

Expected Normal

T T
2 0 2 4

Observed Value

Figure 6. Normal Q-Q plot of Zscore

Given the preponderance of evidence that suggestsatity of the criterion
variable, normality was confirmed. That is, ai@amining the Frequency Histograms
and Normal Probability Plot, the researcher deteeahithat the criterion distribution

meets parametric assumptions. Accordingly, naerstivere detected ingfh.
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The expected normal probability plot was also poadito further validate
normality for the Cumulative Teaching Efficacy Camsfie variable. In the figure below
the expected values are represented by the diagamahg from lower left to upper
right. The observed value is represented by thetpthatsnakealong this line. When
the observed values remain relatively close tcettpected values, normality is assumed.
In Figure 6 observed values appear relatively ctlossxpected values, which is
evidenced by the diagonal line. The results sugbes the cumulative teacher efficacy

distribution is normally distributed (TabachnickRdel, 2007.)

Normal Q-Q Plot of Zscore(GenAVG)

Expected Normal Value

- T T T
-2 -1 o 1 2 3 4

Observed Value

Figure 7. Cumulative teaching efficacy composite (scattet pf results)

Given the preponderance of evidence that suggestsatity of the criterion
variable, normality was confirmed. That is, af@amining the Frequency Histograms
and Normal Probability Plot, the researcher deteeahithat the criterion distribution

meets parametric assumptions. Accordingly, naergtivere detected ingib.
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The expected normal probability plot was also poadito further validate
normality for the General Teaching Efficacy Comp®siariable. The intent of the
normal probability plot (Normal QQ Plot) is to coarp the expected normal value with
the actual normal value. In the figure below tkpexted values are represented by the
diagonal running from lower left to upper righthéobserved value is represented by the
points thasnakealong this line. When the observed values reneatively close to the
expected values, normality is assumed. The resugigest that the general teacher
efficacy distribution is normally distributed (Tattaick & Fidel, 2007.)

Normal Q-Q Plot of Zscore(PerAVG)

Expected Normal Value

Observed Value

Figure 8. General teaching efficacy composite (scatter @lohmary of results)

Given the preponderance of evidence that suggestsatity of the criterion
variable, normality was confirmed. That is, af@amining the Frequency Histograms
and Normal Probability Plot, the researcher deteeahithat the criterion distribution
meets parametric assumptions. Accordingly, naergtivere detected ingik.

The expected normal probability plot was also poadito further validate

normality for the Teaching Efficacy Composite vatea The intent of the normal
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probability plot (Normal QQ Plot) is to compare #gected normal value with the
actual normal value. In Figure 8 the expectedeskre represented by the diagonal
running from lower left to upper right. The obsesiwalue is represented by the points
thatsnakealong this line. When the observed values reneatively close to the
expected values, normality is assumed. The resugigest that the cumulative teacher
efficacy distribution is normally distributed (Tatbaick & Fidel, 2007.)

The presence of multicollinearity was examinedéyewing theTolerance
andVariance Inflation Indexn the Collinearity Diagnostic table produced bySSP
Tolerance is the percentage of the variance ivengpredictor that cannot be explained
by other predictors whilgIF means the amount of inflation attributed to thedéad
error of the regression coefficient (SPSS, 2008V IF greater than two is usually
indicative of a problem with multicollinearity (SBS2008). Results indicated that the
tolerance was ond ¢lerance= 1.00) and VIF is less than tw@lE = 1.00). Garson
(2009) suggests thablerancevalues close to zero aMIF values greater than two
imply high multicollinearity. This suggests thesenot a serious problem with
multicollinearity.

Research Question One Data Analysis
Research Question One and Hypothesis

Is there a relationship between teacher sensellettive teaching efficacy,
general teaching efficacy, or personal teachinigafy and their attitude toward
inclusive classroom settings?

Hypothesis H1;
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Ho1; stated there is no significant correlation betwieigh school teachers’
collective sense of teaching efficacy (as showelmulative TES scores) and their
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings (amsghby collective STATIC scores).
Multiple Regression analysis was utilized to test;HBeta coefficients suggest that for
every one unit increase in predictor variable (clative teacher efficacy), the criterion
variable (total scores on the STATIC) increases/B3% points. Based on findings in
Figure 6 the distribution of cumulative self-effoyascores were normally distributed and
appeared similar to the expected normal distrilbbutiData suggests that, as teacher sense
of efficacy increase, teacher attitude toward isiele classroom settings become more
positive in nature. Given these results and alpevless than .05, null hypothesiglH
was rejected.

Hypothesis H1,

Ho1, stated there is no significant correlation betwieigih school teachers’
general sense of teaching efficacy (as shown bytative TES scores) and their attitude
toward inclusive classroom settings (as shown liectve STATIC scores).

Multiple Regression analysis was utilized to test;HGeneral teaching efficacy
scores were derived from combining questions ame, four, five, and ten from the TES.
Based on findings in Figure 7 the distribution ehgral teaching efficacy scores were
normally distributed and appeared similar to theested normal distribution. Data
determined that general teaching efficacy scoras welicative of their attitude toward

inclusive classroom settings..Hwas rejected.
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Hypothesis H13

Ho1;stated there is no significant correlation betwieigh school teachers’
personal sense of teaching efficacy (as shown mutative TES scores) and their
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings (amghby collective STATIC scores).

Personal Teaching Efficacy is a teacher’s own igetif confidence in regard to
their teaching abilities and the impact they carspeally have on student achievement
(Hoy, 2000) The level of organization, planning, and fairnessacher displayed, as
well as clarity and enthusiasm in teaching has lie&ad to personal teaching efficacy
(Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998) of which are vital components to
a successful inclusive classroom environment.

Multiple Regression analysis was utilized to testay combining the questions
regarding personal teaching efficacy. Questioreetfsix, seven, eight, and nine
comprised the personal efficacy portion of the TB&sed on findings in Figure 8 the
distribution of personal teaching efficacy scoresewnormally distributed and appeared
similar to the expected normal distribution. Peeddeaching efficacy scores seemed to
have the greatest impact on STATIC scores indigahat teachers who believed they
were personally capable to teach even hard to retadents held the most positive
attitude toward inclusive classroom settingslHvas rejected.

Summary of Research Question One

Results from the data analysis using Pearson’dicmeft, the coefficient of

determination, correlational analysis, and multiglgression, revealed a significant

relationship between collective sense of teacHaraely, general teaching efficacy,
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personal teaching efficacy, and teacher attitudetd inclusion. Pearson’s coefficient
and the coefficient of determinatiorf)(indicated that collective teacher efficacy, gaher
teaching efficacy, and personal teaching efficaggiScantly correlated with positive
STATIC scores, indicative of a more positive attéttoward inclusive classroom
settings.

Data indicated that scores on the TES were thedredictor of teacher attitude
toward inclusive classroom settings as determinetthé STATIC. Teachers who were
more confident in their ability to effectively tdastudents with disabilities in inclusive
classroom settings tended to hold a more posititeide toward inclusive classroom
settings. The strongest predictor of total scorethe STATIC was personal teaching
efficacy.  The regression model found that lgetheral teaching efficacy and personal
teaching efficacy were significant predictors adier attitude toward inclusive
classroom settings, though personal teaching effieas a greater contributq=.66).

Pearson’s and Unstandardized SWA indicate a positive refetop between
overall teaching efficacy, general teaching efficgmersonal teaching efficacy, and
teacher attitude toward inclusive classroom sedtingR-square, also referred to as the
coefficient of determination, suggests a sufficieéegree of shared variance between the
two variables. Information implies the reason ST@ scores varied was due to overall
sense of teaching efficacy, general teaching efficand personal teaching efficacy.

Using SPSS 19.0 ANALYZE/REGRESSION/LINEAR, the dptaduced a
statistically significant regression equatiét(L, 11) = .564R2= .318,f-change = 3.4

(.318)]. The statistically significant value i suggests a sufficient degree of shared
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variance between the two. That is, 32% variandeacher efficacy scores can be
attributed to scores on the TES and STATIC. Thegvwf the multiple regression
procedure was calculated using an online statlstadaulator (Soper, 2010). The
obtained alpha for the regression was .32, whicbdmyention is low. The low power
for the test indicates that the researcher camamt dccurate conclusion regarding the
results. Due to the small sample size it is pdsghat the results could have been due to
chance.
Research Question Two and Hypotheses

Is there a difference in teacher attitude towadliluisive classroom settings when
working with various student disabilities group® (ilearning disabled (LD), emotional/
behavioral disorders (EBD), other health impairreg@Hl), or none listed)?

Ho21 There is no significance in teacher attitude towaclusive classroom
settings while working with learning disabled stutde(LD) when taking
into account cumulative STATIC scores.

Ho2; There is no differende teacher attitude toward inclusive classroom
settings when working with emotional/behaviorabdders (EBD) when
taking into account cumulative STATIC scores.

Ho23 There is no differende teacher attitude toward inclusive classroom
settings when working with other health impairmg@sil) when taking
into account cumulative STATIC scores.

Ho24 There is no differende teacher attitude toward inclusive classroom

settings when working with students with none &f iehavioral disorders

73



listed, but still qualified as special needs stusiéne. traumatic brain

injury, autistic, etc.) when taking into accountrauative STATIC scores.
Comparison of Disability Types and Static Scores

In the demographic portion of the questionnahie,respondents had answered

guestions notating the primary student disabilfyetpresent in their classroom. For
research purposes, disabilities were documentestioas four possible answers: learning
disabled (LD), emotional/behavioral disorders (EBOdher Health Impaired (OH]I), or
None (none of the eligibilities listed). The dgday options were taken from federal
FTE (full time equivalent) disability codes. Bgspondents notating the primary
student disability type present in their classrotime,researcher was able to break down
cumulative STATIC scores by disability type and raxze if respondent STATIC scores
varied when taking into account student disabilfye.

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences or Sfe8#are was used to calculate
the data. Each respondents cumulative STATICescaas totaled and separated based
on the primary student disability type presentigiit classroom. The respondents
answers could range from 6 to 1 for each queshimier scores (closer to 6) indicated a
more positive attitude and lower scores (closelr)tmdicated a more negative attitude.
All surveys were complete and were consideredenatialysis (n=250). The maximum
score an individual could obtain on the survey W28 and the minimum was 20. The

investigator examined the mean STATIC scores foh elisability type.
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Table 1

Results of Descriptive Statistics Based on Severity of Disability

N Mean Std. Deviation Variance

Statistic Statistic Std. Errol Statistic Statistic

LD 184 89.782¢ 1.20301 16.31843 266.291
EBD 42 82.047¢ 2.5875¢  16.76953 281.217
OHI 16 94.375C 3.33901  13.35602 178.383
None 10 84.400C 7.7448z  24.49127 599.822

Table 1 examines the results of the descriptivigssitzs of each of the attitudes of
the participants broken down by the four disabifyfges recorded in the demographics
section. Learning disabilities were the primarydent population present in the
inclusive settings surveyed (n=181). EBD wasseond primary student population
(n=41), followed by OHI (n=18), and then none c thisabilities listed (n=10).

Examining the mean of each of the disabilitiespoeses based on emotional
behavioral disorders (EBD) showed the lowest oVenabn scores. Other Health
Impairments (OHI) have means in 90s, showing adriglore and therefore representing
a more positive attitude toward inclusion classreattings.

Research Question Two and an ANOVA

To answer research question two a one-way anaysariance, ANOVA, was
conducted to evaluate each relationship betweeditfegzences in teacher attitude toward
inclusive classroom settings when taking into aotdlie various student disability types

(LD, EBD, OHI, None). The independent variablesvgtudent disability type and the
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dependent variable was the cumulative STATIC stiwaeis indicative of teacher attitude
toward inclusive classroom settings.

The Levene test was used to test for homogenengmdénce. The Levene
Statistic for STATIC scores, when taking into aauoall student disability types, was
3.310 with a significance of .021. Since the hgereity of variance did not exceed .05
the researcher utilized the Welch test to revielusd tests of equality of means. The
Welch score was significant F (3, 28)=3.405,031.

Because the overall F test was significant, postrholtiple comparisons were
conducted to evaluate pair wise differences ambagrteans of the disability groups. A
Tukey procedure was selected for the multiple carepas because equal variances were
assumed. There was a difference in teachergstiimward inclusive classroom settings
when comparing the STATIC means of a classroom svphimary LD and EBD
population (p=.032) and between a primary OHI aB®population (p=.053).
Classrooms with a primary student population cfeestsas None varied little when
compared with the other three categories.

There was a difference in STATIC scores when takitg account classrooms
with a primary student population of LD, EBD, an#llO Data was not significant when
comparing cumulative STATIC scores of teachers wiitimary student population
listed as None against those with a primary stugeptlation of LD (p=.759), EBD
(p=.971), and OHI (p=.447).

Follow up post hoc tests were conducted to evaliitdéour pair wise differences

among the means for student disability type. Reswe displayed in Table 2. Mean
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differences were significant at the .05 level fdueators with a primary student
population of EBD.
Table 2

Post Hoc Multiple Comparisons

STATIC

(I). . (‘].) . . 95% Confidence Interval

Disabilit Disabilit Mean Difference

y y (1-9) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound

LD EBD 7.9110 2.82066 .005 2.3541 13.4679
OHI -4.6592 4.25084 .275 -13.0434 3.7251
None 5.3158 5.30148 317 -5.1284 15.7601

EBD LD -7.9110 2.82066 .005 -13.4679 -2.3541
OHI -12.5701 4.81205 .010 -22.0502 -3.0901
None -2.5951 5.75755 .653 -13.9379 8.7476

OHI LD 4.6592 4.25084 .275 -3.7251 13.0434
EBD 12.5701 4.81205 .010 3.0901 22.0502
None 9.9750 6.58068 131 -2.9894 22.9394

None LD -5.3158 5.30148 317 -15.7601 5.1284
EBD 2.5951 5.75755 .653 -8.7476 13.9379
OHI -9.9750 6.58068 131 -22.9394 2.9894

Based on observed means.
The error term is Mean Square(Error) = 266.495.

*. The mean difference is significant at the .8%dl.

A summary of estimated marginal means of the STAJd@re are provided in
Figure 9. The table clearly depicts high STATIOrss, indicative of a more positive
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings, fitwators who teach students with a
primary disability of OHI. Educators with a pringgEBD student population have
consistently low STATIC scores, indicative of asl@®sitive attitude toward inclusive

classroom settings.
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Figure 9. Static scores

A review of the data revealed that one-way ANOVAevsignificant, F
(3,246)=3.407p=.018 questioning the validity of @ Ho2, Ho23 or Hy24. Based on this
information, the researcher realized that not falhe hypothesis were supported by the
data and further investigation was warranted. ifarery results indicated that teacher
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings daey when taking into account primary
student disability type. The Welch score was sigant F (3, 28)=3.405, p=.031 when
comparing robust tests of equality of means. Rostmultiple comparisons were
conducted to evaluate pair wise differences ambagrteans of the disability groups
using a Tukey procedure. Differences in teachtéude toward inclusive classroom

settings were found between teachers with a prirstargent population of LD
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and EBD, and between a primary population of OHl BBD. The data suggests that
inclusive teachers with a primary student poputabdbLD, EBD, or OHI students did
vary in their attitude toward inclusive classrooattiegs.

Research Question Two — Data Analysis

Is there a difference in teacher attitude towadluisive classroom settings when
working with various student disabilities group® (i learning disabled (LD), emotional/
behavioral disorders (EBD), other health impairr€@H]I), or none listed).

Hypothesis H,2;

Ho2, states there is no significance in teacher attitogvard inclusive classroom
settings while working with learning disabled stotde(LD). In this study, 184
respondents reported that LD students were thergoy disability type present in their
classroom. The maximum score a respondent couédnobn the STATIC was 120
points and respondents with a primary student @djoul classified as LD had a mean
score of 89.78 indicative of a more positive attéuoward inclusive classroom settings.
A one-way ANOVA was conducted and found to be digant thereby rejecting ¢2;.
Teacher attitude does vary when taking into accayrimary student population that is
classified as learning disabled.

Hypothesis H,2,

Ho2; states there is no differeniceteacher attitude toward inclusive classroom
settings when working with emotional/behavioraldders (EBD). Forty-two
of the respondents taught a primary student papulatassified as having an

emotional/behavioral disorder. The mean scorbesge respondents were 82.046, which
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were the lowest mean scores for the four disalaligas. Data indicates that teachers
with a primary student population classified as EBBd to have a less positive attitude
toward inclusive classroom settings than those talbght LD, OHI, or none listed. Data
fails to support K2, and it is rejected.
Hypothesis H,23

Ho23 stateshere is no differenae teacher attitude toward inclusive classroom
settings when working with other health impairmg@sil). Sixteen respondents had a
primary student population classified as OHI areltheld the highest mean scores
(94.37) of all disability areas indicating a moasjive attitude toward inclusive
classroom settings. Based on ANOVA results whichdated a significance data
indicates that teachers who had a primary studgmtlption classified as OHI held a
more positive attitude toward inclusive classroattisgs and hypothesis,B was
rejected.
Hypothesis H24

Ho24 states there is no differeniceteacher attitude toward inclusive classroom
settings when working with students with none @f biehavioral disorders listed, but still
gualified as special needs students (i.e. traurbaéin injury, autistic, etc.). Ten
respondents had a primary student population fledsis none listed. These
respondents scored an average mean score of 84cdting a less positive attitude
toward inclusive classroom settingse 2iiwas rejected.

Research question two sought to determine if teaatticude toward inclusive

classroom settings differed when taking into act@anious student disability types (e.g.
80



learning disabled (LD), emotional/ behavioral dd&ns (EBD), other health impairments
(OHI), or none listed). Null hypothesis two s@@that high school teacher attitudes
toward inclusive classroom settings would not diffdaen taking into account student
disability types, including learning disabled stot$e(LD), emotional behavioral students
(EBD), other health impairments (OHI), or noneladge previously listed, but still
qualified as special needs students. A one-waalysis of Variance (ANOVA) was
used to analyze null hypothesis two in order tedweine if the differences between
condition means or cumulative STATIC scores wegeificant when factoring in the
dependent variable.

The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealedan effect of Disability,

F (3, 246) =3.4079=.018. The significance @rscore is less than .05, meaning that the
condition mean or disability types listed had dedfon teacher attitude toward inclusive
classroom settings as signified in respondent STASdores. When the effects are found
to be significant, or less than .05, using the algonocedure, it implies that the means
differ more than would be expected by chance alone.

Data reveals that educators with a primary stugeptilation diagnosed as OHI
held the highest mean scores (M=94.3750) while &dus who taught a primary student
population diagnosed as EBD (M=81.8049) held theki mean scores indicative of a
less favorable attitude toward inclusive classraettings.

Summary of Research Question Two
The STATIC had four subareas or factors of teaaktiéude toward inclusive

classroom settings that it addressed, advantagedisadvantages, professional issues,
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philosophical issues, and logistical concerns; &way analysis of variance was
conducted for each subarea. Factor one, advandagedisadvantages of inclusive
classroom settings was significant based on oneAN®VA calculations, F (3, 246) =
7.906,p=.000. A significance level of .000 means thdyo81% of the time, the results
will be due to chance. Based on ANOVA resultse¢hera direct correlation between
teacher attitude toward advantages and disadvantagard inclusive classroom settings
when taking into account student disabilities. lUstve teacher attitude regarding
professional issues F (3,246) = 2.946,034, appears to be impacted by the various
student disabilities as does philosophical issu€s B46) = 2.791p=.041. Data does
not reflect logistical concerns being impacted tagent disability types, F (3, 246)
=1.045,p=.373.

Tukey post hoc analysis was used to determine whersignificance exists
between disability types and their impact on STASEOres. A post hoc test revealed
differences between students with EBD and LD (pxa#i EBD students when
compared to students diagnosed as OHI (p=.053ta Evealed no significance
between students diagnosed as LD and those diadjass@HI or None Listed. EBD
students showed the most significance when compareD students and OHI students,
but not when compared to the students classifiddioa® Listedp=.971. This negative
perception toward students classified as EBD maguaein part to the unique classroom
management and/or discipline issues this populatieates, such as understanding and
following rules, controlling behavior, and interagt with others in the classroom

(Briggs, Johnson, Shepherd & Sedbrook, 2002). Hxagthe various factors within
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the STATIC factor one, advantages and disadvantadesnd EBD were significant
p=.000, as were OHI and EB®=.012. Professional issues revealed only onefgignt
correlation, between OHI students and those cladsas None listeg=.027. Factor
three, philosophical issues were significant betwlee and EBD p=.022 only.
Logistical concerns showed no significant data leetwthe various disabilities listed.

Levene test was conducted to assess variance hagibgeComparing student
disability types to cumulative STATIC scores regealsignificance of .021. Since the
significance is less than .05, a Welch ANOVA wasdias a robust test of equality of
means. STATIC scores when taking into account gmynstudent disability type reveals
statistical significance, F=3.40p+.031 and fails to support null hypothesis two.hai/
taking into account factors within the STATIC, adiages and disadvantages were found
to be statistically significant, F=9.905.000. Professional issues were found to be
significant, F=4.735, p=.008. Philosophical issuere not found to be statistically
significant, F=2.933, p=.051, nor were logisticahcerns statistically significant
F=1.203p=.327.

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to assess whetheetivere differences in
STATIC scores based on student disability typencé&thep value of all four disability
types (LD, EBD, OHI, and None Listed) are significhelow .05, data fails to support
Null Hypothesis HO,, H,0,, and H0s. There is sufficient evidence to conclude that
teacher attitude toward inclusive classroom sedtiag indicated by cumulative STATIC

scores, do vary when taking into account varioudestt disability types.
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Summary of Results

Research question one asks if teachers’ sensdleftoee teaching efficacy,
general teaching efficacy, or personal teachinigadl predict their attitude toward
inclusive classroom settings. A multiple regressanalysis was conducted to assess the
relationships between the constructs containedeMES and the STATIC. Data failed
to support H1; Ho1, or Hylsand were rejected. Results from the multipleessgjion
analysis revealed several statistically significaotelations which will be expounded
upon in the following chapter.

Research question two asked if there a differem¢edacher attitude toward
inclusive classroom settings when working with was student disabilities groups (i.e.
learning disabled (LD), emotional/ behavioral ddens (EBD), other health impairments
(OHI), or none listed)? Given these results apdralue less than .05, data failed to
support H2; Hy2,, or H,23 and were therefore rejected. The research did bewe
support H24 finding that teacher attitude did not differ whakihg into account students
with a primary disability type of none and the hifpsis was accepted.

The data indicates that primary student disabijipe directly impact scores on the
STATIC when taking into account classrooms withrienpry student disability of LD,
EBD, or OHI. Teachers who taught a primary stadésability type of none did not

tend to differ in their attitude toward inclusiviagsroom settings.
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CHAPTER FIVE - DISCUSSION
Summary of Findings

Over the past two decades, an accumulation oftfdeaubstantiated the
relationship between teacher efficacy and teadtiéudes toward inclusive classrooms
(Alahbabi, 2009). Inclusion holds great potenfialstudents with disabilities. A review
of the literature showed that there is a predietablationship between teacher sense of
efficacy, attitude, and performance (Ashton & W&B86; Brown et al., 2008; Deemer,
2004; Sadler, 2005). Inclusive classrooms cad podmise for students withisabilities
in teaching them both content and social skillh¢gder, 2010). Inclusion can only be
fully realized when educators embrace classrooriectges with confidence and the
competency to overcome obstacles. Empirical infgiom established that efficacy
beliefs directly influenced the effort teachers jmiid teaching, their determination during
difficult circumstances, their willingness to emploew strategies to meet student needs,
the extent of their persistence in working withugtyling students, their passion and
dedication to the teaching profession, and thdiingness to collaborate with peers
(Smith, 2008). Due to the mounting significanéeacher efficacy regarding
instructional practices, classroom managementgestuslitcomes, and inclusion,
inspection of this construct ought to be sougldraft

Literature suggests that teacher efficacy is cdrgp&cific and grounded in

experience (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998) and &zaahho demonstrate high teacher
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efficacy in an inclusive setting also demonstratease positive attitude toward inclusion
and ultimately find more success in the inclusiettisg (Ashton & Webb; Ernst, 2006).

This study sought to investigate if collective sen§teaching efficacy, general
sense of teaching efficacy, or personal senseachtx efficacy influenced teacher
attitude toward inclusive classroom settings. ifiddally, the study sought to determine
if teacher attitude toward inclusive classroomisg#t differed when taking into account
primary student disability type. This chapterpdes discussion of the conclusions
drawn from the study and considers its implicatibath for practice and for future
research.

Discussion and Implication of Findings

As explained in chapter three, only certified apdcal education teaching staff
with at least one year of prior inclusive teachaxgerience were invited to participate in
this case study on a voluntary basis with totahgnuty promised to all parties. Two
hundred fifty five qualified respondents were ramtipselected and two hundred fifty
chose to participate in the study. At the reqoéfr. Cochran, multiple factors were
examined within the population including yearsedahing experience, area of
certification, gender, and ethnicity.

The majority of teachers surveyed were veterareaowith over 16 years of
experience (n=82), followed by educators who had/éen six and ten years of
experience (n=70). Several studies have investigadrrelations between a teacher age,
years of experience, and teacher attitude towardnitiusive classroom setting
(Avramidis et al., 2000; Cornoldi et al., 1998; Hay, 1985; Heiman, 2001; Stoler, 1992;

Whiting & Young, 1995). Study findings note oldeathers appear to present a less
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positive attitude than younger teachers towardusice classroom settings (Cornoldi et
al., 1998; Lampropoulou & Padelliadu, 1997). Stiidgings report the most
experienced educators tend to have the lowest tdhaceptance toward inclusive
classroom settings (Forlin, Douglas, & Hattie, 19Q6ight, 1999). Whiting and Young
(1995) published that older, more experienced tex@chre uncomfortable with inclusive
practices, due to the intrusion into their roomsbgport personnel. The presence of
other adults in the room can create an environrnaaght with tension and discomfort,
especially if the general education teacher peecktlie support personnel as an observer
and not as additional support, which often occWhifing & Young, 1995). In line with
previous studies, this study found that teachetis more experience, tended to have a
lower scores on the STATIC, indicative of a morgatese attitude toward inclusive
classroom settings, while educators who were netwaggrofession (1-5 years) obtained
higher scores on the STATIC, indicative a more fpgsiattitude toward inclusive
classroom settings.

Most of the teachers surveyed held a master ofattuncdegree (n=124) followed
by educators with only an undergraduate degreen=Brevious studies have found that
a teacher's level of education does not signiflgantluence a teacher's attitude toward
the inclusion of students with disabilities intguéar classes (Heiman, 2001; Kugter,
2000). A study by Stoler (1992) found that teasheith higher levels of education
tended to have a less positive attitude towardisioh, than those who did not achieve

master's degree status, which this study supported.
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This study consisted of 178 female respondents/@ndale respondents. Several
studies state that there is no correlation betveetacher's gender and their attitude
toward inclusive classroom settings (Cornoldi, €aiy Scruggs, & Mastropieri, 1998;
Kuester, 2000; Van Reusen et al., 2001). HarvegZ1also concluded that gender failed
to significantly impact teacher's attitudes towacusive education. However, several
studies that examined teacher attitude toward snaduclassroom settings found that
female teachers tend to have more positive attttl@ard inclusive classroom settings
than their male counterparts, but male educatersnare confident in their ability to
educate students with disabilities (Leyser & Tamgwef) 2001; Pearman, Huang,
Barnhart, & Mellblom, 1992). One fact to notehst findings which link gender as a
variable in inclusive education studies, are ofiehibed with cultural factors
(Lampropoulou and Padelliadu,1997).

Ho1; stated high school teachers’ sense of collectiaehtieg efficacy does not
influence their attitude toward inclusive classrosettings. To examine research
guestion one, the study employed a non-experimentatlational design since we were
seeking to interpret the degree to which STATIOespinterpreting teacher attitude
toward inclusive classroom settings co-occurredwthg&ing into account individual
sense of cumulative, general, and personal teadtffitgicy as determined by the TES.
Multiple regression analysis tested the relation$igtween collective teaching efficacy,
personal teaching efficacy, and general teachifigaefy. Data found the distribution of
cumulative teacher efficacy scores were normakyritiuted and appeared similar to the

expected normal distribution. Figures support otesearch findings that, as teacher
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sense of efficacy increase, teacher attitude towetdsive classroom settings become
more positive in nature. Given the results listedhapter four and pvalue less than
.05, null hypothesis one was rejected.

Hol, stated high school teachers’ sense of generdiitepefficacy does not
influence their attitude toward inclusive classrosettings. Multiple Regression analysis
was utilized to test k1,. General teaching efficacy scores were derivechfcombining
guestions one, two, four, five, and ten from theSTBata found that general teaching
efficacy scores were indicative of teacher attittaeard teaching in inclusive classroom
settings. Based on the failure of data to uphqlth hivas rejected.

Ho13 stated high school teachers’ sense of persongilitegefficacy does not
influence their attitude toward inclusive classrosettings. Personal Teaching Efficacy
is a teacher’s own feeling of confidence in redgartheir teaching abilities and the
impact they can personally have on student achiemeioy, 2000). The level of
organization, planning, and fairness a teachelaijeg, as well as clarity and enthusiasm
in teaching has been linked to personal teachificgely (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk
Hoy, & Hoy, 1998) all of which are vital componemdsa successful inclusive classroom
environment.

This study found teachers’ who were more confidienlteir ability to effectively
teach students with disabilities in inclusive ctassn settings tended to have a more
positive attitude toward inclusive classroom sgtinThe study found that both general
teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacyeveggnificant predictors of teacher

attitude toward inclusive classroom settings, thopgrsonal teaching efficacy was a
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greater contributor. This means that, based osopet teaching efficacy, an educator
believes he/she has the skills and abilities reguio affect learning in a positive manner.
In general teaching efficacy, the educator beligkias education and the interventions
provided in the school environment can overcomerognvironmental factors that
influence children, in order to affect positive nlga (Dembo & Gibson, 1985; Liljequist
& Renk, 2007). It should be noted that previcesearch has demonstrated that general
teaching efficacy scores tend to decrease witthiegexperience (Dembo & Gibson,
1985), though data in this study indicated thategainteaching efficacy (r2=.373) had a
slightly more significant impact on attitude towandlusive classroom settings than
personal teaching efficacy (r2=.371). Accordio@urke and Sutherland (2004)
educators can have experience, but it is the kruiyeleéhey feel they lack, along with the
updated current strategies needed, to make inelatadssroom settings successful. Itis
believed that additional training would provide edtors with further strategies to
increase inclusive classroom learning for studépdsker, 2006). Training and
experience in special education practices prouvitie&tors with the foundation they need
to have a greater sense of teaching efficacy winigfarts a more positive attitude toward
the inclusive classroom setting (Bradshaw & Mun@@06; Subban & Sharma, 2006).
According to Burke and Sutherland (2004), teacharshave experience, but it is
the current knowledge they feel they lack alondwipdated current strategies needed to
make inclusion successful. For teachers to iserstudent learning and have a more
positive attitude toward inclusive classroom segirit is believed that additional training

is needed to provide teachers with additional ejias to increase student learning
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(Parker, 2006). Teachers who have had trainiragiditional experience in special
education and inclusion demonstrate more positivieides and a greater sense of
efficacy toward inclusive settings (Bradshaw & Mim@®006); Schaefer, 2009: Subban
& Sharma, 2006). Similar data was found in stedienducted by Jordan and Stanovich
(2001), and Van Reusen, Shoho, and Barker (200@hwbund that teachers with high
classroom management skills were more likely teeHagh confidence levels and a
greater sense of efficacy. Teacher’s with low aberfice levels were less likely to feel
they have the ability to teach disabled studenisdlusive classroom settings. As with
this study, Barco (2007) found that teacher atétadd sense of teaching efficacy share a
relationship with teachers’ ability to teach in thelusive classroom settings. The results
of this study were in line with previously conduttesearch. Ashton & Webb (1986)
asserted that teacher efficacy has the abilitpflaence teacher attitude, their level of
persistence, and their resilience with regard asssioom instructional activities.

Personal teaching efficacy has been linked to tdelvel of organization, planning,
fairness, clarity, and enthusiasm in teaching (8st& Webb; Deemer, 2004; Schaefer,
2009). Allinder and Woolfolk-Hoy (1994) and Burkpero (2005) determined that
external factors, such as support and resourceeedfto teachers, can significantly
impact their sense of self-efficacy. Addition@hther resources, such as parental
support, positive feedback, supportive administrgtand positive colleague
relationships, can serve as social persuasion jwhien taking into account Social
Cognitive Theory, can increase teacher sense icheff (Bandura, 1997). Moreover,

earlier studies indicate that teacher sense afagf§i has a direct impact on attitude
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toward inclusive classroom settings (Barco, 200@dBhaw & Mundia, 2006; Deemer;
Ernst, 2006; Subban & Sharma, 2006). Liljequist Renk (2007) found that educators
with a higher sense of efficacy were either lestréssed by students’ emotional and
behavioral difficulties or felt more responsible their problems and felt they could
make a difference. Morals, attitudes, and effydaeliefs of educationalists, are essential
to the didactic and social achievements of studeittsdisabilities in inclusive
classrooms. These attributes may also shapaiteessful integration of students’ with
disabilities into other school environments andvaas, potentially society at large
(Hayes, 2005). Pajares (1996) stated that teatheacy has proven to be related to
many meaningful outcomes. It has been determtimadattitudes toward inclusion of
students’ with disabilities in the general eduaatitassroom fluctuate due to quite a few
variables (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996) such ashenefficacy beliefs. Thus,
continued appraisal of efficacy beliefs and thosdbtvard inclusion for educators is
warranted at both the in-service and pre-servieelleThis means that, based on personal
teaching efficacy, an educator believes he/sheheaskills and abilities required to affect
learning in a positive manner. In general teagl@fiicacy, the educator believes that
education and the interventions provided in theetknvironment can overcome other
environmental factors that influence children, ider to affect positive change (Dembo
& Gibson, 1985; Liljequist & Renk, 2007). It sHdube noted that previous research has
demonstrated that general teaching efficacy sderesto decrease with teaching
experience (Dembo & Gibson, 1985), though dathismgtudy indicated that general

teaching efficacy (r2=.373) had a slightly moren#figant impact on attitude toward
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inclusive classroom settings than personal teaaffificacy (r2=.371). According to
Burke and Sutherland (2004) educators can haveiexge, but it is the knowledge they
feel they lack along with the updated current sggegs needed to make inclusive
classroom settings successful. It is believetddditional training would provide
educators with additional strategies to increaskigive classroom learning for students
(Parker, 2006). Training and experience in speclacation practices provide educators
with the foundation they need to have a greatesesehteaching efficacy which imparts
a more positive attitude toward the inclusive dlasm setting (Bradshaw & Mundia,
2006; Subban & Sharma, 2006).

According to Burke and Sutherland (2004), teacharshave experience, but it is
the current knowledge they feel they lack alondwipdated current strategies needed to
make inclusion successful. For teachers to iserstudent learning and have a more
positive attitude toward inclusive classroom segirit is believed that additional training
is needed to provide teachers with additional ejias to increase student learning
(Parker, 2006). Teachers who have had trainiragditional experience in special
education and inclusion demonstrate more positivieides and a greater sense of
efficacy toward inclusive settings (Bradshaw & Mimy@®006); Schaefer, 2009: Subban
& Sharma, 2006).

Research question two stated teacher attitude tbwvelusive classroom settings
will not differ while working with various studeulisabilities (e.g. learning disabled
(LD), emotional/behavioral (EBD), other health inmpzents (OHI) or none listed.

Research question two utilized a causal comparadisearch design to examine how
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teachers felt toward inclusive classroom settingemtaking into account multiple
primary student disability types. The demogragdudion of the questionnaire assisted
in notating the primary student disability type g@pt in each respondent’s classroom.
Based on the demographic information provided #searcher was able to break down
cumulative STATIC scores by disability type andmexae if respondent STATIC scores
varied when taking into account the notated digabil

Ho2; stated there is no significance in teacher attitogeard inclusive classroom
settings while working with students with learnishgabilities (LD). Most respondents
had a primary student population that consistestudents who were diagnosed with a
learning disability (n=184). The mean STATIC scfoerespondents with a primary
student population of students with a learning ldigg was 89.78 indicative of a more
positive attitude toward inclusive classroom sggin

Ho2; stated there is no significance in teacher attitoseard inclusive classroom
settings while working with students with emotidbahavioral disorders. Forty two
respondents had a primary student population degghas having an emotional and/or
behavioral disorder. These respondents scoreldwest of all four disability categories
with a mean STATIC score of 82.047 indicative déss positive attitude toward
inclusive classroom settings.

Ho2; stated there is no significance in teacher attitogeard inclusive classroom
settings while working with students with other mmpents (OHI). Only sixteen

respondents had a primary student population desghwith other health impairment,
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but they held a significantly higher mean STATI@m&cof 94.3750 indicative of a
positive attitude toward inclusive classroom sggin

Ho24 stated there is no significance in teacher attitogeard inclusive classroom
settings while working with students with none loé behavioral disorders listed, but still
qualifying as a student with disabilities (i.e.unaatic brain injury, autism, etc.). Only 10
respondents fell within this category and they &adean STATIC score of 84.40.

A one-way analysis of variance, ANOVA was usedualeate each relationship
between the differences in teacher attitude towandisive classroom settings when
taking into account the various student disabtifyes. There were differences in teacher
attitudes toward inclusive classroom settings wé@nparing respondents with a primary
student population of LD and EBD and OHI and EBClassrooms with a primary
student population listed as none varied little whempared to the other three
categories.

In direct correlation with research findings ofstlstudy previous research notes
teacher attitudes toward inclusion classroom gttappear to be shaped by the type and
the degree of the disability of the student conedrninclusion teachers are primarily
concerned with the severity of the disabilitieshivittheir classroom (Barnatt &
Kabzems, 1992; Croll & Moses, 2000; Heiman, 200&pachers view the move to
include students with multiple disabilities and taie emotional and behavioral
disabilities into the inclusive classroom, as uhséa (Sigafoos & Elkins, 1994).
Research published by Avramidis, Bayliss, and Bui@®02) and Kuster (2000) found

that students with emotional and behavioral disargeomote a less positive attitude
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from teachers within inclusive classroom settinvgsich is in direct correlation with our
research findings. Seventy percent of teachexegad by Dixon (2005) felt that
students with emotional or behavioral disabilited not belong in the general education
classroom. Dixon goes on to write “when the attenis focused on students’
disabilities rather than who they are as peopkefalus is usually on their deficits, not
on their strengths” (Dixon, 2005, p. 37).

Limitations of the Study

A variety of limitations naturally constrain thersmusions drawn from this
research. The potential limitations discusse@hapter One were affirmed during the
study.

This study focused on the attitudes of high scheathers toward inclusion
classroom settings when taking into account thexse of teaching efficacy and primary
student disability type. The study was based corwenience sample that represented
only a select number of high schools in a discgetagraphic area, limiting the study to
these locals only. Due to the limited numberitaf ®cations utilized during this study,
the information obtained may not be representaifugow all high school educators
perceive inclusion or the extent of implementatdmclusive practices. In addition, the
convenience sample does not protect against ungderage bias (when some members
of the population are not adequately representéaeirsample) and results may be less
generalizable as a results (Heckman, 1979; Lol#918chaefer, 2009). Thusly, what is

accurate for this particular group of responderay or may not generalize to other
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school districts and caution must be utilized webard to the conclusions made by this
research.

The high school locations surveyed utilized a filiglusive model of education,
as mandated by the county. The subjective degiferespondent inclusive experience
and training may have affected response discrepamtisurvey questions. Diverse
internal factors within the selected sites may haekled anecdotal results without the
surveyor’s knowledge.

Response limitations from high school educators hese included: participant
selection process; contributor geographical locatamd the assumption that students
with disabilities taught in the inclusive settingvie been appropriately identified and
placed, therefore are receiving appropriate instsac

This study also used only the Teacher Efficacy &€Bchannen-Moran &
Woolfolk & Hoy, 2001). This limits the focus difit study to the definition of teacher
efficacy as employed by Tschannen-Moran and Wdoltdy. Similarly, only the Scale
of Teacher Attitude Toward Inclusive ClassroomsASIC) (Cochran, 1998) was used
to determine teacher attitude toward inclusivestlaem settings and Cochran’s
operational definitions also naturally constraia tbcus. By limiting the data to these
two instruments and the subsequent definitiongadher efficacy and teacher attitude
toward inclusive classrooms, the study is limitedhat it would not be generalizable to
other circumstances in which the definitions arethe same.

The aforementioned factors may have influencedoms$gnt answers in this

study. Various life and teaching experiencesdtalve affected participant survey
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responses, thereby making generalizations difficitesearch has shown that gender can
influence teacher attitude toward inclusive clagsrsettings. Ernst (2006) found male
teachers to hold more positive view of inclusivassiroom settings than female teachers.
The number of respondents choosing to participatkis study was small,
making it more difficult to represent a majoritytbe high school level educators who
teach in inclusive classrooms. It should alsodted that the participants were self-
volunteers which may unknowingly contribute to biashe teachers that responded to
the survey may not have answered honestly. Tdehérs may not have wanted to
answer honestly in the events of possibly beingvgteas incompetent or not qualified to
teach in an inclusive classroom, though anonymdag guaranteed and provided.
Caution should be taken when interpreting the tesilthis study. Another limitation
was that the researcher collected data over agefimultiple days with various school
settings coming into play and therefore subjecésgpondents to potential differences in
environment and circumstances that may have infle@their responses. Additionally,
there was a possibility that teacher attitudes tdvirrclusion may have been shaped by
personal experiences rather than professional expers. For example, a respondent
who has a child with a disability may have theirgomal views influenced by way of
their parenting experiences rather than their tegobxperiences. Data obtained from
such participants would affect the results in thatexperiences of the participant are not
limited to educational or professional experienegkling the possibility of personal bias

on the part of the respondents.
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The surveys used in this study pertained to thabtksl student population served
in inclusive classroom settings. Results mayibseda due to the fact that high school
teachers may feel more receptive to having stutlesits disabilities in their regular
classrooms. The generalizations form this pddrgoopulation sample may not be
replicated through research for other more divecémol districts and populations. In
order to improve on the generalize ability of thligdy; an increase will have to be made
with the number or participants to make it a natimte study.

One area of researcher concern was the lack afithed identifiers for the
predictor variables (number of clock hours of pssfenal development, previous work
experience, and percent of students’ with disaddliin inclusive setting). Professional

development opportunities come in many forms iniclgdin-service training, field

observations, peer mentoring, and collaborativarptay.

Future research should specifically target protesdidevelopment hours and
presentation types as well as specific data orestsdvith disabilities present in the
general education classroom. Educational lewvelbeaenhanced through professional
development. In previous studies professionaélbgment had significant correlations
toward overall sense of teaching efficacy anduatés toward inclusive classroom
settings. Study findings produced by Deglau aiflulivan (2006) showed that planned
workshop participation contributed to teachersftgig their beliefs and attitudes. The
study also indicated teachers felt a heightenedesehefficacy toward teaching

methodologies following workshops. Teaching efficalays a central responsibility in
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shaping how individuals tackle new challenges,niteal motivation to learn and master
new skills, as well as how individuals perseveremwdtifficult situations occur (Schaefer,
2010). Teachers have to be aware of their effitsatiefs in the classroom because they
have the ability to determine student successalusive classrooms by promoting
positive educational outcomes for the entire ctawsr (Woolfolk — Hoy, 2004).

Some educational research studies have examinedl#tenship of teacher
efficacy with teacher certificate or degree (HoyMbolfolk, 1993), grade taught (Soodak
& Podell, 1996), classroom atmosphere and studerduct (Emmer & Hickman, 1991),
and work with students with disabilities (Stanové&ldordan, 1998). Further research
should be considered for additional variables toaid be significant in the growth or
enhancement of teachers’ efficacy beliefs anduaiis toward inclusive classrooms.
Woolfolk and Hoy (1990) have suggested that teaefferacy is content and situation
explicit, associations between teacher efficacy@hedr variables ought to be specified
or results may miss important associations or figdivital to this construct.

Discussion and Implications

The findings of this study can benefit all professils in related fields as well as
educators. For individuals who work with studenith special needs, it can help them
become more conscious of how they both perceiva ted treat them in comparison to
their peers. Individual educators can utilize thasa to reflect on his/her attitude toward
inclusive classroom settings and the students’iwiit determine if they need to improve
at a personal or professional level in that arBlae research can also be used to

determine how their individual attitudes truly ingpgheir students in both development
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and growth. The research has been designed tatediwachers and professionals on
how they improve on services they provide by emgutiney have adequate training in
teaching students with special needs, and fadtatscin ensure a diverse classroom is
successful. Administrative support in educatingteas and professionals regarding
diverse populations of students would greatly fadlgtakeholders gain the education
needed.

The findings can assist in improving education byling backing to the notion
that teachers’ attitudes affect students acadelypjcalcially and emotionally. Students
need the support of not only their peers but diear teachers to learn and grow
successfully. When an educator focuses only ondest’s deficits rather than
concentrating on each student’s strengths potegdiak are lost within the student and
the learning experience as a whole.

The findings of this study suggest that teachecational level had a slight
impact on teacher attitude toward inclusive classrs, but modest influence on teacher
sense of efficacy. Years of teaching experienpeaged to have little impact on
teachers’ efficacy and teacher attitude towarduisigle classrooms, despite the
perceptions of the participants and some recedydtndings. Regardless, educators
must be exposed to training and professional dewedémt that enhances their self-
assurance, attitudes, and preparedness to orgamizexecute a course of action that
upholds academic and social progress for all stigden

Teacher attitude toward inclusive classrooms agait #ense of self-efficacy has a

direct impact on the teaching methodologies thegleynduring instruction. Teacher
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efficacy has been identified as an essential, betlooked construct in teacher
educational programs of study and professionahlegractivities (Smith, 2008). Future
training that closes the gap between teacherseseinsfficacy beliefs and attitudes
toward inclusion, with the reality of knowing how teach a diverse student population in
inclusive classroom settings is needed, espeaiattyregard to the high school level.
More and more students with special needs are laelngated in general education
environment (an increase from 33% to 52% over #w pO years). Preparing educators
with the knowledge and pedagogy needed to meetdbds of the diverse student
population needs to be a priority of the educateform initiatives.

Insurmountable amounts of resources are spent-sarince training and
professional development opportunities, in an étimprovide the necessary knowledge,
skills, and aptitude that educators need to beesstal in inclusive classrooms. These
resources could be further maximized were theydwige opportunities for educators to
acquire the essential knowledge and experiencetedde emerge from their teaching
preparation programs possessing the confidendeinindividual capabilities to
organize and execute a course of teaching actaimptiomoted learning for all students,
even the most challenging ones.

While limited, the findings in this research showaarelation between sense of
efficacy beliefs and overall attitude toward indhesclassroom settings. The variables
impacting efficacy levels and attitudes are moxdgssional and philosophical, such as
professional development and years of teachingrexqpee. Data shows primary student

disability type in inclusive classrooms appearffeda teachers overall attitudes toward
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inclusive classrooms, while teacher educationallend years of teaching experience
did not impact teacher attitude toward inclusivessroom environments. Many believe
that inclusion works best for high functioning stats with disabilities (Smith, 2008).

The study found that there is a relationship betwssxondary teachers’ sense of
teaching efficacy, the primary student disabilitge, and teacher attitudes as they relate
to teaching students’ with disabilities in the umilve setting. The relationship did not
appear to be influenced by factors such as teazherational level and years of teaching
experience.

In previous studies, the teacher’s level of expmegeteaching special education
students has a direct impact on their attitude tdweclusion (Burke & Sutherland,
2004); the data accumulated in this study did hotasa difference in attitude toward
inclusive classroom settings when taking into aotgears of teaching experience. The
discrepancy in research findings may be linkectk lof teaching experience in inclusive
classroom environments. This study only requaee year of previous teaching
experience in an inclusive environment, so edusatith greater than 16 years of
teaching experience may have only spent one year inclusive environment. Further
research needs to be done to investigate relaimnbltween inclusive teaching
experience and teacher attitude toward inclusigestbom settings.

Much of the early research on teacher efficacyshggested that the teachers’
perception of their ability to positively impacusent learning are a critical factor in the
actual success or failure of the inclusive classremvironment as well as the

achievement of students with disabilities (Ashtoi\&bb, 1986; Barco, 2008; Bradshaw
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& Mundia, 2006; Deemer, 2004; Jull & Minnes, 208&dler, 2005; Schaefer, 2009;
Subban & Sharma, 2006). Educators who are mardemt in their ability to meet the
educational needs of the student population imalusive environment demonstrate a
more positive attitude and ultimately demonstraater success with the students
(Ashton & Webb; Barco; Bradshaw & Mundia; Deemeah&efer; Subban & Sharma).
This coincides with Bandura’s (1977) Social Cogmtiheory, which stresses self-
reflective thought that affects an individual's belor.

The premise of Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) codtethat an individual’s
thought process, their emotions, and beliefs imgaeindividual’'s behavior (Bandura,
1986). Bandura (1993) proposed self-efficacyhasprimary predictor of behavior,
more so than expectations, knowledge, or skilkelf-efficacy plays a critical role in
how individuals approach challenges, their motivaai level in learning and mastering
new skills, and their level of persistence in adeesituations (O’Shea, 2006). Teacher
efficacy can be a determinant in how he/she wilfgren in an inclusive classroom
setting and in teacher willingness to work withdgnts who are struggling academically,
behaviorally, or socially (Solomon, 2007).

On a personal level, educators need to be consoifdusw their personal beliefs
in the classroom and how those beliefs impact tieaiching ability since student success
is so dependent upon teacher attitude and serneadalfing efficacy (Woolfolk-Hoy,
2004). Educators also need to be skilled in #véus disability types present in their
classroom and statistically sound management tqabsithat help make students

successful.
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Recommendations for Further Research

Several recommendations for future research inaifga can be suggested.

These recommendations can be considered as arsiextéa this study with the potential

to further advance discovery in this area. Theskeide the following:

1.

In order to answer additional questions of concamationwide longitudinal
study could be done to track students enrolletieniiclusive construct from
the elementary level throughout high school. Bhigly could track the
opinions and attitudes of teachers as they progresstime. Inclusive
student interviews could also render vital inforimatregarding the benefits
and drawbacks of the inclusive construct.

Add a question to the demographic study askingpfofessional development
and training experiences with inclusion and workwvith students with
disabilities. This is a potential factor of indluce due to previous literature
demonstrating a connection between professionalpat¢ion, efficacy, and
attitude (Barco, 2009; Bradshaw & Mundia, 2006; &fbr, 2009; Subban &
Sharma, 2006).

Include additional student disabilities types baytimose presented in this
study. Severe and profound students, autisticreapergers students, and
many other various disabilities, not individualizedhis study are served
through the inclusive model and teacher attitudsiado be determined based

on the severity of the disability present in tre@rssroom.
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4. Studies that account for preschool educators agid dktitudes toward
inclusive classroom settings, or including teactgtudes about the
preparation of special needs students before thiey the formal education
setting could be studied. This information coedgbound on literature in
terms of comprehending the potential for improvenieistudent outcomes
through inclusive classroom settings at an eastiege of student
development.

5. Since this study was done in urban high schoalnggtt future research could
be done to include private school settings angthetices they employ in
meeting the requisites of special needs studértiss information could
potentially add to the body of research by prowgdancomparison of practice,
since private schools are not restricted by theedams as public schools, and
effectiveness of practice in the inclusion setting.

6. Additional studies could be employed to includeatgons in the attitudes of
male and female teachers toward inclusive class@oritonments. Ernst’s
2006 study found male teachers to express moréymperceptions of
inclusion than their female counterparts. Regeafc¢his type could reveal
reasons for such gender variations and suggestgitga for improvement of

female teacher attitudes toward inclusion by anatythe male perceptions.

Recommendations for Practice
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Just as the study provides additional considerationfuture research, it also
encourages consideration in educational practiteachers, educators, administration,
and college level professors could utilize the Itesaf this research in reflecting on their
personal approaches to inclusion. Considerationld also be given to the impact their
approach toward inclusive classroom settings valtdhon the student population they
serve.

There is a relationship between teacher sensdichey, student disability types
present in their classroom, and their attitude toviraclusive classroom settings. Based
on study findings and previous studies conducteslfuture recommendations are
suggested:

1. Teacher attitude toward inclusion is affected bsspeal and general sense of
teaching efficacy. Schools should offer and alfowadditional
training/professional development to the teachtaff so they are better
prepared to teach and service the needs of studéhtdisabilities in an
inclusive classroom setting. In previous studéskjcators with additional
training had a greater sense of teaching efficaclyaamore positive attitude
toward inclusive classroom settings (Barco, 200&dBhaw & Mundia, 2006;
Ernst, 2006; Schaefer, 2009; Subban & Sharma, 2006)

2. Future studies, as recommended above, should leeidaarious geographic
locations and settings. This study was only apamf seven high schools in

single public school district in an undiscloseddloon in the United States,
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limiting the generalizability of the study resultsStudies incorporating
various geographic settings and regions could pgeogreater generalizability.

3. Additional questions should be sought to deterrhim& much time a teacher
spends in making the accommodation’s for the deshbtudent in the
classroom. Data from this type of question cquitavide greater insight into
understanding the attitudes presented by teachwesd inclusion and as
educator comfort level with inclusive classroonusture, instructional
strategies, and teacher efficacy reflection.

4. Additional comparisons should be done between géeeucation teachers
and special education teachers’ efficacy and #téiudes toward inclusive
classroom settings.

Summary

Respective approaches to inclusive practices reebd tonsidered on case-by-
case basis, taking into account district, admiaiste, and educator needs with regard to
the inclusive setting. Teachers need to consaieg personal level, how their approach
to teaching in an inclusive classroom, affectssilecess of students’ with disabilities.
To fully engage students in inclusive classroomremments teachers must be able to
accept the responsibility for modifying the curtecor various learners based on their
learning and social-emotional needs. The classreetting also requires a different type
of pedagogy which is student centered and allowadhbieving different outcomes.

This study presented findings that suggest the itapoe of the teacher sense of

efficacy and attitude toward the inclusive classna@nvironment and the impact teachers
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have in determining inclusive student success.ci@asense of efficacy toward
inclusive classrooms was found to be impacted byany student disability type and
years of teaching experience.

Teacher sense of efficacy has been closely linkdthnhdura’s Social Cognitive
Theory. Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory suggésat teacher efficacy impacts the
amount of effort and the degree of persistencaehtr will exert in various teaching
situations and how well they will perform in an lusive setting (Bandura, 1986). Social
Cognitive Theory can be utilized as a predictodetermine how well a teacher will
perform in an inclusion setting (Schaefer, 2009).

This information can be used by administration¢lea educations, and teachers
to understand and manage the inclusive classromomatel and aid in strategies for
teacher efficacy improvement in terms of inclusioRrofessional development that
emphasizes inclusive practices and meeting thesnafestudents’ with special needs may
be beneficial for all educational stakeholders @suld potentially improve teaching
efficacy, and attitude toward inclusive classroatiisgs. Professional development can
educate teachers and administrators on cultivatioductive inclusive environments and
may aid in the improvement of teacher efficacyhe Titimate goal is effective learning

for all students, including those with disabilities
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Appendix A

Teacher Survey on Inclusive Practices

High School Teacher Attitude Toward Inclusion and Self Reported Usage of

} Sﬁrvey ‘

A number of statements about organizations, people, and teaching are presented below. The purpose is to gather
information regarding actual attitudes of educators concerning these statements. There are no correct or incorrect
answers. We are interested only in your frank opinions. Your response will remain confidential.

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate your personal opinion about each statement by clicking the appropriate response below
each statement.

1. Age (in years):
2. Gender:

O Female
O Male

3. Area (s) of Certification (please check only that area in which you have been legally
certified by the state of Georgia):

D Special Education

D Regular Education - Sociat Studies

D Regular Education - Science

D Regular Education - Mathematics

D Regular Education - English Language Aris
l:] Regular Education - Other
4. Grade(s) Instructed (Check all grades you are currently instructing on a regular
basis):

HE

D 10

[

D 12

5. Greatest number of students with an active IEP that are in your classroom at the same
time:
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6. Level of education attained (highest degree you attained as of the current year):

O Associate's Degree
O Bachelor's Degree

O Master's Degree

O Education Specialist's Degree

O Doctoral Degree

7. Total Years of Teaching Experience (The number of years you have been employed
under contract as a teacher, up to and including the current year. Use whole numbers
only.):

8. Fill in the circle corresponding to the statement that best describes you.

O | DO NOT have a chiid with special needs living in my home.

—~
U | Do have a child with special needs living in my home.

9. Fill in the bubble that BEST describes the location of your school.

O Urban

O Suburban

O community

O Rural

10. Fill in the corresponding bubble that BEST identifies your racial/ethnic background.
O Asian

O Black

O Hispanic

O White

O Other

11. Fill in the bubble that best describes the special need(s) most closely associated
with children included in your classroom.

O Learning differences
O Behavioral differences

O Health or physical differences

O None of these
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12. The amount a student can learn is primarily related to family background.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree slightly more than disagree
O Disagree slightly more than agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

13. If students aren't disciplined at home, they aren’t likely to accept any discipline.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree slightly more than disagree
O Disagree slightly more than agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

14. When I really try, | can get through to most difficult students.
O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree slightly more than disagree

O Disagree slightly more than agree

O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

15. A teacher is very limited in what he/she can achieve because a student’'s home
environment is a large influence on his/her achievement.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

Q Agree slightly more than disagree
O Disagree slightly more than agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree
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16. If parents would do more for their children, | could do more.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree slightly more than disagree
O Disagree slightly more than agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

17. If a student did not remember information I gave in a previous lesson, I would know
how to increase his/her retention in the next lesson.

O Strongly Agree '
O Moderately Agree

O Agree slightly more than disagree

O Disagree slightly more than agree

O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

18. If a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, | feel assured that | know
some techniques to redirect him/her quickly.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree slightly more than disagree
O Disagree slightly more than agree
Q Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree
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19. If one of my students couldn't do a class assignment, | would be able to accurately
assess whether the assignment was at the correct level of difficulty.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree slightly more than disagree
O Disagree slightly more than agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

20. If I really try hard, | can get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated
students.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree slightly more than disagree
O Disagree slightly more than agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

21. 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.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree slightly more than disagree
O Disagree slightly more than agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree
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22. 1 am confident in my ability to teach children with special needs.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree
O Disagree Slightly More than Agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

23. I have been adequately trained to meet the needs of special needs children.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree
O Disagree Slightly More than Agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

24. 1 become easily frustrated when teaching students with special needs.
O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree

O Disagree Slightly More than Agree

O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

25. | become anxious when | learn that a student with special needs will be in my class.
O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree

O Disagree Slightly More than Agree

O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree
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26. Although children differ intellectually, physically, and psychologically, | believe that
all children can learn in most environments.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree
O Disagree Slightty More than Agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

27.1 believe that academic progress is possible in special needs children.

O Strongly Agree '
Q Moderately Agree

Q Agree Slightly More than Disagree

O Disagree Slightly More than Agree

O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

classes.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree
O Disagree Slightly More than Agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

29. | am comfortable teaching a child that is moderately physically disabled.
O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree

O Disagree Slightly More than Agree

O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree
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30. | have problems teaching a student with cognitive deficits.
O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree

O Disagree Slightly More than Agree

O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

31

[
-,
®
<
k-3
m
3
2
o
[0
[~4
(=3
(D
be]
-
n
g
——
>
3
a
el
[}
3
Q
2
1)
4
1
i~
(5}
o3
(1]
=
[}
<
Q
-
=N
-
o
=
D
3
n

O Strongly Agree
O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

32. Special needs students learn social skills that are modeled by regular education.
O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree

O Disagree Slightly More than Agree

O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

33. Students with special needs have higher academic achievements when included in
the regular education classroom.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree
O Disagree Slightly More than Agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree
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34. It is difficult for children with special needs to make strides in academic achievement
in the regular education classroom.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree
O Disagree Slightly More than Agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

35. Self-esteem of the child with special needs is increased when included in the regular
education classroom. '

O Strongily Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree
O Disagree Slightly More than Agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

36. Students with special needs in the regular education classroom hinder the academic
progress of the regular education student.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree
O Disagree Slightly More than Agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree
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37. Special in service training in teaching special needs students should be required for
all regular education teachers.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree
O Disagree Slightly More than Agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

38. 1 don't mind making special physical arrangements in my room to meet the needs of
students with special needs.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree
O Disagree Slightly More than Agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

39. Adaptive materials and equipment are easily acquired for meeting the needs of my
students with special needs.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree
O Disagree Slightly More than Agree
O Moderately Disagree

Q Strongly Disagree
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40. My principal is supportive in making needed accommodations for teaching children
with special needs.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree
O Disagree Slightly More than Agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree

41. Students with special needs should be included in regular education classrooms.

O Strongly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Agree Slightly More than Disagree
O Disagree Slightly More than Agree
O Moderately Disagree

O Strongly Disagree
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Appendix B

RESPONDENT LETTER OF REQUEST

Dear Colleague:

For many schools, the regular classroom settimgfisixdamental component of the inclusion construetr the last
20 years or more inclusion has become a vitalgfatiucation reform.

Please take about 5 minutes to complete this oslimeey so that your perspective on inclusion mapétter
understood. Permission has been obtained thrihwegéchool board and at the local level. Theepis
completely confidential and the teachers’ persarfarmation will not be identified in the studyThe data is
collected and correlated directly within the websihd its software. The necessary teacherscpzation is
voluntary and consent will be given by their camtition.

To access the surveys please go to the followinghsie:

The Relation of High School Teacher Sense of Effica Toward Inclusion and Self-reported Usage of
Effective Inclusion Strategies in the Classroom.

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/YVTNG6LO

As part of my research, | am interested in exangimihether or not a relationship exists betweenheasense of
self-efficacy and teacher attitudes as it relategaching students’ with disabilities in the hggthool inclusionary
classroom setting. The research questions ferstaidy are: (1) Does teacher sense of efficatyen€e high
school teacher attitude toward inclusive classrsettings? (2) Is there difference in high scheather attitude
toward inclusion of students when taking into acta@iudent disability type, teacher educationatleor years of
teaching experience?

Due to the scarcity of empirical research on inclusat the secondary level, it is challenging tavdiconclusions
from the few studies addressing the inclusion cost Several reviews of studies (Manset and Salimh®97)

have failed to find relevant research on the seagnigvel that addresses teacher self-efficacyteacher attitudes.
Empirical studies (Scruggs and Mastropieri, 199%8)ehinvestigated the effectiveness of inclusiothatsecondary
level and from this research, viable teaching maéthagies have been implemented and are being nsadccessful
inclusive classrooms.

If you experience any difficulties in accessing seveys, feel free to e-mail meji DR .

Thank you in advance for your help in my study eacher efficacy and teacher attitudes toward irmhus Your
responses are invaluable to the success of theanmas project. If you would like to see, the fessaf the study
please email me and | will be more than happy tedod them to you upon conclusion of the studyharik you.

Heather Dillehay-Wright
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Appendix C

School System Permission Letter

e ﬁ— County Public School S%stem -

April 16, 2010
To Whom It May Concern:

Ms. Heather Wright has requested and been granted permission to conduct research within the
County Public School System on the following topic:

The relation of high school teacher attitude toward inclusion and self-reported usage of effective

inclusion strategies in the classroom.

This permission has been granted by the office appointed by the Superintendent of schools to
review all requests for research to be conducted within the school system. Ms. Wright has
fulfilled all local requirements and provided the documentation necessary to ensure that we
understand the scope of her research and the methods which will be used to collect and present
her data.

Should you have any questions regarding Ms. Wright’s research approval status, please feel free
to contact me at

Thank you,

(it € bl eecld_

Kristy Collins Rylander
Coordinator of Research and Statistics
Office of Accountability, Research, Evaluation, and Assessment

.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOTVER:
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Appendix D

STATIC Permission Letter

April 1, 2010

From: Dr. H. Keith Cochran, Ph.D
129 Forest Drive
Carl Junction, MO 64834

To: Heather D. Wright
4 Skipjack Lane
Savannah, GA 31411

RE: Scale of Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Inclusive Classrooms (STATIC)

Dear Heather:

You have my permission to use the Scale of Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Inclusive
Classrooms (STATIC) in your research. A copy of the instrument as well as scoring instructions
are enclosed.

Sincerely,

H. Keith Cocjan, Ph.D.
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Appendix E

TES Permission Letter

P COLLEGE OF
s3d EDUCATION anp
# HUMAN ECOLOGY

ANITA WOOLFOLK HOY, PH.D. PrROFEsSsoR
PSYCHOLOGICAL STUGIES IN EDUCATION

March 31, 2010

Dedar Heather ‘

You have my permission to use the Teachers ' Sense of Efficacy Scale in your research. A copy of both
the long and short forms of the instrument as well as scoring instructions can be found at;

http://www.coe.ohio-state.edu/ahoy/researchinstruments.hitm

Best wishes in your work,

Anita Woolfolk Hoy, Ph.D.

Professor
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION PHONE 614-292-3774
29 WEST WOODRUFF AVENUE WWW.COE.OH[O-STATE.EDU/AHOY. FAX 614-292-7900
CoLumBUS, QHIO 43210-1177 HOY.17808uU.EDU
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Appendix F

IRB Approval Letter

LIBERTY

UNIVERSITTY.

The Graduate School at Liberty University

February 2, 2012

Heather Wright
IRB Exemption 1255.020212: The Relation of High School Teacher Sense of Teaching Efficacy and
Self-Reported Attitudes toward the Inclusive Classroom Settings

Dear Heather,

The Liberty University Institutional Review Board has reviewed your application in accordance with the
Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP) and Food and Drug Administration (FDA) regulations and
finds your study to be exempt from further IRB review. This means you may begin your research with the
data safeguarding methods mentioned in your approved application, and that no further IRB oversight is
required.

Your study falls under exemption category 46.101 (b)(4), which identifies specific situations in which
human participants research is exempt from the policy set forth in 45 CFR 46:

(4) Research involving the collection or study of existing data, documents, records, pathological specimens, or
diagnostic specimens, if these sources are publicly available or if the information is recorded by the
investigator in such a manner that subjects cannot be identified, directly or through identifiers linked
to the subjects.

Please note that this exemption only applies to your current research application, and that any changes to
your protocol must be reported to the Liberty IRB for verification of continued exemption status. You may
report these changes by submitting a new application to the IRB and referencing the above IRB Exemption
number.

If you have any questions about this exemption, or need assistance in determining whether possible
changes to your protocol would change your exemption status, please email us at irb@liberty.edu.

Sincerely,

o N

Fernando Garzon, Psy.D.
IRB Chair, Associate Professor
Center for Counseling & Family Studies

(434) 592-5054

LIBERTY

UNEIEVERSI
40 Years of Training Champions for Christ: 1971-2011
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