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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this quantitative correlation study was to determine how accurately self-efficacy
for inclusion of students with special needs could be predicted from a linear combination of
predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-service professional
development on topics related to special education; years of teaching experience) for general
education teachers in Christian schools. When the factors that predict teachers’ self-efficacy for
inclusion of students with disabilities (SWD) are understood, school leaders can tailor more
effective professional development and training to improve the willingness and effectiveness of
teachers to create inclusive school environments. An online survey of teachers’ self-efficacy for
inclusion was completed by 139 general education teachers from North Carolina Christian
schools; participants also provided information related to their pre-service training, in-service
training, and years of experience in education. Self-efficacy for inclusion was measured using the
Teachers Efficacy for Inclusive Practices (TEIP) and compared to demographic information
provided by the participants. Data was analyzed with a multiple regression to determine the best
predictors of teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion. The results indicated no significant correlation
between the predictor variables and teachers’ aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion or the
subfactors of inclusive instruction, collaboration, and managing disruptive behaviors. Future
research should consider a qualitative component for a more comprehensive understanding of
how teachers define inclusion and their self-efficacy for inclusion. Also, future researchers
should analyze each of the three predictors and the responses to individual items on the
instrument separately.

Keywords: Christian schools, inclusion, inclusive education, inclusive special education,

special education, disabilities, self-efficacy
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Overview

The purpose of this quantitative correlational study was to determine how accurately self-
efficacy for inclusion of students with special needs can be predicted from a linear combination of
predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-service professional development
on topics related to special education; years of teaching experience) for general education teachers
in Christian schools. Chapter One provides a background for the topics of Christian schools,
inclusion, and special education. Included in the background is an overview of the theoretical
framework for this study. The problem statement examines the scope of the recent literature on
this topic. The purpose of this study is followed by the significance of the current study and the
research questions. The chapter concludes with a list of key terms and their definitions.

Background

According to a survey released by the National Center for Education Statistics in 2019, a
total of 5,719,990 students were enrolled in private schools with 2,188,240 of those students
enrolled in “other religious™ schools. Survey results included data on race/ethnicity, locale, and
grade levels of private schools, but did not include results based on disabilities and needs for
special services because this information is not collected by the Department of Education. As a
result of the passage of the Individuals with Disabilities in Education Act (IDEA), public schools
are required to provide a free and appropriate education (FAPE) to students with disabilities,
(IDEA, 1975). Christian schools, on the other hand, may choose whether to enroll students with
disabilities (SWD). The limited number of Christian schools that do offer inclusion for disabled
students provide those services without access to federal or state resources (Lane et al., 2019).

Christian schools (along with all other private schools) are not held to the legal mandates of IDEA
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for special education; consequently, very little literature exists to describe the special education
practices in Christian schools or the self-efficacy of Christian school teachers toward SWD
(Bachrach, 2021; Lane, 2017).

Once a SWD gains admission to a Christian school, the focus shifts to equity and support
for inclusion in the classroom; the student may need an individualized education plan (IEP) to
include classroom accommodations and modifications (Burton, 2021). This presents a challenge
for the administrators and teachers in Christian schools who have fewer resources for providing
special services to SWD. According to a search by Lane (2017), only a few higher education
institutions offered programs for pre-service educators preparing to teach SWD in Christian
schools. As a result, teachers in Christian schools must develop their own procedures and policies
for providing special education services (Lane, 2017). In addition, the attitudes of teachers toward
the inclusion of SWD may present a challenge. Some Christian school teachers express concern
that providing special education services will compromise their high academic standards for the
students without disabilities (SWOD) and be disapproved of by the parents of SWOD (Bachrach,
2021). Teacher competence for planning and differentiating instruction may be one of the most
important factors in a student’s success (Kart & Kart, 2021); therefore, it is important to study the
predictors of Christian school teachers’ self-efficacy for the inclusion of SWD.

Historical Overview

According to Stainback and Smith (2005), education for SWD is a relatively new concept
in the United States. In the late 1700s, Dr. Benjamin Rush introduced the concept of educating
individuals with disabilities; in 1817, Thomas Gallaudet established the American Asylum for the
Education and Instruction of the Deaf and Dumb, and other programs for the education of the

disabled followed soon after. In the early 1900s, the preferred method of educating SWD was in
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special classes and special day schools; in the 1950s and 1960s, SWD were educated in public
schools, but only in special classes separate from their non-disabled peers. Stainback and Smith
(2005) traced the movement to include SWD in general classrooms rather than in separate settings
following the Civil Rights Movement when it began gathering momentum, and it has continued to
grow in the following decades.

It was not until the passage of IDEA in 1975, that children with special needs were
guaranteed the same rights to an education as their non-disabled peers. IDEA mandates that
children from age 3-21 who have disabilities have the right to a free and appropriate education
(FAPE) alongside their non-disabled peers (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 1975).
By 2016, more than 60% of SWD who attended public schools were spending 80% of their school
day in general education classrooms along with SWOD (Gilmour, 2018). Approximately 4.9
million children attend private schools in the United States; 78% of those students are enrolled in
private, faith-based institutions (Broughman, et al., 2019). The National Center for Education
Statistics (2019) reported that 14% of the students presently enrolled in public schools had been
identified as having disabilities, compared to only 2.5% enrolled in any private school. The report
did not include data on the number of those schools who provide special education services.
Because this information was not collected by the U. S. Department of Education, determining the
number of private schools in the United States who admit children with disabilities is difficult
(Bachrach, 2021).

In 2015, Lane and Jones surveyed 240 faith-based K-12 schools and found that the
proportion of SWD in faith-based schools ranged from 1% to almost 18%. In a 2020/2021 survey
of one of the largest Christian school associations, the Association of Christian Schools

International (ACSI), only 309 schools responded positively to the question regarding whether
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they provided special education services; the remainder of the 700 schools who completed the
survey skipped the question. Consequently, the lower bound estimate of schools who provide
special education is 16% of the schools who completed the survey or 114 schools (2020-2021
Tuition and Salary Survey Member Report, 2021). In a similar survey by the American
Association of Christian Schools (AACS) in 2020/2021, only 58 of 693 member schools
responded that they offer some form of special education for their students (Walton, personal
communication, November 3, 2021).

Christian schools have been in existence in the United States since the 1800s (Ramirez &
Stymeist, 2019). Because they are private and not financed by the government, they are not
subject to the mandates of IDEA to provide special education services (Lane et al., 2019).
Christian schools who do enroll SWD usually limit admission to students with attention-deficit
hyperactive disorder (ADHD), specific learning disabilities (SLD), and other mild disabilities.
Those with intellectual disabilities or emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD) are generally not
admitted (Bachrach, 2021).

Society-at-Large

Multiple studies suggest a moderate positive outcome of inclusive education for SWD
(Kart & Kart, 2021; Kefallinou et al., 2020; Kramer et al., 2021). Kefallinou et al. (2020) found
that implementing effective inclusion practices and developing a culture of inclusiveness
improves learner outcomes and ensures their social inclusion as adults. Their review of the
scholarly evidence on inclusive education between the years 2015 to 2020, indicated that both
SWD and SWOD could achieve substantial short- and long-term benefits from attending inclusive

classes whether in public or private schools.
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Christian schools who practice inclusion of SWD have discovered that inclusion enhances
the social and academic environment of the entire school body. Stegink (2010) traced the
evolution of support services that the Christian Learning Center (CLC) offers to Christian schools
throughout the United States to assist their efforts to move toward a more inclusive setting. The
CLC found that an inclusive model proved efficacious for all students in the Christian schools that
they surveyed, those with disabilities as well as those without. Fears of a negative impact on
SWOD were unfounded. They also found that the costs associated with inclusion were similar to
those associated with traditional, self-contained instruction. The benefits for the Christian schools
extended to the teachers as well. Special education teachers moved out of self-contained classes
and worked alongside general education teachers as supporters of students with obvious
disabilities and those with milder learning disabilities. Finally, general educators embraced the
idea of shared ownership of all students in the learning community and became more open to
collaboration with special education teachers.

Theoretical Background

This study was guided by the theories of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977), planned behavior
(Ajzen, 1985), and inclusive special education (Hornby, 2015). The theories of self-efficacy and
planned behavior were used to understand how the attitudes of teachers toward inclusion related
to teachers’ self-efficacy for creating inclusive environments for SWD. Teacher attitudes and
beliefs toward inclusion influence their levels of self-efficacy for implementing inclusive
education (MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013; Woodcock & Jones, 2020). Alnahdi and Schwab
(2021) concluded that teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion was a main predictor of teachers’
beliefs in their self-efficacy for inclusion. A plethora of studies have discovered strong

correlations between teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion and their self-efficacy for diversifying
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instruction in the general classroom (Carew et al., 2019; MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013;
Savolainen et al., 2020).

The theory of planned behavior (TPB) complements the theory of self-efficacy by
providing a framework for understanding the intentions of teachers for implementing inclusive
education. Ajzen (1991) proposed that an individual’s attitude toward a behavior has the potential
to impact one’s intention to perform the behavior. This theory can be applied to teachers’ beliefs
and self-efficacy for inclusion which affect intention and subsequent implementation of inclusive
strategies. The two theories of self-efficacy and planned behavior have frequently been used
together by other researchers who have investigated the attitudes and self-efficacy of teachers
(Yada et al., 2022).

The theory of inclusive special education (ISE) (Hornby, 2015) brings clarity to the
definition and interpretation of inclusion that this study employed in examining the attitudes of
Christian school teachers toward inclusion. Hornby’s (2015) interpretation of inclusion includes
both special education and general education placement (with appropriate accommodations and
modifications). This approach is considered by some researchers to be more effective than the
uniform and inflexible full inclusion interpretation (Ahrbeck & Felder, 2020; Fitzgerald &
Radford, 2020; Hornby, 2015, 2021; Kauffman & Hornby, 2020). Because of the lack of
unanimity on a common interpretation of inclusion, the theory of ISE guided this study.

Problem Statement

Inclusion of SWD has been a world-wide initiative for educators since the 1990s (Cate et
al., 2018). Within the past five years, researchers from several countries have studied the effect
that teachers’ attitudes and self-efficacy for inclusion have on the learning outcomes of both SWD

and SWOD (Barber, 2018; Cate et al., 2018; Gomez-Mari et al., 2022; Ismailos et al., 2022;
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Rodriguez-Fuentes, 2021; Saloviita, 2019; Saloviita, 2020; Sanahuja et al., 2020; Sunyoung Kim
et al., 2020; Van Steen & Wilson, 2020; Yada et al., 2022). Despite the attention that inclusive
education has received, educators continue to struggle with implementing inclusion strategies and
creating successful inclusive environments for all students; understanding teachers’ beliefs about
inclusion of SWD can improve its implementation and help promote inclusive practices in general
classrooms (Sunyoung Kim et al., 2020).

There is a scarcity of research on Christian education in general, and even less on issues
related to special education or inclusion in Christian schools, perhaps because Christian schools,
along with other non-public schools have no legal obligation to educate SWD (Bachrach, 2021;
Lane, 2017). Bachrach (2021) suggested that research on Christian schools who serve SWD is
severely limited because so few Christian schools admit students with disabilities. Lane et al.
(2019) concluded that their study was the first to examine the pedagogical approaches related to
creating an environment of inclusion and hospitality toward SWD in Christian schools.
Understanding the predictors of teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusion is crucial for improving
teacher practice, teacher preparation, and professional development for inclusion of SWD
(MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013). Despite the broad state of research on the link between selt-
efficacy and inclusion practices of teachers, there remain unanswered questions and unaddressed
research needs on teachers who teach outside of the public education system. The problem is that
the literature has not fully addressed the factors that predict Christian school teachers’ self-
efficacy for inclusion of SWD (Lane, 2017).

Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative correlational study was to determine how accurately self-

efficacy for inclusion of students with special needs can be predicted from a linear combination
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of predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-service professional
development on topics related to special education; years of teaching experience) for general
education teachers in Christian schools. The lack of inclusion in Christian schools has been noted
in the research, but few studies have researched the self-efficacy of Christian school educators
toward the inclusion of children with special needs in general classrooms. The term inclusion
does not have an agreed-upon definition by educators and policymakers. For this study, the
researcher used the definition by Hornby (2015). Inclusion is the educating of students with
special needs in the most inclusive settings in which their behavioral and academic needs can be
met most advantageously using the most effective instructional strategies available; this includes
ensuring that special education teachers assist general education teachers with implementing
effective education for SWD while also providing special education settings for those students
with higher levels of disability.

Four criterion variables were measured in this study. The first variable was general
education teachers’ aggregate self-efficacy for teaching in an inclusive classroom. According to
Bandura (1977), self-efficacy is a person’s estimate that a behavior will lead to expected
outcomes; and teacher self-efficacy is described as teachers’ beliefs that are related to the efforts
they invest in instruction, goals they set, and their persistence in the face of setbacks (Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 2007). The next criterion variable was teacher efficacy for inclusive instruction.
Ainscow (2005) defined inclusive instruction as actions which attempt to overcome barriers to the
learning and participation of all students. Inclusive pedagogy refers to any strategy that teachers
use to ensure that SWD can learn in the general education classroom (Finkelstein et al., 2021).
The third criterion variable was teacher efficacy for collaboration. In a review of the literature on

topics related to teacher collaboration, Newell and Bain (2018) found that definitions of



19

collaboration share key elements: two or more individuals; autonomous and voluntary; and
engaged together in processes or interactions toward a common goal or mutual benefit. Their
research revealed that collaboration extends beyond a predisposition to work with other teachers
but involves a complex matrix of diverse and interdependent factors. The final variable examined
was teacher efficacy for managing disruptive behavior. This variable highlighted a teacher’s
ability to control student behaviors that interfere with the participation of other students or
productive classroom activities. Disruptive behaviors are deliberate verbal or physical displays of
improper behavior that are intended to provoke others or call attention to self; inappropriate use of
classroom items; or actions intended to annoy, pester, or mock others (Caldarella et al., 2021).
Predictor variables were the following: (1) pre-service training in special education; (2)
in-service professional development on topics related to special education; and (3) years of
teaching experience. Pre-service training in special education refers to the number of special
education courses completed prior to a teacher’s first year of teaching (US Department of
Education, 2021a). In-service professional development is an on-going process that continues
throughout a teacher’s professional career to enhance knowledge and practices that impact
learners’ outcomes (Sancar et al., 2021). Years of experience was confirmed with the teacher’s
number of years he or she had been a classroom teacher. The population studied were general
education teachers who were employed in Christian schools, located in North Carolina. A
convenience sample of 139 came from teachers who volunteered to respond to questions on a
survey of self-efficacy for inclusion and provided information on the predictor variables through

a researcher-prepared questionnaire.
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Significance of the Study

Demand for inclusion in Christian schools is growing from parents of children with
special needs, yet Christian schools continue to lag significantly behind their public school
counterparts in including SWD (Lane et al., 2019). Because private schools are not required to
provide special education services, children with disabilities in Christian schools are even less
likely to have access to inclusive classrooms. Parents of SWD have few options for educating
their children in a school that supports their faith but also provides the academic and behavioral
supports necessary to meet the needs of their children (Bachrach, 2021; Lane et al., 2019;
Marshall, 2020).

Teachers play a crucial role in successfully implementing inclusive education (Van
Mieghem et al., 2020). Teacher’s attitudes toward SWD impact their self-efficacy, and teachers’
perceived self-efficacy for their instructional abilities predicts their pedagogical decisions and
effectiveness (Cate et al., 2018; Summers et al., 2017). General education classes are not always
perceived to be equipped to meet the needs of SWD; the skills of general education teachers are
most often noted as a weakness (Connor & Ferri, 2007). Teachers’ competencies for inclusion
must be strengthened to ensure the best possible outcome for students (Kramer et al., 2021).

Students experience positive outcomes when teachers have positive attitudes about
inclusion, use adaptive instructional methods, and collaborate with special education teachers, yet
one of the main barriers to successful inclusion is teacher competence for implementing inclusive
strategies (Kart & Kart, 2021). Teachers report that they face many challenges: a lack of
resources, time, heavy teaching load, a variety of skill levels of students, and heavy curricular
responsibilities; however, the major challenge for differentiation may be teachers’ mentality

(Valiandes & Neophytou, 2018; Woodcock & Jones, 2020). Teachers’ attitudes and actions are
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shaped by what they know and believe about differentiation (Valiandes & Neophytou, 2018).
When teachers believe in their ability to cope, they are more willing to persevere when
differentiation becomes difficult (Bandura, 1977).

Professional development holds potential for changing attitudes about inclusion and
equipping teachers to meet the needs of all the students in their classes (Van Mieghem et al.,
2020). The knowledge gained from this quantitative, correlational study of Christian school
teachers can be generalized to the wider population of public and private schools of the United
States as a tool for predicting the factors that influence teachers’ self-efficacy for creating
inclusive classrooms for students with varying degrees of strengths and weaknesses. Increasing
the confidence of Christian school teachers in inclusion practices may encourage more Christian
schools to enroll SWD and give more options to families of children with disabilities.

Research that targets the self-efficacy of Christian school teachers toward inclusion is
critical for expanding the growth and effectiveness of inclusive Christian schools (Lane et al.,
2019). The goal of this study was to add to the existing body of knowledge about Christian
schools’ efforts and practices for including SWD. When the predictors of Christian school
teachers’ self-efficacy toward inclusion are understood, administrators can make informed
decisions regarding implementing professional development. In addition, universities and colleges
that prepare teachers can use the results of this study to develop more effective pre-service
opportunities to enhance the self-efficacy of pre-service teachers. This study sought to add to the
body of knowledge on the topic of teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusion in Christian schools.

Research Questions

Four research questions were developed for this study:
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RQ1: How accurately can aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion of students with special
needs be predicted from a linear combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special
education; in-service professional development on topics related to special education; years of
teaching experience) for general education teachers in Christian schools?

RQ2: How accurately can teacher efficacy for using inclusive instruction be predicted
from a linear combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-
service professional development on topics related to special education; years of teaching
experience) for general education teachers in Christian schools?

RQ3: How accurately can teacher efficacy for collaboration be predicted from a linear
combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-service
professional development on topics related to special education; years of teaching experience) for
general education teachers in Christian schools?

RQ4: How accurately can teacher efficacy with managing disruptive behaviors be
predicted from a linear combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special
education; in-service professional development on topics related to special education; years of
teaching experience) for general education teachers in Christian schools?

Definitions
1. Attitude — a psychological tendency that involves evaluating a particular object with some
degree of favor or disfavor (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).
2. Collaboration — two or more individuals; autonomous and voluntary; engaged together in
processes or interactions toward a common goal or mutual benefit (Newell & Bain, 2018)
3. Differentiation — teaching that has been modified to address the diverse cognitive abilities of

all students (Deunk et al., 2018)
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Disruptive Behaviors — deliberate verbal or physical displays of improper behavior that are
intended to provoke others or call attention to self; inappropriate use of classroom items; or
actions intended to annoy, pester, or mock others (Caldarella et al., 2021)

Inclusion — The term inclusion does not have an agreed-upon definition by educators and
policymakers. For this study, the researcher will use the definition by Hornby (2015).
Inclusion is the educating of students with special needs in the most inclusive settings in
which their behavioral and academic needs can be met most advantageously using the most
effective instructional strategies available; this includes ensuring that special education
teachers assist general education teachers with implementing effective education for SWD
while also providing special education settings for those students with higher levels of
disability (Hornby, 2015).

Inclusive Instruction — actions which attempt to overcome barriers to the learning and
participation of all students (Ainscow, 2005); any strategy that teachers use to ensure that
SWD can learn in the general education classroom (Finkelstein et al., 2021)

Pre-service Training — the number of special education courses completed prior to a teacher’s
first year of teaching (US Department of Education, 2021a)

Professional Development — an on-process that continues throughout a teacher’s professional
career to enhance knowledge and practices that impact learner outcomes. It involves
interaction between a teacher’s knowledge and beliefs, in-class instructional strategies, and
student learning outcomes; the focus is on increasing teacher learning, changing classroom
practices, and improving student outcomes (Sancar et al., 2021)

Self-efficacy — a person’s estimate that a behavior will lead to expected outcomes (Bandura,

1977)



10. Teacher Self-efficacy — theory that a teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs are related to the efforts
they invest in instruction, goals they set, and their persistence in the face of setbacks

(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007)
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview

The purpose of this literature review was to present the essential elements, interpretations,
benefits, and challenges of inclusive education, and to review the relationship between teaching
training, experience, and teacher efficacy. The chapter opens with the theoretical framework. This
study was grounded in Bandura’s self-efficacy theory (1977), Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior
(1985), and Hornby’s theory of inclusive education (2015). A thorough review of the literature
pertinent to inclusion in public schools, Christian schools, and teacher efficacy completes the
chapter which ends with a summary.

Theoretical Framework

Self-efficacy

The theory of self-efficacy was first articulated by Albert Bandura (1977) as part of the
broader theory of social cognitive learning to explain how individuals acquire new patterns of
behavior through direct experience or by their observations of others. He expanded the theory of
observational learning and applied it to the learning of social, motor, cognitive, and self-
regulation skills, as well as moral development, violence, health, values, and education (Schunk,
2020). Social cognitive theory provides explicit strategies for equipping individuals with the self-
regulatory capabilities, competencies, and sense of self-efficacy that will enhance their well-being
and their belief in their capabilities (Bandura, 2012). The theory of self-efficacy refers to one’s
perceptions of his/her capabilities; when one expects to do well at a task, the motivation is greater
for attempting difficult challenges. Self-efficacy influences performance levels by raising
persistence and enhancing effort; individuals seek satisfaction from achieving valued goals and

are prompted to increase their efforts when they feel discontent with substandard performance
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(Bandura, 1977). Self-efficacy influences motivation, and motivation influences behavior
(Schunk, 2020). Individuals with high self-efficacy set high goals for themselves and mount a
vigorous effort to achieve those goals; those with lower self-efficacy make goals they believe are
achievable and work a bit harder to realize those goals (Bandura, 2012).

The most frequently studied attitudinal variable, teacher self-efficacy, is defined as
teachers’ beliefs that are related to the efforts they invest in instruction, goals they set, and their
persistence in the face of setbacks (Saloviita, 2020; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Belief in
one’s ability to organize and execute strategies to successfully accomplish a specific instructional
task in a particular context predicts pedagogical decisions and effectiveness (Summers et al.,
2017). Teachers who have high self-efficacy in their abilities tend to set higher goals for
themselves and provide better instruction for their students (Bandura, 2012; Summers et al.,
2017). Teachers’ levels of self-efficacy to teach in inclusive classrooms directly impact their
proficiency in differentiating instructional strategies and positively influencing student outcomes
(Bandura, 1977; Summers et al., 2017). When teachers believe in their capacity for
differentiation, they are better able to cope and more willing to persevere when it becomes
difficult (Bandura, 1977). Teachers with low self-efficacy have lower expectations for their
students. They tend to ask easier questions, give less time to respond, offer fewer prompts, and
express less warmth in teacher-student interactions (Zohar et al., 2001). One of the key findings in
a study of teachers working in inclusive classes revealed that teachers who reported high self-
efficacy implemented inclusion to the greatest extent; the researchers suggested that self-efficacy
could be a key factor for the successful implementation of inclusive education (Kiel et al., 2020).

A multitude of research studies have sought to discover a correlation or even a causal

connection between teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion and their self-efficacy for implementing
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inclusion. One study in Kenya found a weak or inconsistent correlation between attitude and self-
efficacy; changing the self-efficacy of teachers did not predict attitudes or beliefs toward inclusive
education (Carew et al., 2019). Likewise, Savolainen et al. (2020) provided convincing evidence
that teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusion has a stronger influence on teachers’ attitudes than vice
versa; in this study, teachers’ sense of self-efficacy had only a weak correlation with attitudes
toward inclusion. However, several more studies, including an earlier one by Savolainen et al.
(2012) found strong positive correlations between teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion and their
self-efficacy (MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013; Yada et al., 2022). The results of a study by
Woodcock and Jones (2020) examining the interrelationships between self-efficacy and teachers’
beliefs toward inclusion supported the findings of those studies. Their results suggest that teachers
with higher reported levels of self-efficacy were more likely to support the premise that an
inclusive classroom is the most effective way to educate both SWD and SWOD. The researchers
in this Finnish study surmised that increases in self-efficacy are likely to lead to more positive
attitudes toward inclusion.

One way to improve teacher’s self-efficacy may be in targeting the four sources of self-
efficacy: (a) mastery experience, (b) vicarious experience, (c¢) verbal persuasion, and (d) affective
state (Bandura, 1977; Yada et al., 2022). According to Sharma (2018), a number of researchers
believe that a teacher must have a positive attitude toward SWD and toward inclusion in order for
the teacher to successfully practice inclusion. Positive outcomes for students are more likely when
teachers have positive attitudes about inclusion, use adaptive instructional methods, and

collaborate with special education teachers (Kart & Kart, 2021; Krdmer et al., 2021).



28

Theory of Planned Behavior

The theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985) offers an explanation of an individual’s
attitude and behavior. This theory complements the theory of self-efficacy and provided an
additional theoretical framework for this study. This theory proposes that an attitude toward a
behavior can predict one’s intention to perform a particular behavior. The theory of planned
behavior is based on three factors that predict an individual’s behavioral motivations and
subsequent behavior: (a) attitude toward the behavior; (b) a subjective norm; and (c) one’s
perception of his behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991). The theory of self-efficacy and the concept of
planned behavior are considered very similar as the three factors are interwoven and influence
one’s behavioral intention and the actual behavior (Yada et al., 2022). The constructs employed in
this theory are fundamentally motivational; the intention to perform the behavior is the immediate
antecedent of the behavior; the stronger the intention, the more likely the individual will try,
therefore increasing the likelihood that the individual will perform the behavior (Ajzen &
Kruglanski, 2019).

In line with this theoretical model, the attitudes and beliefs of teachers toward SWD and
inclusion are considered to be one of the most influential predictors for successful inclusion;
teachers’ beliefs about inclusion have a demonstrated impact on their teaching behavior
(Lautenbach & Heyder, 2019). In their meta-analysis of the relationship between teachers’ self-
efficacy and attitudes toward inclusion, Yada et al. (2022) provided evidence that the theories of
self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977) and planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991) are often used together by
researchers in studies that link teachers’ self-efficacy with their attitudes toward inclusive
education. Although Yada et al. (2022) did not discover a causal relationship of self-efficacy on

attitudes, their analysis of multiple studies did provide evidence to support the universality of the
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relationship and suggested that future studies on inclusion should consider both self-efficacy and
attitudes as possible predictors of teacher behavior.
Theory of Inclusive Special Education

The theory of inclusive special education (ISE) was first proposed by Hornby (2015) to
synthesize the values, philosophy, and practices of inclusive education with the procedures,
strategies, and interventions of special education. The goal of ISE is to provide a vision and
guidelines for the policies, procedures, and instructional strategies that provide an effective
education for children with behavior or learning disabilities whether in special schools, special
classes, or inclusive schools. ISE considers the identification of SWD, setting up IEPs, and
creating transition plans as essential for providing an effective education for children with
disabilities. This theory acknowledges that many children with more severe disabilities are
uncomfortable in the general classroom and are more comfortable with peers who have similar
interests, abilities, and disabilities to themselves. According to ISE, these factors should be
considered when considering educational placements (Hornby, 2015). Fitzgerald and Radford
(2020) used ISE to provide a framework for their study in Ireland exploring the factors that
influence leadership for special and inclusive education.

The key aspects of the theory of ISE are the following: (1) providing a continuum of
placement options from general classrooms to special schools, (2) educating as many SWD in
general classrooms as is appropriate, (3) ensuring that SWD are provided an education in the most
appropriate setting with regular assessments to ensure that they continue to be educated in the
most appropriate setting as they progress throughout their entire school life, (4) collaborating and
sharing expertise between regular and special education professionals, (5) using evidence-based

practices from both inclusive and special education, and (6) effective organization and use of
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resources in all settings to meet the needs of SWD (Hornby, 2021). ISE, as defined by Hornby, is
a comprehensive approach and recognizes that all SWD will be provided for in the educational
system, with the majority being served in mainstream schools that use resources and evidence-
based strategies for supporting them in inclusive classrooms. Mainstream schools will also
incorporate separate classes for some SWD, as well as collaborate closely with special education
teachers to provide for students whose more severe disabilities are better served in special schools
(Hornby, 2020).
Related Literature

The review of the literature examined the definitions and applications of inclusive
education. The impact of inclusion on SWD and SWOD was examined along with the attitudes of
teachers toward creating inclusive environments for students with a variety of abilities and
disabilities in the general education classroom. This synthesis of the literature explored the impact
of years of experience in the classroom as well as pre-service and in-service training for
classroom teachers, along with the topics of collaboration, inclusive instruction, and managing
disruptive behaviors. Finally, special education services in Christian schools was discussed.
Defining Inclusive Education

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1975 stipulates that all children
from age 3-21 who have disabilities have the right to a free and appropriate education; one of the
provisions of IDEA specifies that SWD must be educated in the least restrictive environment
(LRE). Any placement other than the general classroom must be agreed on by a team of
individuals which includes the child’s parents, teachers, and administrators (P.L. 941-42, Section
1412 [5] [B]). Terminology used to describe the education of SWD in the general classroom has

changed over time from mainstreaming to integration to inclusion (Anderson, 2006). The
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Department of Education defines LRE as the regular classroom with appropriate aids and services
in the school that the SWD would attend if they were not disabled, but some educators and
parents argue that the LRE is not always the general classroom for some SWD (Underwood,
2018). Inclusion remains an ambiguous concept with the general population defining it primarily
according to the place where the SWD receives instruction (Krischler et al., 2019; Van Mieghem
et al., 2020). Less attention has been given to the methods for creating an inclusive educational
system (de Beco, 2018).

A broadly defined goal of inclusion, accepted by many educators, is a transformation of
educational systems to make them accessible and welcoming to all children; truly effective
inclusive education incorporates a universal design to address the individual needs of children (de
Beco, 2018). Some researchers explain the purpose of inclusion as an ideology that respects the
rights of all learners to a quality education with a focus on increasing the participation of all
students in mainstream classes (Kefallinou et al., 2020; Van Mieghem et al., 2020). Ainscow
(2005) identified four foundational elements of inclusive education. First, inclusion is an ongoing
process of searching for ways to diversify, learning how to live with differences, and learning
from those differences. Second, true inclusion seeks to identify and remove barriers to learning by
collecting, collating, and evaluating sources to plan for improving practice. Third, inclusion is
about the presence (SWD attending school along with SWOD), participation (meaningful
experiences), and achievement (learning the curriculum) of all learners. Fourth, inclusion focuses
on students who are at risk of marginalization, exclusion, or underachievement. Inclusion requires
that teachers be intentional in their attempts to ensure the presence, participation, and

achievement of all students in the classroom and school environment.
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A review of the literature revealed a lack of a common definition of inclusion; some are
narrow and ambiguous and almost all refer only to the physical integration of disabled students in
regular education classes (Dell’Anna et al., 2021). The synthesized research of Holmqvist and
Lelinge (2021) of teachers’ collaborative professional development for inclusive education
revealed four separate definitions of inclusion: (1) classroom inclusion, (2) basic inclusion, (3)
general inclusion, and (4) content inclusion. With such dissimilarity in meanings for inclusion, the
authors were not surprised to learn that the models for professional development on topics of
inclusion varied just as widely. Forlin and Deppeler (2022) observed that inclusive education is
generally applied as “education for all” that removes the barriers and obstacles to prevent SWD
from accessing education. This definition focuses on the support of all learners regardless of
ability, status, background, or special need. Most literature bases inclusive education on three
dimensions: (1) physical integration of students with disabilities in the same room as their non-
disabled peers; (2) social integration that nurtures friendships, and (3) instructional integration
(Friend & Bursuck, 2019; Qvortrup & Qvortrup, 2018).

Krischler et al. (2019) surveyed members of the general population, pre-service teachers,
and in-service teachers to understand their interpretations of inclusion. The authors found that the
varying groups perceived inclusive education in significantly different ways and impacted
attitudes and efficacy for inclusive education. Finkelstein et al. (2021) described how international
policy and legislation support an inclusive education agenda although a clear and specific
definition of inclusion remains elusive. In addition, their thematic analysis of the research on the
inclusive practices of classroom teachers revealed that the findings of research studies were
impacted by the ambiguousness of the term as well as the inconsistent implementation of

inclusive education. This difference of understanding on the definition of inclusion impacts



33

attitudes toward inclusive education policies and practices, highlighting the importance of
clarifying how inclusion is defined and applied to inclusive education (Krischler et al., 2019).
Wilcox (2020) came to the same conclusion that without an agreed-upon definition of inclusion,
research studies cannot be adequately compared to determine the efficacy and effectiveness of
inclusion. The research of Finkelstein et al. (2021) and Krischler et al. (2019) also demonstrated
the importance of clarifying a definition and application of inclusive education in order to more
adequately interpret the results of empirical findings related to inclusion.

The theory of inclusive special education (Hornby, 2015) offers a clear definition of
inclusion that provided the foundation for this current study of the self-efficacy of Christian
school teachers for inclusive practices. A central tenant to ISE is that evidence-based, proven
methods should be used for teaching SWD. Hornby advocates for well-developed policies at both
the government level and the school level to provide equitable and appropriate options for all
students and to support teachers in their approach to teaching SWD in inclusive classes as well as
in special classes (Hornby, 2014). This theory also focuses on giving parents more involvement in
decisions related to their children’s education (Chambers & Forlin, 2021).

Full Inclusion

Literature on the topic of inclusion is most often framed within the interpretation of
inclusion as full inclusion of all SWD in all classes with SWOD. Full inclusion is one of the most
controversial and divisive issues of special education policy, but it is popular with politicians,
administrations, educators, scientists, and even some individuals with disabilities, perhaps
because it is considered a social justice issue (Hornby, 2015; Kauffman et al., 2018). Full
inclusion appears to be a reactionary approach to the historic lack of care in general education

toward SWD, but some researchers consider it to be too simplistic a solution for a complex issue
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(Wilcox, 2020). Advocates of full inclusion argue that all students, those with disabilities and
those without, are the responsibility of the general educators but supported by special educators;
they assert that children with disabilities should be taught the same curriculum but with
appropriate accommodations and/or modifications (Friend & Bursuck, 2019). The principles of
full inclusion require fundamental changes in general education, and according to some educators,
less than full and meaningful participation is not real inclusion (Connor & Ferri, 2007). Full
inclusion of SWD requires general education teachers to meet all the instructional needs of
students who need Braille and sign language, feeding and toileting assistance, training in life and
job skills, as well as intensive academic interventions (Wilcox, 2020).

Advocates of full inclusion demand that all SWD be educated in the same schools and
same general classrooms as their non-disabled peers; it makes the place, or setting, of instruction
the central issue (Florian, 2019; Kauffman et al., 2018). Haines et al. (2022) asserted that placing
a SWD in a general classroom without adequate collaboration, differentiation, progress
monitoring, and accommodations does not constitute inclusion although the statistics may denote
an inclusive environment. Families of SWD who are simply placed in the general classroom
without adequate support may develop negative attitudes toward inclusion and cause tension
between the school and families (Forlin & Deppeler, 2022). Kauffman et al. (2018) suggested that
advocates of full inclusion appear to be intent on abolishing special education schools and classes
in favor of a new concept of having no separate education classrooms. According to Ahrbeck and
Felder (2020), accusations in Germany take the extreme position of comparing special education
to the Nazi era of sterilizing and murdering the disabled. Special education is viewed as a symbol

of separation and exclusion and therefore incompatible with inclusive education. They add that
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the pressure for full inclusion is seen by some prominent authors as a threat to the existence of
special education, not only in Europe, but also in the United States.

Some educators and researchers propose that full inclusion is not appropriate for all
students, suggesting the need for a more moderate understanding of inclusion that encompasses
more than just the general education classroom as the only acceptable setting for a SWD (Hornby,
2021; Kauffman et al., 2018). Educators debate whether inclusion should go “as far as possible”
or “without exception.” Both positions fail to realize that inclusion is a constantly evolving
process that needs constant adjustments and flexibility (de Beco, 2018). As Ahrbeck and Felder
(2020, p. 8) stated, “inclusive education is unthinkable without a robust special education.”
Inclusive Special Education

An alternate view to full inclusion is inclusive special education, which values diversity
and encourages differentiation rather than uniformity and common curriculum (Hornby, 2015;
Krischler et al., 2019). The work of Hornby (2015) is a relatively new approach toward ISE that
provides a philosophy and guidelines for policies, procedures, and instructional methods for
facilitating the provision of an appropriate education for all SWD. ISE is an equitable approach to
inclusive education that focuses on excellence and not on equality (Hornby, 2020). Inclusive
special education goes beyond simply including SWD in the general classroom; it is the belief
that all students are equally important members of the educational community where they are
enrolled; it is a complex process that involves multiple strategies to integrate students into the
school community (Jimenez & Barron, 2019). Some students need intensive and individualized
academic interventions that would not benefit most SWD in the general classroom (Wilcox,
2020). SWD often require a slower pace of instruction with more intensive feedback, more

repetition, and more individualized instruction than necessary for the rest of the students in the
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general education class (Cooc, 2019). Best practices for SWD are to determine the needs of the
student and provide a range of options to meet his needs through quality differentiated instruction
with accommodations/modifications within the general education classroom to the greatest extent
possible or in a separate setting where more intense, individualized interventions can be provided
(Bachrach, 2021; Hornby, 2021). The position held by advocates of ISE is that it is unreasonable
to expect all SWD to achieve the average level of performance in the general classroom when
they are at a greater academic disadvantage than their non-disabled peers (Ahrbeck & Felder,
2020).
Hornby (2014) proposed the following continuum of ISE environments from least

restrictive to most restrictive:

e (General education class with differentiation provided by the classroom teacher.

e (General education class with consultation support provided by a special education

teacher.

e General education class with support for the SWD provided by a teacher’s aide.

e (General education class with some time spent in a resource room.

e Special class within the school for all classes.

e Special class that is within the main school but part of a special school.

e Special school that is on the same campus as the regular school.

e Special school that is on a separate campus.

e Residential special school on a separate campus.

Parents of SWD do not want equal opportunities for their children but equitable ones; this

will require that schools provide differentiated options for some learners (Chambers & Forlin,

2021). Another approach for meeting the needs of all students equitably is the “One School
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Model” which recently emerged in Western Australia. This model takes a fully inclusive approach
to physical placements for all students. All SWD attend the same school at the same site with their
non-disabled peers, but they are given the choice to be placed in a regular classroom or a special
classroom where their individual needs can be met. The schools in this model have one
administrator who oversees the entire school with an associate principal who supports the SWD.
This model is closely aligned to the ISE theory proposed by Hornby (2015). Educators collaborate
with parents in making decisions on the best setting for their children (Chambers & Forlin, 2021).

The theory of ISE merges inclusion and special education without eliminating either one.
While the policy of full inclusion promotes the integration of all SWD in the general education
classroom with their non-disabled peers, ISE provides more alternatives for SWD based on their
needs (Hornby, 2015). A small number of SWD would be taught in special schools nearby or in
resource rooms within the same school as their peers, but most in the general education
classroom. Hornby (2015) describes this process as one of collaboration between general
education teachers and special education teachers working closely together to find the most
appropriate setting. The focus of ISE is to include as many SWD as possible in general
classrooms through effective collaboration between professionals, but also making other
placement options available for students whose needs are best met outside the general classroom
(Hornby, 2021).
Impact of Inclusive Education on Students With and Without Disabilities

A large body of research suggests that SWD and SWOD can achieve substantial short-
and long-term benefits from attending inclusive classes (Kefallinou et al., 2020). A quasi-
experimental study by Demirdag (2017) found that reciprocal interaction between SWD and

SWOD established better engagement in the lesson and increased the conceptual understanding of
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the science lesson used in the intervention. This “peer effect” indicates that students perform
better when educated alongside their higher performing peers (Kramer et al., 2021). The
continuous interaction of SWD and SWOD had a positive effect on students’ cognitive
development (Demirdag, 2017). These results are supported by the theory of social cognitive
learning; interactions of individuals from diverse backgrounds can demonstrate improved
cognitive achievement within the same setting (Bandura, 1989).

A review of the literature on the benefits of inclusion found a moderate positive outcome
of inclusive education for SWD (Kart & Kart, 2021; Kramer et al., 2021). The reviews of the
literature noted that benefits of inclusion for SWD include decreased inappropriate behavior,
increased academic learning, improved social skills, and friendships with their peers. Being
educated in inclusive settings may prepare students for successful adult lives. One study
suggested SWD are more likely to continue in higher education and have paid employment;
whereas students who receive their education in special schools are more likely to be dependent
on social security in their adult life (Kefallinou et al., 2020).

Not all the research found evidence of positive outcomes for SWD educated in inclusive
classrooms. Because of the nature of their disabilities, the education of some SWD may be
hindered in an inclusive classroom (de Beco, 2018). A review of the literature by Krédmer et al.
(2021) found that higher expectations and academic challenges can create a disadvantage and
cause students to be overwhelmed, leading to demotivation, frustration, and low concept when
included in all general classrooms. Some research indicates that special schools may be more
appropriate than inclusive settings for students who need more intensive support for their
particular needs (de Beco, 2018; Gilmour, 2018; Hornby, 2021). Hornby’s theory of ISE may

explain the disadvantage that inclusion may place on SWD. Hornby (2015) proposed that there is
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confusion between human rights and moral rights among advocates of full inclusion; someone’s
human right to a certain option does not necessarily mean that it is an obligation or be morally
right for them. Although it may be the right of a SWD to be educated in the general classroom
alongside his non-disabled peers, it may not be in his best interest or the best option.

A review of the literature indicated that it is difficult to draw clear conclusions on the
impact of inclusion on SWOD; however, inclusion is more often associated with positive (or
neutral) cognitive outcomes (Kart & Kart, 2021; Kefallinou et al., 2020). When educated with
their peers who have disabilities, SWOD develop less fear and prejudices and develop more
positive attitudes toward individuals with disabilities (Kart & Kart, 2021; Kramer, et al., 2021).
One study found no detrimental impact on the psychosocial or cognitive outcomes of SWOD in
inclusive settings and suggested that parents should not be concerned to send their children to
inclusive schools (Krédmer et al., 2021). The results of Demirdag’s (2017) classroom-based study
of 6" graders in an inclusive science class led him to speculate that SWOD improve their
conceptual learning regardless of the classroom setting. The results of some studies on the impact
on SWOD indicate fewer positive outcomes for SWOD in inclusive classes. Dell’ Anna et al.
(2021) noted the negative effects on a classroom learning environment with the inclusion of two
or more students with emotional and behavioral challenges. Although SWOD may benefit from
inclusion when teachers provide more adaptive lessons, they may be negatively impacted if
teachers are paying more attention to SWD (Kréamer, et al., 2021).

Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Inclusion

One of the main barriers to successful inclusion is teacher competence in planning and

differentiating instruction for SWD (Kart & Kart, 2021). Some teachers choose not to implement

inclusion but instead, continue to operate under the traditional method of merely integrating a
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SWD into their classroom without creating an inclusive setting that would allow the SWD to
participate in a meaningful way (Sharma, 2018; Sharma & Nuttal, 2016). Teaching to the middle,
the average learners in the class, rather than differentiating instruction for a diverse group of
learners has been the norm in traditional education, and it is not easily reversible (Valiandes &
Neophytou, 2018). Teachers attribute their resistance to inclusion to their lack of skills or
knowledge for educating SWD or a lack of resources (Sharma, 2018).

A review of the literature by Van Mieghem et al. (2020) found that teachers’ attitudes
toward inclusion were more negative than the attitudes of parents and non-disabled peers of
SWD. A qualitative survey of teachers in Ireland revealed a common theme of frustration and
dissatisfaction with their capacity to meet the complex needs of SWD in their classes (Horan &
Merrigan, 2019). Teachers who do not expect to be successful with SWD put forth less effort in
preparation and instruction and give up more quickly regardless of whether they know of
strategies that may help students if applied (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). This finding was
supported by the theories of planned behavior and self-efficacy. If a teacher has low self-efficacy,
the teacher’s motivation will decrease, leading to a lack of intention for applying inclusive
strategies (Ajzen, 1985; Yada et al., 2022).

Teachers are considered the key to successful inclusion, but adopting differentiated
instructional strategies is difficult for teachers on a day-to-day basis (Valiandes & Neophytou,
2018). Teachers cite the logistical challenges to providing the level of intervention and the
focused attention that SWD require (Wilcox, 2020). Teachers reported a lack of resources, time
constraints, and heavy curricular responsibilities, yet the major challenge to effective
differentiation may be teachers’ mentality (Woodcock & Jones, 2020). Even proponents of full

inclusion recognize that general education classes are not always perceived to be equipped to
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meet the needs of SWD, and the skills of general education teachers are most often noted as a
weakness (Connor & Ferri, 2007). One of the barriers to inclusion often cited by school
administrators of Christian schools is a lack of trained personnel (Ramirez & Stymeist, 2019).
Very few universities offer programs for educators who want to serve students with disabilities in
faith-based schools; without the support of higher education, Christian schools have limited
resources for training qualified special education teachers (Lane, 2017).

Despite the reported positive benefits of inclusion, several barriers exist to its
implementation. An extensive review of the literature by Kart and Kart (2021) and Woodcock and
Jones (2020) revealed that teacher self-efficacy for differentiating instruction is one of the greatest
challenges to inclusion. This was found to be especially significant in high school classes where
the emphasis is on content and the limited amount of class time. Collaboration between general
education and special education teachers is rarely intensive in secondary school, perhaps because
special education teachers are prepared to teach younger students but are less likely to have
adequate knowledge of high school curriculum (Kart & Kart, 2021). Van Mieghem et al. (2022)
added that teachers who show resistance to implementing inclusion report feeling incompetent to
teach SWD. Their study pointed out the importance of support for teachers who teach in inclusive
classrooms, but they acknowledged that additional support for teachers and SWD may not be
sufficient for some students with multiple or more severe disabilities.

Negative attitudes of teachers toward inclusion have long been considered a major
obstacle to successful inclusion of SWD (Yada et al., 2022). In a meta-analysis of the research on
inclusive education, Van Mieghem et al. (2020) found that teachers with less experience in
inclusion and training in special education had more negative attitudes toward inclusion. In

surveys of their attitudes and self-efficacy for inclusion, general education teachers responded that
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they did not feel that they had adequate training or the proper skills to meet the academic and
behavioral needs of SWD while also teaching SWOD (Gilmour, 2018; Leifler, 2020).
Additionally, teachers reported lack of access to professional development, additional workload,
increased preparation time for creating differentiated lessons, and lack of peer and
paraprofessional support as barriers to successful inclusion of SWD (Demirdag, 2017; Saloviita,
2019; Valiandes & Neophytou, 2018; Woodcock & Jones, 2020).

A review of the literature by Gilmour (2018) examining the attitudes of general education
teachers toward having SWD in their classes revealed that most teachers reported that they were
accepting of SWD if the teachers were provided additional support and if the SWD did not
display disruptive behaviors. A similar study by Saloviita (2019) conducted in Finland surveyed
teachers in primary schools; the results revealed that teachers’ attitudes toward SWD were
strongly impacted by the specific categories and severity of the disabilities. The teachers in this
study also indicated that their attitudes about inclusion were more closely related to their opinions
on whether the general education classroom was the best placement for the SWD and less related
to their concern about additional workload. The views of the teachers in this study align with the
concepts found in the theory of ISE (Hornby, 2015) that recognizes that inclusion should not be
conceived as a one-size-fits-all approach to the placement of SWD.

Knauder and Koschmieder (2019) tested the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991) to
measure the impact of teachers’ attitudes on their self-efficacy for individualizing and
differentiating instructional for SWD. Ajzen’s assumption that attitudes affect behavior though
intention along with other factors was reproduced in the results of this study, indicating that one’s
estimation of perceived behavioral control or a teacher’s own competence are influential factors

for the actual realization of individualized student support in the classroom (Knauder &
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Koschmieder, 2019). Changing the attitudes of teachers toward inclusion impacts their self-
efficacy for educating SWD in inclusive settings (Kramer et al., 2021; Van Mieghem et al., 2020).
Teachers’ self-efficacy is associated with student learning outcomes (Cate et al., 2018; Leifler,
2020). Teachers who reported higher levels of self-efficacy for inclusion were more proficient in
adjusting instructional strategies and pedagogy to produce higher levels of student outcomes
(Woodcock & Jones, 2020). Teachers’ competencies for differentiated instructional strategies in
inclusive settings must be strengthened to ensure the best possible results for students, and
additional support materials should be provided for inclusive classrooms to be effective (Kramer
etal., 2021).

Pre-service Training

Pre-service training is learning that is acquired during undergraduate studies for teacher
candidates (Hills & Sessoms-Penny, 2021). Given that the attitudes of teachers toward inclusion
is strongly correlated to successful inclusion of SWD, it is an important task of teacher education
programs to develop and enhance positive attitudes of pre-service teachers (Bohndick et al., 2022;
Chambers & Forlin, 2021; Sharma & Nuttal, 2016). Education of teachers is foundational for the
continuum of growth in learners. Students experience deeper learning when they are taught by
experienced and effective teachers (Hills & Sessoms-Penny, 2021).

The theory of planned behavior proposes that attitudes toward behaviors and perceived
behavioral control predict one’s intentions to perform certain behaviors (Ajzen, 1991). When
applied to teacher behavior, teacher attitude toward inclusive education is considered a
prerequisite; this may explain the increasing amount of research that explores pre-service
teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion (Lautenbach & Heyder, 2019). Sharma et al. (2021) used the

theory of planned behavior to hypothesize that the best predictor of teachers’ actual use of
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inclusive strategies in the classroom was their intention to teach in inclusive classrooms. The
results of their study revealed a significant relationship between attitudes and self-efficacy for
inclusion; the authors concluded that pre-service teachers would benefit from developing positive
attitudes toward inclusive education along with confidence in their own abilities to implement
inclusion.

The results of studies that examined the effect of pre-service training on teachers’ attitudes
towards inclusion have been mixed (Bohndick et al., 2022; Hills & Sessoms-Penny, 2021;
Lancaster & Bain, 2020; Lautenbach & Heyder, 2019; Sokal & Sharma, 2022). Some pre-service
teachers reported a lack of confidence that including all SWD was possible in their classrooms
(Sharma, 2018). A systematic review of teacher-training interventions within universities and
their effect on pre-service teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion found a significant increase in pre-
service teachers’ attitudes in seven out of ten studies; however, two studies showed no change
(Lautenbach & Heyder, 2019). One problem cited by Savolainen et al. (2020) was that topics
related to inclusion are usually addressed only in special education courses or programs. This
conclusion is supported by the research of Lautenbach and Heyder (2019) who noted that pre-
service teachers who took special education courses had more positive attitudes toward inclusion
than pre-service teachers without any special education experience. Savolainen et al. (2020)
proposed that changing teacher attitudes toward inclusion can take quite a long time and
suggested that it would be beneficial to address inclusion in the pre-service stage of teachers’
preparation.

Florian and Camedda (2020) noted in their study that just having taken a college course in
special education did not necessarily improve the attitudes and self-efficacy of pre-service

teachers for inclusion. Likewise, Sharma et al. (2021) suggested that taking a course in inclusion



45

is not in itself adequate for preparing teachers to successfully implement inclusion in their future
classrooms. Sokal and Sharma (2022) studied the predictors of pre-service teachers’ attitudes,
efficacy, concerns, and intentions for implementing inclusive education practices. These
researchers discovered that students in a face-to-face course to prepare them for inclusion
developed enhanced efficacy for inclusion, but less positive attitudes toward inclusion over the
duration of the course. Sokal and Sharma (2022) suggested that universities are falling short in
preparing general education teachers to lead inclusive classrooms and in improving the attitudes
of pre-service teachers toward the philosophy of inclusion in general. One concern regarding the
quality of teacher preparation programs is the lack of a coherent vision among the university’s
faculty (Gottfried, et al., 2019). In the United States, inclusion has been an initiative for more than
40 years, yet general education teachers are still taught to teach “the middle of the road” students
rather than differentiate for students who have special needs (Ahrbeck & Felder, 2020). This is an
even greater problem for pre-service teachers in Christian universities where there is less access to
courses specific to special education or inclusion training (Lane, 2017).

Sharma (2018) proposed that four things must happen to successfully reform a teacher
education program. First, pre-service teachers should be taught by a team of university professors
along with school educators. A partnership between both would bridge the gap between theory
and practice. Second, pre-service teachers should learn evidence-based information that aligns
with inclusion philosophy. Third, pre-service teachers should be jointly supported by college
faculty as well as school educators during student teaching. School personnel can reach out to
college faculty when a student teacher faces difficulty in successfully differentiating in the
classroom. Finally, prior to student teaching placement, pre-service teachers should be assessed to

determine their readiness to teach in an inclusive classroom. Similarly, Turnbull and Turnbull
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(2020) recommended collaboration between pre-service teacher education faculty and school
administrators to strengthen the skills of student teachers in inclusive contexts. To develop
improved self-efficacy and attitudes toward inclusion, pre-service teachers should complete their
field experience in educational environments that support an inclusion philosophy with teachers
who are willing to support and mentor them as they encounter difficult circumstances (Sharma,
2018).

The self-efficacy of pre-service teachers can be developed through internships with master
teachers where the pre-service teachers can observe and practice instructional strategies (Schunk,
2020). In accordance with the theory of self-efficacy and the findings of recent studies, teachers
who gain mastery experience in real classroom environments demonstrate an increase in self-
efficacy for inclusion (Bandura, 1997; Yada et al., 2019). The results of the study by Yada et al.
(2019) suggested that pre-service teaching programs should provide opportunities to gain mastery
experience through internships in order for novice teachers to enter the teaching field with
confidence in their ability to implement inclusive education strategies.

In-service Training

Professional development (PD), or in-service training, is a process that begins with the
teachers’ undergraduate education and continues throughout their entire teaching career (Sancar et
al., 2021). Professional development for in-service teachers most often is provided in the schools
where they are teaching (Postholm, 2012). Teacher learning takes place when there is a
connection between theory, practice, and person (Korthagen, 2017). In a review of 156 articles
that studied the effectiveness of PD, Sancar et al. (2021) noted that a sense of unity and
cooperation among teachers created a supportive environment that enhanced teachers’ PD.

Earlier, Postholm (2012) also found that teacher learning was affected by a positive atmosphere
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where the school communicated a clear vision and understood the importance of expertise and
supportive networks.

Korthagen (2017) analyzed and critiqued traditional and modern approaches of PD for
teacher education. His review revealed that the challenge for PD is moving teachers from an
intellectual understanding of a concept to actually using it in the classroom; teacher behavior does
not necessarily change as a result of a change in cognition. A theoretical review of studies
investigating the effectiveness of PD suggested that teachers’ actions are closely linked to their
thoughts and emotions (Postholm, 2012). This conclusion was supported by the theory of planned
behavior, suggesting that teachers’ attitudes towards the topics taught in PD courses directly
impact their intention to change their instructional strategies (Ajzen, 1985; Lautenbach & Heyder,
2019).

Whether teachers perceive their need for PD depends upon their individual beliefs, social
relationships, and their school conditions (Cooc, 2019). A survey of teachers revealed their
opinions that most professional development focuses too heavily on the principles of inclusion
and too little on the practical application (Woodcock & Woolfson, 2019). Korthagen’s (2017)
analysis revealed the need for making PD meaningful by incorporating practical examples using
video and other pedagogical strategies. He described a more effective approach than traditional
methods that begins with the teachers’ concerns and experiences rather than a theory and focuses
on guided reflection that considers teachers’ thoughts, feelings, and motivations. The “onion
approach” or “core reflection” model of PD developed by Korthagen (2017) leads teachers toward
deeper reflection with the following questions for teachers to consider: What am I dealing with?
(environment); What do I do? (behavior); What am I good at? (competencies); What do I believe

about the situation? (beliefs); Who am I in my work? (identity); and What inspires me (mission).
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Perera et al. (2019) suggested that a “one-size-fits-all” approach to teacher learning is
ineffective; administrators should individualize PD to align with teachers’ specific self-efficacy
configurations. Tailoring PD based on self-efficacy profiles of teachers is more apt to be effective
than large-scale, statutory training. Eun (2019) framed his study of professional development in
Bandura’s social cognitive theory. He suggested that this theory supports the practice of giving
teachers choices in their PD. Providing teachers opportunities to choose areas for their own
improvement goals enhances teachers’ self-efficacy; enhancing teachers’ efficacy impacts
instructional practices, which in turn improves student learning. In their examination of factors
that predict teacher self-efficacy, Perera et al. (2019) relied on data collected from an earlier
survey of 3,735 teachers working in 247 Australian schools. The results revealed evidence of the
positive effects of PD and the benefits of mentoring on teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. The quality
of teachers’ PD is critical because it determines the quality of students’ educational outcomes
(Sancar et al., 2021). Continuing PD for in-service teachers can equip teachers with new strategies
for fostering the learning of students with varying abilities (Schunk, 2020). Hills and Sessoms-
Penny (2021) concluded that the deciding factor for determining whether a teacher would be
successful in creating an effective inclusive environment for SWD was their pre- and in-service
development preparation for teaching in a classroom with students of mixed abilities.

Teaching Experience

Teaching experience relates to the number of years that an individual has worked as a
classroom teacher (Burroughs et al., 2019). According to a study of 154 teachers, Berger et al.
(2018) found that years of teaching experience correlated to teachers’ self-efficacy for student
engagement and classroom management and suggested that teachers’ confidence in their abilities

increases with experience. Podolsky et al. (2019) reviewed 30 studies that analyzed the effect of
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teaching experience on student outcomes. The authors found that as teachers gain experience,
student achievement on standardized tests increases. Eighteen out of the 30 studies analyzed
longitudinal data with teacher fixed effects. All 18 studies found a significant positive association
between teaching experience and teacher effectiveness.

The findings of Kiel et al. (2020) and Emmers et al. (2020) revealed that teachers’
practical experience with teaching SWD predicted self-efficacy; the authors concluded that future
teachers would benefit from practical experience with SWD early in their teaching careers.
Framed by Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy, results of a study by Subban et al., (2021) revealed
that teachers with 20 or more years’ experience in education had higher mean scores for self-
efficacy of inclusion than teachers with less than five years. The authors suggested that as
teachers gain experience, their confidence in their ability to include SWD strengthens. Similarly,
Savolainen et al. (2020) explored the impact of teachers’ years of experience and found a
relationship between teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion and their self-efficacy. Bandura (1997)
attributes this growth in self-efficacy to “mastery experiences.” This could be credited to teachers’
acquiring greater proficiency over time and increasing their understanding for creating inclusive
environments for their students (Savolainen et al., 2020).

On the other hand, the results of a study by Smith and Larwin (2021) which supported the
findings of an earlier study by MacFarlane and Woolfson (2013), indicated that teachers with
more years’ experience had more negative attitudes toward inclusion than their younger, less
experienced peers. One possible explanation given by Smith and Larwin (2021) was that teachers
with fewer years’ experience had been educated in undergraduate and graduate courses that
promoted inclusion and included more exposure to inclusive practices. A review of the literature

on teacher effectiveness and student outcomes drew mixed conclusions on the association
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between teacher experience and student outcomes. They found more support for an association
between teachers’ instructional pedagogy and student achievement (Burroughs et al., 2019).
Inclusive Teaching Practices

The terms inclusive teaching practices and differentiated instruction are used
interchangeably by many authors (Schwab & Alnahdi, 2020). Carol Tomlinson (1995), one of the
most prolific writers on the topic of differentiation and inclusive instruction, described
differentiation as instruction that teachers plan proactively to be robust enough to reach a range
of learner needs rather than a singular focus for everyone while also reactively adjusting plans
when it becomes apparent that the lesson is not effective for some of the learners. Tomlinson goes
on to emphasize three curricular elements to differentiation: (a) content — what students learn
through input, (b) process — how students make sense of information and ideas, and (c) product —
how students demonstrate their learning. According to Tomlinson, “In a differentiated classroom,
the teacher proactively plans and carries out varied approaches to content, process, and product in
anticipation of and response to student differences in readiness, interest and learning needs” (p.
7).

Inclusive instruction requires teachers to develop advanced pedagogical skills in addition
to basic strategies for classroom management and general teaching practices (Deunk et al., 2018).
The willingness of teachers to develop advanced strategies can be explained by the theories of
planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991) and self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977). Several researchers have noted
the association between teachers’ attitudes and self-efficacy beliefs toward inclusion and their
intentional use of inclusive teaching strategies in the classroom (Schwab & Alnahdi, 2020). The
study by Schwab and Alnahdi (2020) revealed that teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs had a significant

predictive effect on their use of inclusive teaching practices, but teachers’ attitudes toward
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inclusive education did not. A similar study using a cross-lagged panel design with several
measurement points showed that the self-efficacy of teachers for inclusive practices was
positively related to teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education (Savolainen et al., 2020). The
results also indicated that there was no causal effect between teachers’ attitudes and their self-
efficacy; these results were similar for both novice teachers (less than five years teaching
experience) and expert teachers (more than five years’ experience). These studies indicate that
teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion predict their self-efficacy for inclusive instruction, which in
turn predicts their actual use of inclusive teaching practices (Savolainen et al., 2020; Schwab &
Alnahdi, 2020).

Weiss (2018) claimed that students with learning disabilities can learn when teachers
combine strategic instruction with direct instruction models and that interventions have a
significant impact on the learning of SWD. According to Weiss (2018), effective differentiated
instruction for diverse learners requires that teachers understand the specific needs of the SWD in
their classrooms; students’ characteristics, skills, motivation, and current levels of performance
should be understood before determining the appropriate accommodations and modifications to
apply. Tomlinson (2003) provides a research-based perspective that students will engage more
fully and learn more robustly when teachers prepare lessons that incorporate instructional
strategies that address their differences and similarities. The hallmarks of differentiation,
according to Tomlinson, are the following:

e A strong link between assessment and instruction.
e C(Clearly communicated learning goals.
e Flexible grouping of students.

¢ Flexible use of time, space, and materials.
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e Student involvement in classroom management and goal formulation.
e Emphasis on individual growth.

e Students are ensured “respectful” work.

e Differentiation is viewed as a “way up” and not as a “way out.”

e The teacher partners with other specialists.

¢ Instruction is not reactive but is proactively planned.

Several researchers have addressed challenges faced by teachers with differentiating
instruction for SWD (Joyce et al., 2020; Schwab & Alnahdi, 2020; Simoén et al., 2021; Weiss,
2018). Simon et al. (2021) noted in their observations of several schools that even teachers who
stated that they valued differences among their students and had created an inclusive culture in
their classrooms experienced frustration with the expectation to differentiate. Tensions arose in
relation to student differences and curriculum management; teachers related their frustration when
“low” learners in their classrooms affected the speed with which the teacher could move through
the curriculum. Joyce et al. (2020) noted a similar lack of differentiation proficiency among
teachers in their analysis of 35 unique classroom artifacts (assignments and assessments) for the
type of accommodation/modification used. The results indicated that SWD in the study were
assigned tasks that were substantially different tasks from their non-disabled peers and were given
fewer opportunities to access challenging assignments.

Collaboration between Special Educators and General Educators

Long-lasting benefits for students and teachers are possible when teachers are provided
time, space, and a school culture that encourages meaningful collaboration (Tichenor & Tichenor,
2018). Collaboration involves two or more individuals, autonomous and voluntary, who engage

together in processes or interactions toward a common goal or mutual benefit (Newell & Bain,
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2018). Collaboration is a way for professionals to work together to design and deliver a range of
services for SWD and to collectively solve problems (Friend & Barron, 2019). Sannen et al.
(2021) studied the connection of teacher collaboration to inclusive practices by investigating the
relationship of teachers’ collective efficacy for inclusion and a dense network of peers giving
support. The results of the study by Sannen et al. (2021) revealed a significant relationship
between a dense network of supportive peers and high collective efficacy for addressing the
educational challenges of implementing inclusive practices. The theory of self-efficacy
contributes to an understanding of collective efficacy as the result of three factors which
determine teachers’ collective efficacy: mastery experience (experiences of the group’s past
failures and successes), vicarious experience (teachers’ knowledge of other teachers’ past
successes and failures), and social persuasion (feedback about past group members’ failures and
successes) (Bandura, 1997). Meyer et al. (2020) describe collective efficacy as an aggregate set of
shared views on a group’s potential, which when referring to schools, can be described as a
motivational characteristic that results from teachers’ subjective perceptions of their effectiveness
for using their resources to manage challenging situations and create successful learning
environments.

Collaboration among general and special educators is a means of sharing their diverse
areas of training and expertise (Joyce et al., 2020). Collaboration among teachers is assumed to be
pivotal in the success of inclusive education for SWD; teachers are considered central agents in
implementing inclusion, yet one single teacher, working alone, is not able to meet all the needs of
SWD (Sannen et al., 2021). The general education teachers who participated in the Joyce et al.
(2020) study struggled with differentiating for SWD while simultaneously challenging students

academically. In an examination of how general and special education teachers work together,
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Gomez-Najarro (2020) collected data from observations of response to intervention (RTI)
meetings as well as interviews with teachers and other practitioners involved in implementing
RTI. The researcher found that although general and special education teachers recognized the
benefits of collaboration, it was inhibited by resource limitations. The school being examined had
only two or three special education teachers for a population of 600 students. The findings of
Sannen et al. (2021) suggested that when their concerns and questions related to differentiation
were discussed with the school team, general education teachers in inclusive classrooms were
more flexible in adapting their classroom methods. However, special educators in the Gomez-
Najarro (2020) study described the challenges of having adequate time for meaningful
collaboration with general education teachers when the special educators were required to provide
a precise number of instructional minutes each day/week for more than 40 students on their
caseloads as prescribed in the students’ IEPs. General education teachers in the Joyce et al. (2020)
study described their lack of time to truly differentiate, indicating that general education teachers
would benefit from additional support from special education teachers who have had specialized
training in individualizing and differentiating instruction.
Managing Disruptive Behavior

Disruptive behavior is defined as deliberate verbal or physical displays of improper
behavior that are intended to provoke others or call attention to self; inappropriate use of
classroom items; or actions intended to annoy, pester, or mock others (Caldarella et al., 2021).
Students who have high rates of disruptive behavior may be identified as eligible for special
services; emotional and behavioral disorder is one of the categories for which a student may
receive special education, support, and legal provisions (Caldarella et al., 2021; Mitchell, et al.,

2019). Students with challenging behaviors require highly specialized support, interventions, and
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instruction to improve their social skills, behavior, and academic outcomes (Mitchell et al., 2019).
General education teachers who have students with disruptive behaviors or students who have
been identified with EBD need collaboration with special educators to identify successful
strategies for managing disruptive behaviors (Harrison et al., 2019).

The placement of students with emotional and behavioral disorders is complex and
disputed among researchers (Harrison et al., 2019). A scoping review of the research in the
United States by Harrison et al. (2019) revealed that some educators contend that students with
behavioral challenges would benefit from inclusion if given appropriate differentiated instruction
and curriculum adaptions. However, others assert that academic and social development is not
achievable if inclusion in general classrooms is the only option. The latter view fits within the
framework of the theory of ISE (Hornby, 2015) that recommends that students be placed in
settings most appropriate for their individual challenges; those options are not exclusive to
general education classrooms but include separate classrooms for SWD on the same school
campus as SWOD as well as separate schools for SWD with more specialized academic or
behavioral challenges.

Improving the behavioral and academic outcomes of students with disruptive behaviors
has been the subject of several studies (Caldarella et al., 2020, 2021; Harrison et al., 2019;
McKenna et al., 2022; Mitchell et al., 2019). Caldarella et al. (2020) collected data from 151
elementary schools in the United States over a period of three years. During that period,
researchers trained teachers to improve challenging behavior by praising and rewarding positive
behaviors more often than using reprimands for off-task or disruptive behaviors. Their
observations revealed that when teachers used a praise-to-reprimand ratio of 3:1 or 4:1, behaviors

dramatically improved. The researchers in this study suggested that the ratio of praise-to-
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reprimands be increased, but that other classroom management strategies also be employed, such
as teaching clear classroom expectations, increasing opportunities for student participation, and
using a continuum of strategies for acknowledging appropriate and inappropriate behaviors.
In addition to their recommendations for further research on the inclusion of students with EBD
and disruptive behaviors in the general classroom, Harrison et al. (2019) suggested that teacher-
training models should be explored to determine the best strategies for training teachers in
inclusion strategies. Additionally, they recommended that administrators provide resources and
supports to teachers who provide inclusion for SWD. Yell (2019) added that school personnel
should take steps to ensure that students’ IEPs are reasonably written to enable SWD to make
progress on both their academic and their behavioral goals. The recommendations of McKenna et
al. (2022) included their suggestion to study the interventions of general education classroom
teachers that successfully manage disruptive behaviors to identify evidence-based practices for
the inclusion of this student population.
Christian Education in America

Between 1962 and 1963, the United States Supreme Court declared much religious
expression in public schools unconstitutional; during these two years, prayer and moral education
was removed from public schools (Facts and case summary - Engel v. Vitale, n.d.). According to
Jeynes (2011), the removal of prayer and moral teaching from public schools quickly became
associated with a moral and religious decline in the entire nation. Prior to the 1960s, public school
teachers ranked the following as the seven most common student discipline issues: chewing gum,
talking out of turn, making noise, running in the halls, getting out of line, dress code infractions,

and not throwing paper into the trashcan. Contemporary teachers, when questioned with the same



57

survey, listed the following: drug and alcohol abuse, pregnancy, suicide, rape, assault, and
robbery.

Along with a spiritual and moral decline, Jeynes (2011) also documented the decline of
academic achievement following the Supreme Court’s decisions to remove prayer and Bible
reading in the public schools. Scores on the Scholastic Achievement Aptitude test fell consistently
from 1963 to 1980 along with scores on almost every other major standardized assessment of
academic achievement. The Stanford Achievement Test reported declines of one to one-and-a-
half years in mathematics outcomes for middle school students. During this same period, the
College Board reported that scores in the 1970s declined by approximately 110 points.
Additionally, the illiteracy rates in the United States grew from 2 to 1%, the lowest in the world,
to 3%, one of the highest rates of illiteracy among industrialized nations.

Advocates of Christian education correlate the growth of the Christian school movement
to the moral and academic decline in public schools following the removal of prayer and Bible
reading (Jeynes, 2011; Swezey, 2012). From their perspectives, advocates of Christian schools
believe that public schools are hostile to conservative Christian values (Blosser, 2019). They
identify the establishment of Christian schools for their children as one of the primary reasons for
the Pilgrims and Puritans’ coming to America (Kienel, 1998). Schindler and Pyle (1979) define a
Christian school as a school “that is first of all centered in the authority of the Scriptures and the
Person of Jesus Christ. Every subject is shot through with the wonder of God’s power and love”
(p. 29).

Critics of the Christian school movement attribute the rise in the numbers of Christian
schools and the growth in student enrollment in private schools in America to the Supreme

Court’s 1954 decision in Brown v. Board of Education which outlawed segregation in public
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schools and the 1964 Civil Rights Act which prohibited segregation in institutions that accept
federal funding (Blosser, 2019; Meyers & Nash, 2006). Meyers and Nash (2006) made the claim
that the growth of private education in America correlates with the rate of desegregation in public
schools following the 1964 Civil Rights Act. The data for this article came primarily from
statistics in North Carolina. According to the authors, the number of students in North Carolina
who attended private schools doubled at the beginning of the 1965 school year. Those with this
opinion began to call Christian and private schools “segregation academies” and “whites only”
schools, especially in the South (Blosser, 2019).
Special Education in Christian Schools

With the passage of IDEA in 1975, the United States mandated that SWD be educated in
public schools in the LRE for their special needs (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act,
1975). Since then, Christian schools have also accommodated SWD although they are not
required to provide special education services (Lane, et al., 2019). Christian schools that do
implement inclusion often cite their denominational traditions and biblical references that
recognize the value of all people as members of the body of Christ and the responsibility to care
for each individual as bearers of the image of Christ (Strater, 2021). David Anderson (2006) uses
Christian principles to encourage educators to create positive, caring classroom communities that
value and promote equality while also celebrating and accommodating the differences of students
with disabilities. Anderson refers to Jesus’ focus on including individuals who were traditionally
excluded as a motivation for Christian schools to embrace the inclusion of SWD.

Parental interest in resource programs for students with special needs in Christian schools
is growing (Lane et al., 2019). Determining the actual number of Christian schools who admit

children with disabilities is difficult because this information is not collected by the U. S.
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Department of Education or accreditation boards (Bachrach, 2021). Christian schools who do
enroll SWD usually limit admission to only students with ADHD, specific learning disabilities,
and mild disabilities. Those with intellectual disabilities or challenging behavioral disorders are
generally not admitted (Bachrach, 2021).

As Christian schools attempt to meet the needs of SWD, they must face the challenge of
funding extra services; this is particularly difficult because most Christian schools serve students
from middle- and low-income families who have limited resources for paying additional costs for
resource programs (Russo et al., 2011). Many administrators of Christian schools describe limited
financial resources for providing specialized services (Boehm, 2021). Christian schools who
develop resource programs and provide services do so without receiving federal funding aid or
training (Lane et al., 2019). In her examination of special education staffing and service models in
Christian schools, Lane (2017) found that Christian schools also face limited personnel resources;
very few universities offer pre-service programs for educators who want to serve students with
disabilities in faith-based schools. Consequently, teachers must rely on programs that are geared
toward public school settings, and Christian schools must create their own policies, procedures,
and structures for meeting the needs of children with special needs. Little formal data exists on
the prevalence, services, and outcomes of existing inclusive Christian schools (Bachrach, 2021;
Lane, 2017). Lane et al. (2019) concluded that their study was the first to examine the
pedagogical approaches related to creating an environment of inclusion and hospitality in
Christian schools.

Summary
A review of the literature indicated that there is not a common agreement on the

definition, methods, or impact of inclusive education. Controversy surrounds the competing views
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of full inclusion of SWD in all general education classrooms versus inclusive special education
(ISE) which considers and accommodates the individual needs of students for placement and
instructional options in both general and special classes. Regardless of their interpretation of the
term, educators and policy makers agree that teachers’ attitudes and self-efficacy are the key to
successful integration of SWD in regular classrooms. Pre-service and in-service training, as well
as years of experience are considered important factors for increasing teachers’ self-efficacy and
improving attitudes. A limited number of studies that examine admittance and inclusion policies
of private Christian schools exists, but this researcher found no studies that explored the selt-

efficacy of Christian school teachers toward inclusion.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS
Overview

This chapter will introduce the research methodology used in this quantitative,
correlational study to investigate a relationship between teacher self-efficacy and a linear
combination of predictive variables among general education teachers in Christian schools. This
chapter begins by introducing the design of the study, including full definitions of all variables.
The research questions and null hypotheses follow. The participants and setting, instrumentation,
procedures, and data analysis plans are presented.

Design

The current study was non-experimental. Warner (2021) described non-experimental
design (also called a correlational study) as a measure of two or more variables that are projected
to be related; the researcher does not introduce an intervention or treatment. The current study
proposed to analyze the relationship between four criterion variables expressed as continuous
scores, and three independent (predictor) variables that were hypothesized to be linear. Gall et al.
(2007) described a correlational design as useful for studying problems in education because they
allow researchers to analyze the relationships among many variables in one study. The degree of
the relationship between variables is referred to as correlation; correlational research is ex-post
factor research that examines relationships between quantifiable variables as they occur in natural
settings (Wiersma & Jurs, 2009). The basic research design of a correlation study begins with a
problem to be investigated, followed by a selection of reasonably homogeneous participants from
a population who are most pertinent to the problem being studied (Gall et al., 2007).

The survey design for data collection in this study was a cross-sectional design. Cross-

sectional design involves collecting data at only one point in time from a sample of participants;
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participants are not administered pre- and post-tests (Wiersma & Jurs, 2009). Cross-sectional
designs have an advantage over longitudinal research due to the extended time period for data
collection in longitudinal research. However, cross-sectional designs are limited to data that are
obtained from participants at one point and does not account for the effect of changes in the
participants over time (Gall et al., 2007). A limitation of correlation design is that researchers
should not consider a causal relationship or draw conclusions about relationships between
variables (Wiersma & Jurs, 2009). Researchers who use a correlation design must exercise
caution and not confuse prediction with explanation (Gall et al., 2007). A further limitation is that
correlation studies tend to have less control than experimental studies. The interpretation of non-
experimental results can be less straightforward and potentially more susceptible to ambiguity
(Wiersma & Jurs, 2009).

The purpose of the current study was to determine how accurately self-efficacy for
inclusion of students with special needs can be predicted from a linear combination of predictor
variables (pre-service training in special education; in-service professional development on topics
related to special education; years of teaching experience) for general education teachers in
Christian schools. Four criterion variables were measured in this study. The first variable was
general education teachers’ aggregate self-efficacy for teaching in an inclusive classroom.
According to Bandura (1977), self-efficacy is a person’s estimate that a behavior will lead to
expected outcomes; and teacher self-efficacy is described as teachers’ beliefs that are related to
the efforts they invest in instruction, goals they set, and their persistence in the face of setbacks
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). The next criterion variable was teacher efficacy for inclusive
instruction. Inclusive instruction is defined by Ainscow (2005) as actions which attempt to

overcome barriers to the learning and participation of all students. Inclusive pedagogy refers to
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any strategy that teachers use to ensure that SWD can learn in the general education classroom
(Finkelstein et al., 2021). The third criterion variable was teacher efficacy for collaboration. In a
review of the literature on topics related to teacher collaboration, Newell and Bain (2018) found
that definitions of collaboration share key elements: two or more individuals; autonomous and
voluntary; and engaged together in processes or interactions toward a common goal or mutual
benefit. Their research revealed that collaboration extends beyond a predisposition to work with
other teachers but involves a complex matrix of diverse and interdependent factors. The final
variable was teacher efficacy for managing disruptive behavior. This variable highlighted a
teacher’s ability to control student behaviors that interfere with the participation of other students
or productive classroom activities. Disruptive behaviors are defined as deliberate verbal or
physical displays of improper behavior that are intended to provoke others or call attention to self;
inappropriate use of classroom items; or actions intended to annoy, pester, or mock others
(Caldarella et al., 2021).

Three predictor variables were used in this study. The first variable was pre-service
training. This variable was defined as learning that is acquired during undergraduate or graduate
studies for teacher candidates (Hills & Sessoms-Penny, 2021). In-service professional
development is training that continues throughout teachers’ entire teaching careers (Sancar et al.,
2021); professional development for in-service teachers is usually provided in the schools where
they are currently teaching (Postholm, 2012). Teaching experience refers to the number of years a
teacher has been employed as a classroom teacher (Broughman et al., 2019).

Research Questions

Four research questions were developed for this study:
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RQ1: How accurately can aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion of students with special
needs be predicted from a linear combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special
education; in-service professional development on topics related to special education; years of
teaching experience) for general education teachers in Christian schools?

RQ2: How accurately can teacher efficacy for using inclusive instruction be predicted
from a linear combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-
service professional development on topics related to special education; years of teaching
experience) for general education teachers in Christian schools?

RQ3: How accurately can teacher efficacy for collaboration be predicted from a linear
combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-service
professional development on topics related to special education; years of teaching experience) for
general education teachers in Christian schools?

RQ4: How accurately can teacher efficacy with managing disruptive behaviors be
predicted from a linear combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special
education; in-service professional development on topics related to special education; years of
teaching experience) for general education teachers in Christian schools?

Hypotheses

The null hypotheses for this study are the following:

Hol: There will be no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable
(aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion of students with special needs) and the linear combination of
predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-service professional development
on topics related to special education; years of teaching experience) for general education teachers

in Christian schools.
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Ho2: There will be no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable
(teacher efficacy for inclusive instruction) and the linear combination of predictor variables (pre-
service training in special education; in-service professional development on topics related to
special education; years of teaching experience) for general education teachers in Christian
schools.

Ho3: There will be no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable
(teacher efficacy for collaboration) and the linear combination of predictor variables (pre-service
training in special education; in-service professional development on topics related to special
education; years of teaching experience) for general education teachers in Christian schools.

Ho4: There will be no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable
(teacher efficacy for managing disruptive behaviors) and the linear combination of predictor
variables (pre-service training in special education; in-service professional development on topics
related to special education; years of teaching experience) for general education teachers in
Christian schools.

Participants and Setting

Participants in this study consisted of a convenience sample of 139 teachers. The
researcher recruited teachers from conservative Christian schools in North Carolina whose
schools were found on the North Carolina directory of non-public schools. Teachers who teach
general education classes on the kindergarten through 12 grade levels were asked to volunteer to
complete an online survey of their self-efficacy for educating SWD in a general education
classroom. North Carolina was selected because of the researcher’s location and the state’s
regional similarity to surrounding states.

Population
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The participants for the study were drawn from a convenience sample of Christian school
teachers providing core academic instruction in private Christian schools located in the state of
North Carolina during the fall semester of the 2022-2023 school year. The sample population was
identified from the North Carolina directory of non-public schools — Conventional schools
edition (2021). The North Carolina Division of Non-Public Education reported a total of 783
private schools operating in the 2020-2021 school year; 506 of those schools are considered
“religious” schools which represent almost 65% of all private schools in North Carolina.

The United States Department of Education classifies private schools into three major
categories: (1) Catholic, (2) nonsectarian, and (3) other religious (Broughman et al., 2021).
Catholic schools are categorized by governance (Parochial, Diocesan, and private). Nonsectarian
schools do not have any religious purpose, so they are categorized by special emphasis or
program. “Other religious schools” are faith-based but are not Catholic. These schools are sub-
categorized as (1) conservative Christian, (2) other affiliated, and (3) unaffiliated. To be
categorized as conservative Christian, schools would have reported membership in at least one of
four associations: Accelerated Christian Education (ACE), American Association of Christian
Schools (AACS), Association of Christian Schools International (ASCI), or the Oral Roberts
University Education Fellowship (ORUef) (Broughman et al., 2021).

The participants for this study were selected from schools in North Carolina most closely
described as “conservative Christian.” North Carolina has only two designations for non-public
schools: independent and religious (North Carolina directory of non-public schools —
Conventional schools edition, 2021). To determine which schools on the North Carolina list of
non-public schools would be considered “conservative Christian” by the standards of the US

Department of Education, the researcher conducted an internet search of the four associations that
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the US Department of Education uses to classify the schools. A search of each association’s
website revealed that 200 schools in North Carolina are member schools of either AACS (70),
ACSI (95), A23CE (34), and ORUef (1).
Participants

For this study, the number of participants sampled was 139, which exceeds the required
minimum when assuming a medium effect size. According to Gall et al. (2007), 66 is the required
minimum for a multiple regression analysis when assuming a medium effect with a statistical
power of .7 at the .05 alpha level. The sample came from Christian schools in the state of North
Carolina that were categorized as “conservative Christian.” Participants in this study were limited
to general education teachers who were teaching at the elementary, middle, or secondary level.
The sample consisted of 36 males and 103 females.
Setting

The survey was available via an online link to a Google Form and took approximately 20
minutes for participants to complete and return to the researcher electronically. Participants from
the selected schools were volunteers who agreed to provide demographic information and rate
their perceived self-efficacy for inclusion of SWD in their classrooms. North Carolina was chosen
for the setting of this study because of the researcher’s location and its regional similarity to other
southern states (United States Census Bureau, 2021). The southern region of the United States has
the largest percentage (35%) of private schools compared to the Midwest (23%), the Northeast
(22%) and the West (20%) (Broughman et al., 2021). According to the North Carolina directory
of non-public schools (2021), North Carolina has a total of 506 religious schools out of the total

number of 783 private schools.
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Instrumentation

This study investigated a correlational predictive relationship between the criterion
variables (aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion of students with special needs; teacher efficacy for
using inclusive instruction; teacher efficacy for collaboration; teacher efficacy with managing
disruptive behaviors) and the predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-
service professional development on topics related to special education; years of teaching
experience). The instrument used to measure self-efficacy was the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive
Practices (TEIP), developed by Sharma et al. (2012). See Appendix A for permission to use the
instrument, Appendix B for permission to publish the instrument, and Appendix C for the survey
questions. Additional demographic questions including questions used as predictor variables were
added to the survey. Demographic questions provide essential information to allow the researcher
to accurately describe the sample and make sense of the data (Allen, 2017).
The Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices

The purpose of the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices is to measure teachers’
perceived efficacy to teach in inclusive classrooms. Teachers’ perceived efficacy influences their
judgments about instructional strategies to enhance student learning and the kinds of environment
they create to enhance student learning (Bandura, 1997). The authors of the TEIP recognized a
need for a holistic scale to address the inclusion context of teacher efficacy for using their skills to
teach all children, including SWD (Sharma et al., 2012). The instrument focuses on teachers’
abilities to include all learners with inclusive strategies rather than narrowly focusing on
individual disability categories. The TEIP is an internationally recognized instrument for
measuring teacher self-efficacy for teaching in inclusive classes and was chosen for its previous

use in numerous studies around the world (Horan & Merrigan, 2019; Savolainen et al., 2020;
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Tumkaya & Miller, 2020; Yada et al., 2019). The TEIP was originally written in English, but it
has been translated into Greek, Spanish, German, Finnish, Japanese, etc. for use internationally as
well as in the United States (Alsarawi & Sukonthaman, 2021; Avramidis et al., 2019; Kettunen &
Prokkola, 2022; Merz-Atalik et al., 2016; Yada et al., 2019). One of the authors’ stated purposes
for developing the TEIP was for schools who are concerned about not being able to effectively
include SWD. School leaders can use the results of this instrument to create targeted professional
development for addressing areas where teachers lack competence (Horan & Merrigan, 2019;
Sharma et al., 2012).

The instrument uses rating scales to collect data regarding teachers’ self-efficacy for
inclusion of SWD. The entire instrument is composed of 18 questions related to teachers’ self-
efficacy for inclusion of SWD. Questions are subdivided into three factors with each factor
consisting of six questions. Respondents choose their answers on a 6-point Likert scale that
ranges from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree. Responses are as follows: Strongly Agree = 6,
Agree =5, Agree Somewhat =4, Disagree Somewhat = 3, Disagree = 2, and Strongly Disagree =
1. The values of all the scores are then summed, ranging from 18 to 108 for an aggregate score of
self-efficacy. The values of each of the three factors are summed and range from 6 to 36. Higher
scores indicate higher perceived teacher self-efficacy for teaching in inclusive classrooms. The
criterion variables are treated as ordered categorical variables (Sharma et al., 2012).

The reliability of the instrument was tested internationally with teachers from Canada,
Australia, Hong Kong, and India with a purposeful sample of 609 pre-service teachers;
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient values for the total scale were 0.87 (Canada), 0.91 (Australia), 0.89
(Hong Kong), and 0.84 (India). The TEIP measured three factors: teacher efficacy for inclusive

instruction (Factor 1); teacher efficacy for collaboration (Factor 2); and teacher efficacy for
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managing disruptive behaviors (Factor 3). The alpha coefficients for the three factors were,
respectively, 0.93, 0.85, and 0.85 (Sharma et al., 2012).

Content validity was established with a Delphi survey conducted by an expert panel of
university faculty who work in special education and educational psychology. Panel experts were
recruited from Canada, Australia, Hong Kong, and India. Participants were asked to comment on
the usefulness of each item for measuring teacher self-efficacy and to report on the clarity of the
items and instructions. The panel rated each question on a scale from 1 (does not measure efficacy
to implement inclusion) to 5 (measures efficacy to implement inclusion). Six of the original
questions on the instrument were deleted because they were rated less than two; slight changes
were made to other questions. Minor revisions were made after the first review of the panel, and
in the second review, the panel finalized all items and supported the validity of the instrument.

The authors of the instrument conducted an exploratory factor analysis on the original 26
items to determine the construct of the scale. The sample size of 609 was considered sufficient for
factor analysis. Scree plot analyses and examination of eigenvalues were employed to determine
the number of meaningful factors. Factor one had an eigenvalue of 9.20; factor two was 3.51; and
factor three was 1.28. Factors four and five were 0.919 and 0.644 respectively, so they were
eliminated. A principal component analysis with varimax rotation was used to explore the factor
structure. Items were included in a factor if the item related in concept to the other items in the
scale and if their factor coefficient loading exceeded 0.40. Items that loaded on more than one
factor were eliminated. The authors deleted eight items at this stage. Following this analysis,
factor analysis was re-run on the 18-item scale. The percentage of variance for factor 1 (efficacy
to use inclusive education) was 35.40; factor 2 (efficacy in collaboration) was 13.48; and factor 3

(efficacy for managing disruptive behaviors) was 4.91. The three factors that remain in the scale
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accounted for 64.5% of the explained variance (Sharma et al., 2012).

This instrument was an appropriate scale for use in this current study to measure Christian
school teachers’ self-efficacy for incorporating inclusive strategies in their classrooms. Although
the instrument was constructed and tested in countries with ties to the British Commonwealth, the
survey has been used in the United States for measuring the self-efficacy for inclusion of teachers
in American schools (Alsarawi & Sukonthaman, 2021; Merz-Atalik et al., 2016). The nature of
the items on the TEIP capture the three areas of skills that teachers in all schools (public, private,
or Christian) need to have to effectively create inclusive environments for SWD: knowledge of
content and pedagogy, the ability to work collaboratively with parents and colleagues, and
effective strategies for managing classroom behaviors and environment (Sharma et al., 2012).
Scores from the three factors were summed up together for an aggregate score and separately by
factors for the criterion variables in this study.

The primary author of the instrument is Dr. Umesh Sharma. An email was sent to Dr.
Sharma to request permission to use the TEIP in this study. The researcher obtained permission
from the author of the TEIP to use the survey instrument (See Appendix A). Dr. Sharma also
granted permission to publish the survey questions in the study (See Appendix B). See Appendix
C for the TEIP questions.

Researcher Prepared Survey Questions

Questions that ask respondents for demographic information and predictor variables were
included on the survey as selected response items with two or more options. Teachers were asked
to report their pre-service training by answering the question, “Have you ever had any college-
based pre-service courses that addressed special education needs of students?” Teachers were

asked a similar question to report their in-service training by answering the question, “Have you
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ever had any school-based training or professional development courses (including graduate level
courses) that addressed special education needs of students?”” Participants were directed to
respond with “yes” or “no” for each question. Participants were asked to provide the number of
years they had worked as a general education teacher.

According to Wiersma and Jurs (2009), collecting background or demographic
information about respondents is important because it identifies individuals in terms of classifying
the variables for analysis. Background information contributes to the researchers’ understanding
of the participants and helps effectively categorize and analyze the collected data (Allen, 2017).
The survey collected information from participants about age, gender, and grade levels taught
(elementary, middle, high, or a combination) and whether they had ever taught a student with any
of the disabilities identified and defined by IDEA: specific learning disability, other health
impairment, autism spectrum disorder, emotional disturbance, speech or language impairment,
visual impairment including blindness, deafness, hearing impairment, deaf-blindness, orthopedic
impairment, intellectual disability, traumatic brain injury, multiple disabilities (Individuals with
disabilities education act, 1975). Based on the researcher’s 20 years of experience in Christian
education, findings were that many Christian school teachers are unfamiliar with the 13 categories
of disabilities, and especially other-health impaired (OHI). For this reason, the researcher
included an explanation of OHI to include attention deficit hyperactive disorder (ADHD) and
attention deficit disorder (ADD). The entire survey was estimated to take each participant
approximately 20 minutes to complete.

Procedures
The researcher submitted a formal request to the Liberty University IRB for approval to

begin collecting data. See Appendix G for IRB approval. The researcher initiated the study by
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emailing the administrators of each Christian school in North Carolina associated with at least one
of the following four associations: AACS, ACSI, ACE, or ORUef. The email to administrators
introduced the study, purpose of the study, explanation of confidentiality measures, and selection
criteria. It included the researcher’s contact information and educational information (Appendix
D). If the administrator agreed to participate in the study, he or she was asked to forward an
emailed invitation to individual teachers in the participating school (Appendix E). Key elements
included in the invitation were the following: a clear description of the study, the purpose of the
study, information about the researcher, how long it would take to complete the survey (20
minutes), when responses were due (within four weeks of first contact), how results would be
used, and measures for ensuring anonymity of responses. A hyperlink was included in the body of
the email. The link took the respondents directly to the survey.

The first item on the survey was the Teacher Consent Form (Appendix F). Teachers were
asked to read an introduction to the survey and detailed information on how to complete the
survey and indicate their consent before proceeding to the survey. They were presented with the
option to continue the survey or decline. If they declined, they were exited from the survey to a
page that thanked them for their time and consideration. If they chose the option to participate in
the study, they proceeded through the survey to completion. Participants had the option to skip
questions and were allowed to go back and change responses. Participants were able to access the
survey for four weeks.

Data from completed surveys were transferred to a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet before
being loaded into Statistical Package for the Social Science® (SPSS) software. Responses from
the TEIP were scored as directed by the authors. At all stages of data collection, information that

could identify the participants was protected. All entries were identified by a unique identifying
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number; no names were collected from the participants. Data was stored securely on a password-
protected computer and password-protected external drive. Only the researcher has access to
records. The data will be retained for a period of five years after the completion of this research
study.
Data Analysis

Multiple regression was used to analyze three predictor variables and four criterion
variables; therefore, the Bonferroni procedure was applied to limit risk for a Type I error. Warner
(2021) described the Bonferroni approach as the simplest but most conservative approach for
controlling for an inflated risk for Type I errors. The alpha threshold for rejecting each null
hypothesis in this study was 0.0125 = .05/4. The TEIP instrument was scored following TEIP
prescribed procedures to obtain an overall score indicating teacher efficacy for inclusion. Each of
the three subfactors in the TEIP was scored separately to obtain scores on the remaining criterion
variables (efficacy for inclusive instruction, efficacy for collaboration, and efficacy for managing
disruptive behaviors). TEIP values and demographic information were entered into SPSS
software for analysis. Data for criterion variables came from a 6-item Likert scale but were treated
as continuous variables. Years of experience was treated as a continuous variable; pre-service
training in special education and in-service professional development on topics related to special
education were coded into categories with dummy variables which is necessary in most
applications of regression analysis; a dummy variable is a variable that takes on a numerical value
to code groups in regression analysis (Canela et al., 2019). Teachers provided data on their pre-
service and in-service training as “yes” or “no” responses (0 = yes; 1 = no). Data from the surveys
were collected via Google Forms, sorted, and visually inspected for errors, inconsistencies, and

omissions.
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A multiple regression was run to assess the comparative strength of relationship of each
criterion variable (teachers’ aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion of students with special, teacher
efficacy for using inclusive instruction, teacher efficacy for collaboration), and the predictor
variables (pre-service training in special education, in-service professional development on topics
related to special education, and years of teaching experience). The multiple regression requires
that three assumptions be met: no unusual combinations of variables (bivariate outliers), normal
distribution across variables (multivariate normal distribution), and non-multicollinearity among
the predictor variables. Scatter plots were run between the one continuous predictor variable
(years of teaching experience) and each criterion variable and between the predictor variables
themselves. No outliers were detected, and descriptive statistics were obtained on each of the
variables. Assumption of multivariate normal distribution was tested by plotting a scatter plot for
each pair of predictor variables and between the predictor variables and the criterion variables and
looking for the classic “cigar shape” (Gall et al., 2007). Assumption of non-collinearity was
examined using a collinearity table and the Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) among the predictor
variables. If a predictor variable is highly correlated with another predictor variable, they
essentially provide the same information about the criterion variable. If the Variance Inflation
Factor (VIF) is greater than 10, the assumption is violated (Gall et al., 2007).

The coefficient of determination (R%) measures the proportion of the variance in the
criterion variable that is explained by the predictor variable and determines whether the multiple
regression model is a good fit for the data (Multiple regression, nd.) According to Warner (2021),
R? is an index of effect size. It estimates the proportion of variance in the criterion variables from
the predictor variables. However, R? is based on the sample and may be larger than it should be

when generalized to a larger population; the adjusted R? corrects for this positive bias to provide
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a value that would be more indicative of the population (Multiple regression, nd.). Consequently,
the adjusted R? was used in this study to determine effect size. The following are the
recommended verbal labels for R? sizes: 72 of about .01 or less is a small effect, 2 of about .09
is medium, and 72 that is greater than .25 is large. The effect size statistic helps the researcher
determine the practical significance of the research results and aid in interpretation; however, the
effect size should not be used as the only determiner of the practical significance (Gall et al.,
2007).

Statistical significance of the overall regression model was assessed in an ANOVA table
to determine if years of experience, pre-service training, and in-service training predict teachers’
aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion, self-efficacy for inclusive instruction, self-efficacy for
collaboration, and self-efficacy for managing disruptive behaviors. If the levels of significance
were less than .0125 due to Bonferroni Correction, the corresponding null hypothesis was
rejected. If the post-hoc analysis revealed that the coefficient was not significantly different from
zero, those coefficients were not deemed statistically significant in predicting the criterion
variable (Gall et al., 2007).

Coefficients were interpreted for the continuous predictor variable (years of teaching
experience). If p <.05, the slope coefficient was statistically significant, indicating a linear
relationship between years of experience and the criterion variables. Coefficients for the
categorical predictor variables (pre-service training and in-service training) were evaluated at the
95% confidence interval and statistical significance of the difference the same way as for the
continuous predictor variables. If p < .05, the null was rejected; there was a statistically
significant predictive relationship. Finally, a regression equation was generated from the

coefficients.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview

The purpose of this quantitative, predictive correlational study was to determine the best
predictors of Christian school general education teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusion of students
with special needs. The predictor variables were pre-service training in special education, in-
service training on topics related to special education, and years of teaching experience. The
criterion variables were respondents’ scores for aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion of students
with special needs, teacher self-efficacy for using inclusive instruction, teacher self-efficacy for
collaboration, and teacher self-efficacy with managing disruptive behaviors. A multiple linear
regression was used to test the hypotheses. The Results section includes the research questions,
null hypotheses, data screening, descriptive statistics, assumption testing, and results.

Research Questions

The following research questions were proposed:

RQ1: How accurately can aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion of students with special
needs be predicted from a linear combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special
education; in-service professional development on topics related to special education; years of
teaching experience) for general education teachers in Christian schools?

RQ2: How accurately can teacher self-efficacy for using inclusive instruction be predicted
from a linear combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-
service professional development on topics related to special education; years of teaching
experience) for general education teachers in Christian schools?

RQ3: How accurately can teacher self-efficacy for collaboration be predicted from a linear

combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-service
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professional development on topics related to special education; years of teaching experience) for
general education teachers in Christian schools?

RQ4: How accurately can teacher self-efficacy with managing disruptive behaviors be
predicted from a linear combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special
education; in-service professional development on topics related to special education; years of
teaching experience) for general education teachers in Christian schools?

Null Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses were proposed:

Hol: There will be no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable
(aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion of students with special needs) and the linear combination of
predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-service professional development
on topics related to special education; years of teaching experience) for general education teachers
in Christian schools.

Ho2: There will be no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable
(teacher self-efficacy for inclusive instruction) and the linear combination of predictor variables
(pre-service training in special education; in-service professional development on topics related to
special education; years of teaching experience) for general education teachers in Christian
schools.

Ho3: There will be no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable
(teacher self-efficacy for collaboration) and the linear combination of predictor variables (pre-
service training in special education; in-service professional development on topics related to
special education; years of teaching experience) for general education teachers in Christian

schools.
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Ho4: There will be no significant predictive relationship between the criterion variable
(teacher self-efficacy for managing disruptive behaviors) and the linear combination of predictor
variables (pre-service training in special education; in-service professional development on topics
related to special education; years of teaching experience) for general education teachers in
Christian schools.

Data Screening

The researcher sorted the data and scanned for inconsistencies on each variable. No data
errors or inconsistencies were identified. A matrix scatter plot was used to detect bivariate outliers
between predictor variables and the criterion variables. No bivariate outliers were identified.
Scatterplots for the dummy variables (pre-service training and in-service training) are not useful
for detecting outliers but were included for reporting. See Figure 1 for the matrix scatter plots.
Figure 1

Matrix Scatter Plot
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Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics were obtained on each of the variables. The sample consisted of 139
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participants (36 males and 103 females). The average age of participants was 45 years old. The
youngest participant was 24 years old, and the oldest was 76. Values for the predictor variables
were self-reported by the participants. Efficacy for inclusion of students with special needs was
measured using the TEIP and scored following TEIP prescribed procedures to obtain an overall
score on each of the three factors in the instrument along with an aggregate score of the average
of each of the factors. Using SPSS® software, the researcher calculated the mean, mode, standard
deviation, and range of scores of responses (7 = 139) to the instrument. A value of 1 = strongly
disagree indicated the lowest degree of self-efficacy and a value of 6 = strongly agree indicated a
maximum level of self-efficacy. A high score of 6 indicated a high level of self-efficacy while a
low score of 1 indicated extremely low self-efficacy. Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics for
each variable.
Criterion Variables

The criterion variable, aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion of students with special needs,
was measured by averaging the scores from the three factors to achieve a collective understanding
of the overall self-efficacy of teachers for the inclusion of students with special needs in the
general classroom. The researcher calculated the mean (M = 4.80) standard deviation (SD = .49)
and range of scores (3.56 — 6.00). The criterion variable, self-efficacy for inclusive instruction,
was measured with a series of six items that targeted a teacher's self-efficacy for using
differentiated strategies for instruction and assessment of students with special needs. The
calculation of teachers’ responses on this variable produced a mean (M = 4.81), standard
deviation (SD = .55), and range (3 - 6) of scores. The criterion variable, self-efficacy for
collaboration, indicates teachers’ self-efficacy for collaborating with other teachers, physical and

occupational therapists, school professionals, and parents (Park et al., 2014). Descriptive statistics
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revealed the mean (M = 4.67), standard deviation (SD = .66), and range (2.83 - 6). The criterion
variable, self-efficacy for managing disruptive behaviors, measured teachers’ self-efficacy for
classroom management and managing difficult behaviors. The mean (M = 4.94), standard
deviation (SD = .56), and range (3.17 - 6) were calculated.
Predictor Variables

Years of experience relates to the number of years that an individual has worked as a
classroom teacher (Burroughs et al., 2019). The average number of years’ experience for the
survey respondents was 15 years (M = 15; SD = 10.51). The highest number of years’ experience
was 53, and the lowest was for one participant who indicated less than one year experience. Pre-
service training refers to learning that was acquired during undergraduate studies for teacher
candidates (Hills & Sessoms-Penny, 2021). Teachers were asked to respond either “yes” or “no”
to the question, “Have you ever had any college-based pre-service courses that addressed special
education needs of students?” Of the 139 respondents, 73 (52%) indicated that they had received
some pre-service training in topics relating to special needs, and 66 (48%) responded that they
had not. In-service training is also referred to as professional development which is a process of
educator training that continues throughout teachers’ entire teaching careers (Sancar et al., 2021).
Teachers were asked, “Have you ever had any in-service training or professional development
courses (including graduate level courses) that addressed special education needs of students?”
Eighty-one teachers (58%) responded “yes” to having had in-service training compared to 58
(42%) who indicated that they had not. Responses to pre-service and in-service training were

coded in SPSS® as 0 = yes and 1 = no.



Table 1

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum M SD
Years’ Experience 139 0 53 15.43 10.505
Efficacy for Inclusive 139 3.00 6.00 48116 .54886
Instruction
Efficacy for Collaboration 139 2.83 6.00 4.6677 .66337
Efficacy for Managing 139 3.17 6.00 4.9391 .55942
Disruptive Behaviors
Aggregate Self-Efficacy 139 3.56 6.00 4.8061 48695
Valid N (listwise) 139

Assumption Testing

Assumption of Linearity

The multiple regression requires that the assumption of linearity be met. Linearity was
examined using a scatter plot. The assumption of linearity was met. See Figure 1 for the matrix
scatter plot.
Assumption of Bivariate Normal Distribution

The multiple regression requires that the assumption of bivariate normal distribution be
met. The assumption of bivariate normal distribution was examined using a scatter plot. The
assumption of bivariate normal distribution was met. Figure 1 provides the matrix scatter plot.
Assumption of Multicollinearity

A Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) test was conducted to ensure the absence of
multicollinearity. This test was run because if a predictor variable (x) is highly correlated with
another predictor variable (x), they essentially provide the same information about the criterion

variable. If the VIF is too high (greater than 10), then multicollinearity is present. Acceptable
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values are between 1 and 5. The absence of multicollinearity was met between the variables in
this study. Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5 provide the collinearity statistics.

Table 2

Collinearity Statistics for Aggregate Self-Efficacy

83

Collinearity Statistics

Model Tolerance VIF

1 Years’ Experience 935 1.069
Pre-service Training .807 1.240
In-service Training .806 1.240

a. Dependent Variable: Aggregate Self-Efficacy

Table 3

Collinearity Statistics for Efficacy for Inclusive Instruction

Collinearity Statistics

Model Tolerance VIF

1 Years’ Experience 935 1.069
Pre-service Training .807 1.240
In-service Training .806 1.240

a. Dependent Variable: Efficacy for Inclusive Instruction

Table 4

Collinearity Statistics for Efficacy for Collaboration

Collinearity Statistics

Model Tolerance VIF
1 Years’ Experience 935 1.069
Pre-service Training .807 1.240
In-service Training .806 1.240

a. Dependent Variable: Efficacy for Collaboration
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Table 5

Collinearity Statistics for Managing Disruptive Behaviors

Collinearity Statistics

Model Tolerance VIF

1 Years’ Experience 935 1.069
Pre-service Training .807 1.240
In-service Training .806 1.240

a. Dependent Variable: Efficacy for Managing Disruptive Behaviors

Results

A multiple regression was conducted to see if there was a relationship between the
predictor variables and the self-efficacy scores of Christian school general education teachers.
The predictor variables were pre-service training in special education, in-service training on
topics related to special education, and years of teaching experience. Data from the teachers’
responses to pre-service training and in-service training were provided as “yes” or “no” responses
(0 =yes; 1 =no). The criterion variables were respondents’ scores for aggregate self-efficacy for
inclusion of students with special needs, self-efficacy for using inclusive instruction, self-efficacy
for collaboration, and self-efficacy with managing disruptive behaviors.
Hol: The researcher failed to reject the null of the first hypothesis at the 98.75% confidence level
where F(3, 135) = 2.015, p = .115. There was not a statistically significant relationship between
the predictor variables and the criterion variable (aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion of students

with special needs). Table 6 provides the regression model results.
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Table 6

Regression Model Results - Aggregate Self-Efficacy

Model SS df MS F Sig.
1 Regression 1.403 3 468 2.015 115
Residual 31.320 135 232
Total 32.723 138

a. Dependent Variable: Aggregate Self-Efficacy
b. Predictors: (Constant), In-service Training, Years’ Experience, Pre-service Training

The model’s effect size for the first variable (aggregate self-efficacy) was medium where
R = .207. Furthermore, R? = .043 and adjusted R? = .022 indicating that approximately 4.3% of
the variance of the criterion variable can be explained by the linear combination of predictor

variables pre-service training, in-service training, and years of experience. Table 7 provides a
summary of the model.

Table 7

Model Summary — Aggregate Self-Efficacy

Model R R? Adjusted R? SE
1 2072 .043 .022 48167

a. Predictors: (Constant), In-service Training, Years’ Experience, Pre-service Training

Ho2: The researcher failed to reject the null of the second hypothesis at the 98.75% confidence
level where F(3, 135)=3.069, p =.030. There was not a statistically significant relationship
between the combination of predictor variables and the criterion variable (teacher self-efficacy for
using inclusive instruction). The p-value for the model did not fall under .0125 after the
Bonferroni Correction. If the Bonferroni Correction were not implemented, the results would
have been statistically significant at the p = .05 value, but the risk for a type 1 error would have

increased (Warner, 2021). Table 8 provides the regression model results.
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Table 8

Regression Model Results — Self-Efficacy for Inclusive Instruction

Model SS df MS F Sig.
1 Regression 2.654 3 .885 3.069 .030
Residual 38.918 135 .288
Total 41.572 138

a. Dependent Variable: Self-Efficacy for Inclusive Instruction
b. Predictors: (Constant), In-service Training, Years’ Experience, Pre-service Training

The model’s effect size was medium where R = .253. Furthermore, R? = .064 and
adjusted R? = .043, indicating that approximately 6.4% of the variance of criterion variable can
be explained by the linear combination of predictor variables. Table 9 provides a summary of
the model.

Table 9

Model Summary - Self-Efficacy for Inclusive Instruction

Model R R? Adjusted R? SEM
1 253 .064 .043 .53692
a. Predictors: (Constant), In-service Training, Years’ Experience, Pre-service Training

Ho3: The researcher failed to reject the null of the third hypothesis at the 98.75% confidence level
where F(3, 135) =3.153, p = .027. There was not a statistically significant relationship between
the combination of predictor variables and the criterion variable (teacher efficacy for
collaboration). The p value for the model did not fall under .0125 after the Bonferroni Correction.
If the Bonferroni Correction were not implemented, the results would have been statistically
significant at the p = .05 value, but the risk for a type 1 error would have increased (Warner,

2021). Table 10 provides the regression model results.
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Table 10

Regression Model Results — Self-Efficacy for Collaboration

Model SS df MS F Sig.
1 Regression 3.976 3 1.325 3.153 027
Residual 56.752 135 420
Total 60.728 138

a. Dependent Variable: Self-Efficacy for Collaboration

b. Predictors: (Constant), In-service Training, Years’ Experience, Pre-service Training

The model’s effect size was medium where R = .256. Furthermore, R? = .065 and adjusted
R? = .045, indicating that approximately 6.5% of the variance of criterion variable can be

explained by the linear combination of predictor variables. Table 11 provides a summary of the

model.

Table 11

Model Summary - Self-Efficacy for Collaboration

Model R R? Adjusted R? SEM
1 256° .065 .045 .64837
a. Predictors: (Constant), In-service Training, Years’ Experience, Pre-service Training

Ho4: The researcher failed to reject the null of the fourth hypothesis at the 98.75% confidence
level where F(3, 135) = .37, p =.780. There was not a significant statistical relationship between
the predictor variables and the criterion variable (teacher efficacy with managing disruptive

behaviors). Table 12 provides the regression model results.
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Table 12

Regression Model Results — Self-Efficacy for Managing Disruptive Behaviors

Model SS df MS F Sig.
1 Regression 351 3 12 .37 780
Residual 42.84 135 32
Total 43.19 138

a. Dependent Variable: Self-Efficacy for Managing Disruptive Behaviors
b. Predictors: (Constant), In-service Training, Years’ Experience, Pre-service Training

The model’s effect size was small where R = .090. Furthermore, R? = .008 and adjusted
R? = -.014, indicating that approximately .8% of the variance of the criterion variable can be
explained by the linear combination of predictor variables. Table 13 provides a summary of the
model.

Table 13

Model Summary - Self-Efficacy for Managing Disruptive Behaviors

Model R R? Adjusted R? SEM

1 .090 .008 -.014 .56330

a. Predictors: (Constant), In-service Training, Years’ Experience, Pre-service Training

The results of this study indicate that two of the models may have some predictive value
for teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusive instruction and for teachers’ self-efficacy for
collaboration. In-service training may possibly have some predictive value for self-efficacy for
inclusive instruction. Christian schoolteachers who have had in-service training have more self-
efficacy for inclusive instruction than those who have not. However, without the Bonferroni
correction and low effect sizes, these results must be viewed as very inconclusive. When
combined, pre-service training, in-service training, and years of experience may predict teachers’
self-efficacy for collaboration. However, this finding is also impacted by the omission of the

Bonferroni correction and low effect sizes.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS

Overview

Because teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusion impacts their willingness and effectiveness
for creating successful inclusive environments for students with special needs, studies of variables
that predict self-efficacy for inclusion are needed. This study specifically explored Christian
schoolteachers’ perception of their self-efficacy for inclusion of students with special needs in the
general classroom. This chapter opens with a discussion of the results of the study, followed by
the implications in light of relevant literature, limitations, and recommendations for further
research.

Discussion

The purpose of this predictive correlation study was to determine the best predictors (pre-
service training in special education, in-service training on topics related to special education, and
years of teaching experience) of Christian school general education teachers’ self-efficacy for
inclusion of students with special needs. Teachers were asked to volunteer to complete an online
survey of their self-efficacy for educating SWD in a general education classroom. The sample
came from Christian schools in the state of North Carolina that identify as “conservative
Christian.” Participants in this study were limited to general education teachers who teach at the
elementary, middle, or secondary level. The sample consisted of 36 males and 103 females, and
the average age of participants was 45 years old. Participants rated their self-efficacy on a Likert
scale of 1 to 6. A value of 1 = strongly disagree indicated the lowest degree of self-efficacy and a
value of 6 = strongly agree indicated a maximum level of self-efficacy. Teachers reported data on
the predictor variables by indicating the number of years they had been teaching and responding

“yes” or “no” to whether they had had pre-service or in-service training in topics related to special
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needs.

Research has demonstrated that inclusion of SWD is widely supported among educators
and policy makers, yet the disparity of definitions of inclusion and inclusive education leads to
confusion on how inclusion should be implemented. Advocates of full inclusion contend that all
SWD should receive their education in the general classroom regardless of the level of their
disabilities (Connor & Ferri, 2007; Friend & Bursuck, 2019.) On the other hand, Hornby (2015,
2020, 2021) proposed that inclusion of SWD should not be a one-size-fits-all approach. Each
child’s strengths and weaknesses should be considered when deciding on the most appropriate
setting for the student to be successful. Confusion on this issue is not limited to public schools
only; Christian school teachers would also be impacted by the dissimilarity of definitions for
inclusion.

The theory of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977) applies to the current study because when a
teacher feels confident in his abilities to include SWD, he will be more motivated to organize and
execute strategies to successfully accomplish inclusion (Bandura, 2012; Summers et al., 2017).
Several prior research studies have targeted the self-efficacy of teachers for inclusion of SWD,
but most samples studied have come from public schools in the United States and other countries.
Few studies have explored the self-efficacy of Christian school teachers for inclusion (Bachrach,
2021). Lane (2017) found that research regarding special education services in Christian schools
most often reported on small pockets of educators across the United States. The current study
focused on only one state within the United States, North Carolina, which is representative of a
larger body of Christian schools who have similar values and mission statements.

The theory of inclusive special education (Hornby, 2015) contributes to the current study

as well. Inclusive special education is a comprehensive approach to special education and
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recognizes that all SWD should be educated in the setting most appropriate for their individual
needs (Hornby, 2015, 2021). Those settings may include the general classroom (mainstream),
special classes (resource), or separate schools. The Christian schools in this study are not required
to enroll SWD. Most Christian schools who do include SWD limit enrollment only to students
with mild disabilities: ADHD, specific learning disabilities, and mild cognitive deficits. Those
with more challenging behavioral disorders or intellectual disabilities are generally not admitted
(Bachrach, 2021). Therefore, the participants in this study most likely teach in schools that serve
only a limited population of SWD and only in the general education classes.

Of the 139 participants who completed the survey, 73 teachers (52.5%) indicated that they
had pre-service training while 66 had not. When asked about in-service training, 81 teachers
(58%) indicated that they had received in-service training while the remaining 42% reported that
they had not. These statistics were compared to the scores for teachers’ self-reported ratings of
self-efficacy for inclusive instruction, collaboration, and managing disruptive behaviors. The
participants in the study indicated relatively high rates of self-efficacy in all three factors. An
analysis of the data revealed that a combination of pre-service training, in-service training, and
years of experience did not significantly predict teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusion of SWD.
Werner et al. (2021) reported similar high ratings of teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusion among
Israeli elementary teachers in both general and special education. Their study did find a
statistically significant relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy and prior training in topics
related to inclusion. The authors concluded that higher perceived knowledge of inclusion policy
and teachers’ perception of school support for inclusion were correlated to higher self-efficacy for
inclusion of SWD.

Research Question One
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The first research question for the study was the following:

RQ1: How accurately can aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion of students with special
needs be predicted from a linear combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special
education; in-service professional development on topics related to special education; years of
teaching experience) for general education teachers in Christian schools?

The criterion variable, aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion of students with special needs,
was measured by averaging the scores from the three factors (inclusive instruction, collaboration,
and managing disruptive behaviors) to determine a collective understanding of the overall self-
efficacy of teachers for the inclusion of SWD in the general classroom. An analysis of the data
did not reveal a statistically significant relationship between a combination of years of experience,
pre-service training, or in-service training and teachers’ aggregate self-efficacy for inclusion of
students with special needs. Although the combination of predictor variables does not indicate a
significant correlation with this criterion variable, the data suggests that the teachers in this study
believe they are capable of successfully creating an inclusive environment for their students.
Teachers were asked to respond to a series of positively worded statements about their self-
efficacy for including SWD. For example, “I am confident in designing learning tasks so that the
individual needs of students with disabilities are accommodated.” A response of 4 indicated
“agree somewhat” and a response of 5 indicated “agree.” After averaging all the scores from the
three factors, the mean score on aggregate self-efficacy was 4.80, indicating that a majority of the
participants in the study rate their self-efficacy between “agree somewhat” and “agree.”

These levels of teachers’ self-reported efficacy are similar to those reported in other
studies (McGarrigle et al., 2021; Yada et al., 2022). The results in the current study are slightly

higher than those reported by Alnahdi and Schwab (2021). Their study investigated the



93

relationship between pre-service teachers’ attitudes, knowledge, and self-efficacy for inclusive
teaching practices. Like the current study, the pre-teachers in the survey done by Alnahdi and
Schwab (2021) reported having high self-efficacy for inclusive practices, yet the results indicated
no statistically significant relationship between the predictor variables (gender, program, pre-
service training, and experience working with SWD) and the criterion variables of self-efficacy
for inclusion of SWD.

Research Question Two

The second research question for the study was the following:

RQ2: How accurately can teacher self-efficacy for using inclusive instruction be predicted
from a linear combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-
service professional development on topics related to special education; years of teaching
experience) for general education teachers in Christian schools?

This study did not find a statistically significant relationship between the combination of
predictor variables and teachers’ self-efficacy for using inclusive instruction. However, the data
did indicate that in-service training may possibly have some predictive value for self-efficacy for
inclusive instruction (p = .03). Extensive reviews of the literature revealed that one of the
challenges to successful inclusive instruction is teachers’ self-efficacy (Kart & Kart, 2021;
Woodcock & Jones, 2020). This study indicated that participants who have had in-service training
reported having more self-efficacy for inclusive instruction than those who had not. This small
effect must be cautiously considered because the result was not significant at the .0125 level
required for this study.

The average score for teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusive instruction in this study was

4.81, indicating a high level of self-efficacy for differentiating instruction effectively for SWD. In
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a comparable study, McGarrigle et al. (2021) found similar results. Teachers in a large
government primary school in Australia indicated high levels of confidence on the TEIP items
relating to inclusive instruction practices. Specht and Metsala (2018) also reported high scores for
inclusive instruction. The teachers in their study, also using the TEIP, rated their self-efficacy for
inclusive instruction between 4.93 (female teachers) and 5.09 (male teachers). The researchers in
this Canadian study found that teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusive instruction was positively
correlated to having had pre-service teaching experience with individuals with disabilities and
practice with using inclusive techniques.

Previous research that studied the effectiveness of in-service training for teachers found
that teachers’ response to professional development is linked to their individual beliefs, social
relationships, and their school conditions (Cooc, 2019). Similarly, Woodcock and Woolfson
(2019) revealed that teachers’ impressions of professional development are that most in-service
training is too heavily focused on the principles of inclusion and too little on practical application.
The current study asked only if the teachers had participated in any in-service training for special
education. The type or quality of the training that participants received is unknown, so it is
difficult to determine whether the small predictive relationship between in-service instruction was
related to the quality or frequency of the professional development.

Research Question Three
The third research question for the study was the following:

RQ3: How accurately can teacher self-efficacy for collaboration be predicted from a linear
combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special education; in-service
professional development on topics related to special education; years of teaching experience) for

general education teachers in Christian schools?
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A statistically significant relationship was not found between the combination of predictor
variables and teachers’ efficacy for collaboration. The average score for teachers’ self-efficacy for
collaboration was 4.67, the lowest score of the three factors. Although the relationship was not
statistically significant (p = .03) after applying the Bonferroni to protect against type 1 errors, the
responses to the survey did indicate the possibility of a predictive value between teachers’ self-
efficacy for collaboration and a combination of pre-service training, in-service training, and years
of experience. However, this result must be considered as only potentially indicative of a
predictive relationship. It is more likely that the current study confirms the findings of prior
research on the topic of collaboration between general and special educators.

The research done by Specht and Metsala (2018) generated similar results using the TEIP.
The teachers in their study rated their self-efficacy for collaboration lower than on the other two
factors in the instrument. This study broke down the results by gender and found that men had an
average score of 4.50 and the average of the female teachers’ scores was 4.84. Specht and Metsala
(2018) concluded that teachers who have a friend with a disability feel more efficacious in
collaborating with parents, educational assistants, and other professionals in the education of
SWD. In a similar study, Joyce et al. (2020) found that successful collaboration was the result of
having ideal conditions and adequate time for communication between classroom teachers and
other specialists.

Research Question Four
The fourth research question for the study was the following:
RQ4: How accurately can teacher self-efficacy with managing disruptive behaviors be

predicted from a linear combination of predictor variables (pre-service training in special
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education; in-service professional development on topics related to special education; years of
teaching experience) for general education teachers in Christian schools?

There was not a significant statistical relationship between the combination of predictor
variables and teachers’ self-efficacy with managing disruptive behaviors. Teachers’ self-efficacy
for inclusion was highest on this factor (4.94). Teachers responded to statements that assessed
their self-efficacy for classroom management as well as their self-efficacy for responding to
challenging behaviors from students who are physically aggressive. Considering that
approximately half the participants in the study indicated that they had not received any pre-
service or in-service training, this score is considerably high. Without breaking down the impact
of each predictor variable individually, it is difficult to ascertain if this result is a product of
training that specifically targeted classroom management techniques in pre-service or in-service
training, or if self-efficacy in managing disruptive behaviors was a product of experience or
another factor altogether. Another possibility could be that Christian schools are not known for
accepting or keeping students who have extremely disruptive behaviors, so teachers’ definition of
“disruptive” may be different from what public school teachers would encounter from SWD
(Bachrach, 2021).

In contrast, teachers in the Specht and Metsala study (2018) rated their self-efficacy for
managing disruptive behavior the lowest of the three factors. The researchers concluded that
teachers’ self-efficacy for managing disruptive behavior was correlated to teachers’ beliefs about
student-centered learning. They also found that teachers who had more teaching experience with
individuals with exceptionalities and pre-service teachers who had lengthy student-teaching
experiences felt more efficacious in managing behaviors. Alsarawi and Sukonthaman (2021) also

used the TEIP to investigate a possible predictive relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy for
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inclusion and a combination of variables (gender, program, pre-service training, and experience
working with SWD). The results of their study indicated no significant predictive relationship
between teachers’ self-efficacy for managing disruptive behaviors and a combination of gender,
program, pre-service training, and experience. Instead, they discovered that attitude toward
inclusion of SWD and knowledge of inclusion explained 31.4% above and beyond what was
explained by the extraneous variables.
Implications

This study added to the body of knowledge and theories of self-efficacy, planned
behavior, and inclusive special education among a population of educators who have previously
not been widely studied. The findings of the current study are relevant not only for teachers but
also for parents of SWD. Christian parents want more faith-based options for educating their
children with disabilities (Lane et al., 2019). Studying the self-efficacy of Christian school
teachers is essential for improving options for these families. If the predictors of self-efficacy for
Christian school teachers can be understood, schools can develop targeted plans to enhance their
ability to be more inclusive of SWD. Christian colleges can also benefit from understanding the
importance of providing pre-service teachers with a more comprehensive preparation for
developing their skills for inclusive instruction, collaboration, and managing disruptive behaviors.

Only 52% of participants indicated that they had received any pre-service training in
topics relating to special needs, and 58% responded that they had received any in-service training
in special education. These results should motivate Christian colleges to design teacher-training
programs that incorporate more courses and more robust training for pre-service teachers on
topics related to inclusion and special education. Christian colleges should develop programs that

include practical training and practice in inclusion strategies. Alsarawi and Sukonthaman (2021)
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investigated the relationship between self-efficacy for inclusion and pre-service training. Their
analysis suggested that the current methods of presenting inclusion via university coursework
may not be relevant to teachers’ actual classroom experiences and observations of inclusion.

Additionally, school administrators should incorporate more professional development
training for their teachers to increase their skills for creating inclusive environments for SWD.
Although this study did not find a significant predictive relationship between the combination of
variables, prior studies have demonstrated the importance of professional development for
teachers (Sancar et al., 2021). Christian schools, as well as public schools, face a shortage of
trained special education teachers; effective professional development may improve these staffing
challenges by equipping general education teachers with the skills they need for effectively
creating inclusive classrooms (Cooc, 2019). Continuing in-service training equips teachers with
strategies for fostering the learning of students of all abilities (Schunk, 2020).

This study offered some understanding of Christian schoolteachers’ perception of their
ability to include SWD in the general classroom. The average self-efficacy for teachers on all
three factors ranged from 4.67 to 4.94 with an aggregate score of 4.80. A score of 4 on the TEIP
indicated that participants “agree somewhat” and 5 indicated that they “agree” with the statements
on the survey. These scores suggest that teachers generally believe in their ability to create an
inclusive environment in a multi-ability classroom. If so, why are more Christian schools not
practicing inclusion? The results of this study may support the findings of previous studies that
suggest that the barriers to inclusion in Christian schools are related to a lack of professional and
financial resources as well as a fear of compromising the standards of academic excellence for the
SWOD (Bachrach, 2021). Ramirez and Stymeist (2019) suggested that the gap between the

inclusion of SWD in the public schools verses the exclusion model of many Christian schools
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may be indicative of “an undeveloped heart for students with special needs” (p. 3). This may

explain the lack of provision for SWD in some Christian schools; however, the teachers in this

survey were from schools whose administrators volunteered to participate in the study, indicating

a willingness to promote the expansion of special education services in Christian schools.
Limitations

The results of this study may be impacted the confusion in the term inclusion. According
to several authors (Dell’Anna et al., 2021; Holmqvist & Lelinge, 2021; Krischler et al., 2019),
definitions of inclusion remain ambiguous. Surveys of pre-service and in-service teachers in
earlier studies revealed that teachers view inclusion in significantly different ways; this
dissimilarity impacted teachers’ attitudes and efficacy for inclusion (Krischler et al., 2019).
Wilcox (2020) noted that without an agreed-upon definition of inclusion, research studies cannot
adequately determine the self-efficacy of teachers for inclusion. Because of the quantitative nature
of this study, the results may also have been impacted by the participants’ diverse understandings
of inclusion and inclusive instruction.

The predictor variables, pre-service training and in-service training, were not defined nor
broken down to determine the extent of their training in topics related to special education.
Teachers were simply asked to report “yes” or “no” as to whether they had had any pre-service or
in-service training that addressed issues related to special education. The questions left teachers to
infer for themselves whether pre-service training meant an entire course or one lecture. The
difference between extensive training and a short presentation on special education topics could
potentially have a significant impact on teachers’ view of their self-efficacy.

This study used the TEIP which has reliability and validity. However, the items on the

survey could be interpreted differently by Christian school teachers who are not as familiar with
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terms related to inclusion as their public school counterparts. Additionally, some of the individual
items on the TEIP could be interpreted differently by teachers depending on their prior
experience. For example, a question referencing disruptive behaviors may indicate minor
infractions to some teachers but may indicate oppositional defiant behaviors to another teacher
who has had more exposure to students with a variety of disabilities.

A review of the literature suggests that teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusion is linked to
their attitudes toward SWD and their beliefs about inclusion (Van Mieghem et al., 2020; Yada et
al., 2022). The theory of planned behavior assumes that attitudes affect behavior (Ajzen, 1991).
This theory was tested by Knauder and Koschmieder (2019) to measure the impact of teachers’
attitudes on their self-efficacy. The instrument used for this study did not include questions
related to attitudes. Including an additional instrument to measure teacher attitudes may have
contributed to understanding whether self-efficacy is impacted by attitude or vice-versa.

This study did not consider how individual predictors may impact teachers’ self-efficacy
for the three factors of the TEIP. The results for each factor on the scale were compared only to a
combination of all three predictor variables. If the factors were compared to only one predictor
variable at a time, the results may have been different. In addition, a breakdown by individual
question on the TEIP may reveal even more specific understanding of specific weaknesses or
strengths in teachers’ self-efficacy for inclusion of students with special needs.

Recommendations for Future Research
The following are recommendations for additional research:
1. Conduct the same study using a qualitative approach for comprehensive understanding of
how teachers define inclusion and their self-efficacy for creating an inclusive

environment.
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2. Analyze the three predictor variables used in this study separately against the criterion
variables to determine which variable has the most impact on self-efficacy.

3. Incorporate an additional instrument to measure teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion of
SWD to determine how attitudes impact self-efficacy or vice-versa.

4. Consider the responses to individual items on the TEIP. Some of the questions included in
the three factors could elicit very different ratings of self-efficacy. Separating them out
and analyzing them individually may provide deeper understanding of teachers’ self-

efficacy on specific elements of inclusion.



102

References

2020-2021 Tuition and Salary Survey Member Report. (2021). https://www.acsi.org/docs/default-
source/website-publishing/research/acsi_tuitionsalary report august2021-final.pdf

Ahrbeck, B., & Felder, M. (2020). Analysis of barriers to inclusive schools in Germany: Why
special education is necessary and not evil. Education Sciences, 10(12), 358.
https://10.3390/educscil0120358

Ainscow, M. (2005). Developing inclusive education systems: What are the levers for
change? Journal of Educational Change, 6(2), 109-124. https://10.1007/s10833-005-1298-4

Ajzen, L. (1985). From intentions to actions: A theory of planned behavior. In J. Kuhl & J.
Beckmann (Eds.), Action Control (pp. 11-39). Springer-Verlag.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-69746-3 2

Ajzen, L. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human
Processes, 50(2), 179-211. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T

Ajzen, 1., & 1, A. W. (2019). Reasoned action in the service of goal pursuit. Psychological
Review, 126(5), 774-786. https://10.1037/rev0000155

Allen, M. (2017). Survey: Demographic questions. The sage encyclopedia of communication
research methods. The SAGE Encyclopedia of Communication Research Methods.
https://10.4135/9781483381411

Alnahdi, G. H., & Schwab, S. (2021). Special education major or attitudes to predict teachers’
self-efficacy for teaching in inclusive education. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 6809009.

https://10.3389/fpsyg.2021.680909


https://www.acsi.org/docs/default-source/website-publishing/research/acsi_tuitionsalary_report_august2021-final.pdf
https://www.acsi.org/docs/default-source/website-publishing/research/acsi_tuitionsalary_report_august2021-final.pdf
https://0.0.0.10/
https://10.0.3.239/s10833-005-1298-4
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://10.0.4.13/rev0000155
https://0.0.0.10/
https://0.0.0.10/

103

Alsarawi, A., & Sukonthaman, R. (2021). Pre-service teachers’ attitudes, knowledge, and self-
efficacy of inclusive teaching practices. International Journal of Disability, Development,
and Education, (ahead-of-print), 1-17. https://10.1080/1034912X.2021.1922992

Anderson, D. W. (2006). Inclusion and interdependence: Students with special needs in the
regular classroom. Journal of Education & Christian Belief, 10(1), 43-59.
https://10.1177/205699710601000105

Avramidis, E., Toulia, A., Tsihouridis, C., & Strogilos, V. (2019). Teachers’ attitudes towards
inclusion and their self-efficacy for inclusive practices as predictors of willingness to
implement peer tutoring. Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs, 19(S1), 49-59.
https://10.1111/1471-3802.12477

Bachrach, T. (2021). Venturing outside the bounds of IDEIA in search of inclusive Christian
education: An autoethnographic account. Journal of Research on Christian
Education, 30(1), 4-19. https://10.1080/10656219.2021.1883490

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychological
Review, 84(2), 191-215. https://10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191

Bandura, A. (1989). Human agency in social cognitive theory. American Psychologist, 44(9),
1175-1184. https://10.1037/0003-066X.44.9.1175

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control (1% print ed.). W.H. Freeman and
Company.

Bandura, A. (2012). On the functional properties of perceived self-efficacy revisited. Journal of

Management, 38(1), 9-44. https://10.1177/0149206311410606


https://10.0.4.56/1034912X.2021.1922992
https://0.0.0.10/
https://10.0.4.13/0033-295X.84.2.191
https://0.0.0.10/

104

Barber, W. (2018). Inclusive and accessible physical education: Rethinking ability and disability
in pre-service teacher education. Sport, Education, and Society, 23(6), 520-532.
https://10.1080/13573322.2016.1269004

Berger, J., Girardet, C., Vaudroz, C., & Crahay, M. (2018). Teaching experience, teachers’
beliefs, and self-reported classroom management practices: A coherent network. SAGE
Open, 8(1), 215824401775411. https://10.1177/2158244017754119

Blosser, A. (2019). Faith, diversity, and education. Taylor and Francis.
https://10.4324/9781351000598

Boehm, T. (2021). A biblical case of inclusive Christian education. In L. Swaner (Ed.), Leading
insights: Special education and inclusion (pp. 8-20). ACSI.

Bohndick, C., Ehrhardt-Madapathi, N., Weis, S., Lischetzke, T., & Schmitt, M. (2022). Pre-
service teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion and their relationships to personality traits and
learning opportunities. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 37(1), 146-155.
https://10.1080/08856257.2020.1857929

Broughman, S. P., Kincel, B., & Peterson, J. (2019). Characteristics of private schools in the
United States: Results from the 2017-18 Private School Universe Survey, distributed by US
Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Retrieved March 25,
2022 from http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch

Broughman, S. P., Kincel, B., Peterson, J. & Mosina, S. (2021). Private School Universe Survey
(PSS): Survey Documentation for School Year 2019-2020 (NCES 2021-065). U.S,

Department of Education. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.


https://10.0.4.56/13573322.2016.1269004
https://10.0.4.153/2158244017754119
https://0.0.0.10/
http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch

105

Burroughs, N., Gardner, J., Lee, Y., Guo, S., Touitou, 1., Jansen, K., & Schmidt, W. (2019). A
review of the literature on teacher effectiveness and student outcomes. Teaching for
excellence and equity. IEA research for education, (pp. 7-17). Springer.

Burton, L. D. (2021). Access, equity, and support in PK-12 Christian education. Journal of
Research on Christian Education, 30(1), 1-3. https://10.1080/10656219.2021.1928417

Caldarella, P., Larsen, R. A. A., Williams, L., Downs, K. R., Wills, H. P., & Wehby, J. H. (2020).
Effects of teachers' praise-to-reprimand ratios on elementary students' on-task
behaviour. Educational Psychology (Dorchester-on-Thames), 40(10), 1306-1322.
https://10.1080/01443410.2020.1711872

Caldarella, P., Larsen, R. A. A., Williams, L., Wills, H. P., & Wehby, J. H. (2021). “Stop doing
that!”: Effects of teacher reprimands on student disruptive behavior and
engagement. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 23(3), 163-173.
https://10.1177/1098300720935101

Canela, M. A., Alegre, 1., & Ibarra, A. (2019). Quantitative methods for management. Springer
International Publishing AG.

Carew, M. T., Deluca, M., Groce, N., & Kett, M. (2019). The impact of an inclusive education
intervention on teacher preparedness to educate children with disabilities within the Lakes
region of Kenya. International Journal of Inclusive Education, 23(3), 229-244.

https://10.1080/13603116.2018.1430181

Cate, I. M. P., Markova, M., Krischler, M., & Krolak-Schwerdt, S. (2018). Promoting inclusive
education: The role of teachers’ competence and attitudes. Insights on Learning

Disabilities, 15(1), 49.


https://10.0.4.56/10656219.2021.1928417
https://10.0.4.153/1098300720935101
https://10.0.4.56/13603116.2018.1430181

106

Chambers, D., & Forlin, C. (2021). An historical review from exclusion to inclusion in western
Australia across the past five decades: What have we learnt? Education Sciences, 11(3),

119. https://10.3390/educscil 1030119

Connor, D. J., & Ferri, B. A. (2007). The conflict within: Resistance to inclusion and other
paradoxes in special education. Disability and Society, 22(1), 63-77.

https://10.1080/09687590601056717

Cooc, N. (2019). Teaching students with special needs: International trends in school capacity and
the need for teacher professional development. Teaching and Teacher Education, 83, 277-

41. https://10.1016/j.tate.2019.03.021

de Beco, G. (2018). The right to inclusive education: Why is there so much opposition to its
implementation? International Journal of Law in Context, 14(3), 396-415.

https://10.1017/S1744552317000532

Dell’ Anna, S., Pellegrini, M., & lanes, D. (2021). Experiences and learning outcomes of students

without special educational needs in inclusive settings: A systematic review. International

Journal of Inclusive Education, 25(8), 944-959. https://10.1080/13603116.2019.1592248
Demirdag, S. (2017). What instructional leaders need to know about the effects of
inclusion. European Journal of Educational Research, 6(2), 175-186. https://10.12973/eu-
jer.6.2.175
Deunk, M. 1., Smale-Jacobse, A. E., de Boer, H., Doolaard, S., & Bosker, R. J. (2018). Effective
differentiation practices: A systematic review and meta-analysis of studies on the cognitive

effects of differentiation practices in primary education. Educational Research Review, 24,

31-54. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2018.02.002


https://10.0.13.62/educsci11030119
https://10.0.4.56/09687590601056717
https://10.0.3.248/j.tate.2019.03.021
https://10.0.3.249/S1744552317000532
https://10.0.4.56/13603116.2019.1592248
https://10.0.50.173/eu-jer.6.2.175
https://10.0.50.173/eu-jer.6.2.175
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2018.02.002

107

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich
College Publishers.

Emmers, E., Baeyens, D., & Petry, K. (2020). Attitudes and self-efficacy of teachers towards
inclusion in higher education. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 35(2), 139-
153. https://10.1080/08856257.2019.1628337

Eun, B. (2019). Adopting a stance: Bandura and Vygotsky on professional development.
Research in Education (Manchester), 105(1), 74-88. https://10.1177/0034523718793431

Facts and case summary - Engel v. Vitale. (n.d.). https://www.uscourts.gov/educational-
resources/educational-activities/facts-and-case-summary-engel-v-vitale

Finkelstein, S., Sharma, U., & Furlonger, B. (2021). The inclusive practices of classroom
teachers: A scoping review and thematic analysis. International Journal of Inclusive
Education, 25(6), 735-762. https://10.1080/13603116.2019.1572232

Fitzgerald, J., & Radford, J. (2020). Leadership for inclusive special education: A qualitative
exploration of SENCOs' and principals' experiences in secondary schools in
Ireland. International Journal of Inclusive Education, (ahead-of-print), 1-16.
https://10.1080/13603116.2020.1760365

Florian, L. (2019). On the necessary co-existence of special and inclusive education. International
Journal of Inclusive Education, 23(7-8), 691-704. https://10.1080/13603116.2019.1622801

Florian, L., & Camedda, D. (2020). Enhancing teacher education for inclusion. European Journal
of Teacher Education, 43(1), 4-8. https://10.1080/02619768.2020.1707579

Forlin, C., & Deppeler, J. (2022). Transitioning from special schools or settings into inclusive

schools: Expectations and realities for students with complex needs. Transition programs


https://10.0.4.153/0034523718793431
https://www.uscourts.gov/educational-resources/educational-activities/facts-and-case-summary-engel-v-vitale
https://www.uscourts.gov/educational-resources/educational-activities/facts-and-case-summary-engel-v-vitale
https://10.0.4.56/13603116.2020.1760365
https://10.0.4.56/13603116.2019.1622801
https://10.0.4.56/02619768.2020.1707579

108

for children and youth with diverse needs (pp. 77-90). Emerald Publishing Limited.
https://10.1108/S1479-363620220000018007

Friend, M., & Barron, T. (2019). Collaborating with colleagues to increase student success. In J.

McLeskey, L. Maheady, B. Billingsley, M. Brownell & T. Lewis (Eds.), High leverage
practices for inclusive classrooms (pp. 3-14). Routledge.

Friend, M., & Bursuck, W. (2019). Including students with special needs: A practical guide for
classroom teachers (8th ed.). Pearson.

Gall, M., Gall, J., & Borg, W. (2007). Educational research: An introduction (8th ed.). Pearson.

Gilmour, A. F. (2018). Has inclusion gone too far? Weighing its effects on students with
disabilities, their peers, and teachers. Education Next, 18(4), 8.

Gomez-Mari, 1., Sanz-Cervera, P., & Tarraga-Minguez, R. (2022). Teachers’ attitudes toward
autism spectrum disorder: A systematic review. Education Sciences, 12(2), 138.
https://10.3390/educscil 2020138

Gomez-Najarro, J. (2020). An empty seat at the table: Examining general and special education
teacher collaboration in response to intervention. Teacher Education and Special
Education, 43(2), 109-126. https://10.1177/0888406419850894

Gottfried, M. A., Hutt, E. L., & Kirksey, J. J. (2019). New teachers’ perceptions on being
prepared to teach students with learning disabilities: Insights from California. Journal of
Learning Disabilities, 52(5), 383-398. https://10.1177/0022219419863790

Haines, S. J., Giangreco, M. F., Shepherd, K. G., Suter, J. C., & Moore, M. (2022). Examination
and redesign of inclusive special education service delivery in a rural school. Rural Special

Education Quarterly, 41(1), 25-38. https://10.1177/87568705211052497


https://10.0.4.84/S1479-363620220000018007
https://10.0.13.62/educsci12020138
https://10.0.4.153/0022219419863790
https://10.0.4.153/87568705211052497

109

Harrison, J. R., Soares, D. A., & Joyce, J. (2019). Inclusion of students with emotional and
behavioural disorders in general education settings: A scoping review of research in the
US. International Journal of Inclusive Education, 23(12), 1209-1231.
https://10.1080/13603116.2018.1444107

Hills, D. C., & Sessoms-Penny, S. (2021). Pre-service professional development for inclusion
teachers. Research in Higher Education Journal, 40

Holmgqvist, M., & Lelinge, B. (2021). Teachers' collaborative professional development for
inclusive education. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 36(5), 819-833.
https://10.1080/08856257.2020.1842974

Horan, M., & Merrigan, C. (2019). Teachers’ perceptions of the effect of professional
development on their efficacy to teach pupils with ASD in special classes. REACH Journal
of Special Needs in Ireland, 32(1), 34-39.

Hornby, G. (2014). Inclusive special education: Evidence-based practices for children with
special needs and disabilities (2014th ed.). Springer New York. https://10.1007/978-1-
4939-1483-8

Hornby, G. (2015). Inclusive special education: Development of a new theory for the education of
children with special educational needs and disabilities. British Journal of Special
Education, 42(3), 234-256. https://10.1111/1467-8578.12101

Hornby, G. (2020). The necessity for coexistence of equity and excellence in inclusive and special
education. Oxford University Press. https://10.1093/acrefore/9780190264093.013.1231

Hornby, G. (2021). Are inclusive education or special education programs more likely to result in
inclusion post-school? Education Sciences, 11(6), 304.

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/educscil 1060304


https://10.0.4.56/08856257.2020.1842974
https://10.0.4.87/1467-8578.12101
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/educsci11060304

110

Inclusion of Students with Disabilities. (2021). https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=59

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. (1975).
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/STATUTE-89/pdt/STATUTE-89-Pg773.pdf

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. (2017) https://sites.ed.gov/idea/regs/b/a/300.8

Ismailos, L., Gallagher, T., Bennett, S., & Li, X. (2022). Pre-service and in-service teachers'
attitudes and self-efficacy beliefs with regards to inclusive education. International Journal
of Inclusive Education, 26(2), 175-191. https://10.1080/13603116.2019.1642402

Jeynes, W. (2011). The removal of character education from the public schools and America’s
moral decline since 1963. International Handbook of Protestant Education (pp. 25-47).
Springer Netherlands. https://10.1007/978-94-007-2387-0 2

Jimenez, B. A., & Barron, T. (2019). Learner-centered professional development: A model to
increase inclusion for students with moderate intellectual disability. Inclusion, 7(2), 125-
139. https://10.1352/2326-6988-7.2.125

Joyce, J., Harrison, J. R., & Gitomer, D. H. (2020). Modifications and accommodations: A
preliminary investigation into changes in classroom artifact quality. International Journal
of Inclusive Education, 24(2), 181-201. https://10.1080/13603116.2018.1453876

Kart, A., & Kart, M. (2021). Academic and social effects of inclusion on students without
disabilities: A review of the literature. Education Sciences, 11(1), 16.
https://10.3390/educscil 1010016

Kauffman, J., & Hornby, G. (2020). Inclusive vision versus special education reality. Education
Sciences, 10(258), 258. https://10.3390/educscil 0090258

Kauffman, J. M., Felder, M., Ahrbeck, B., Badar, J., & Schneiders, K. (2018). Inclusion of all

students in general education? International appeal for a more temperate approach to


https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=59
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/STATUTE-89/pdf/STATUTE-89-Pg773.pdf
https://10.0.4.56/13603116.2019.1642402
https://10.0.5.72/2326-6988-7.2.125
https://10.0.13.62/educsci11010016
https://10.0.13.62/educsci10090258

111

inclusion. The Journal of International Special Needs Education, 21(2), 1-10.
https://10.9782/17-00009
Kefallinou, A., Symeonidou, S., & Meijer, C. J. W. (2020). Understanding the value of inclusive
education and its implementation: A review of the literature. Prospects (Paris), 49(3-4),
135-152. https://10.1007/s11125-020-09500-2
Kiel, E., Braun, A., Muckenthaler, M., Heimlich, U., & Weiss, S. (2020). Self-efficacy of teachers
in inclusive classes. How do teachers with different self-efficacy beliefs differ in
implementing inclusion? European Journal of Special Needs Education, 35(3), 333-349.
https://10.1080/08856257.2019.1683685
Kettunen, M., & Prokkola, E. (2022). Differential inclusion through education: Reforms and
spatial justice in Finnish education policy. Environment and Planning. C, Politics and
Space, 40(1), 50-68. https://10.1177/23996544211001383
Kienel, P. (1998). 4 history of Christian education (1st ed.). Purposeful Design Publications.
Knauder, H., & Koschmieder, C. (2019). Individualized student support in primary school
teaching: A review of influencing factors using the theory of planned behavior
(TPB). Teaching and Teacher Education, 77, 66-76. https://10.1016/j.tate.2018.09.012
Korthagen, F. (2017). Inconvenient truths about teacher learning: Towards professional
development 3.0. Teachers and Teaching, Theory and Practice, 23(4), 387-405.
https://10.1080/13540602.2016.1211523
Kriamer, S., Moller, J., & Zimmermann, F. (2021). Inclusive education of students with general
learning difficulties: A meta-analysis. Review of Educational Research, 91(3), 432-478.

https://10.3102/0034654321998072


https://10.0.38.54/17-00009
https://10.0.3.239/s11125-020-09500-2
https://10.0.4.56/08856257.2019.1683685
https://10.0.3.248/j.tate.2018.09.012
https://10.0.4.56/13540602.2016.1211523
https://10.0.12.30/0034654321998072

112

Krischler, M., Powell, J. J. W., & Pit-Ten Cate, I. M. (2019). What is meant by inclusion? On the
effects of different definitions on attitudes toward inclusive education. European Journal of
Special Needs Education, 34(5), 632-648. https://10.1080/08856257.2019.1580837

Lancaster, J., & Bain, A. (2020). Teacher preparation and the inclusive practice of pre-service
teachers: A comparative follow-up study. International Journal of Inclusive
Education, 24(12), 1311-1325. https://10.1080/13603116.2018.1523954

Lane, J. M. (2017). Special education staffing and service models in Christian schools. Journal of
Research on Christian Education, 26(3), 225-236. https://10.1080/10656219.2017.1384709

Lane, J. M., & Jones, D. R. (2015). Child find practices in Christian schools. Journal of Research
on Christian Education, 24(3), 212-223. https://doi.org/10.1080/10656219.2015.1100566

Lane, J. M., Kinnison, Q. P., & Ellard, A. (2019). Creating inclusive and hospitable Christian
schools: Three case studies. Journal of Disability & Religion, 23(1), 37-58.
https://10.1080/23312521.2019.1570832

Lautenbach, F., & Heyder, A. (2019). Changing attitudes to inclusion in pre-service teacher
education: A systematic review. Educational Research, 61(2), 231-253.
https://10.1080/00131881.2019.1596035

Leifler, E. (2020). Teachers' capacity to create inclusive learning environments. International
Journal for Lesson and Learning Studies, 9(3), 221-244. https://10.1108/IJLLS-01-2020-
0003

MacFarlane, K., & Woolfson, L. M. (2013). Teacher attitudes and behavior toward the inclusion
of children with social, emotional and behavioral difficulties in mainstream schools: An
application of the theory of planned behavior. Teaching and Teacher Education, 29, 46-52.

https://10.1016/j.tate.2012.08.006


https://10.0.4.56/08856257.2019.1580837
https://10.0.4.56/10656219.2017.1384709
https://10.0.4.56/23312521.2019.1570832
https://10.0.4.84/IJLLS-01-2020-0003
https://10.0.4.84/IJLLS-01-2020-0003
https://10.0.3.248/j.tate.2012.08.006

113

Marshall, C. (2020). By the numbers: How Christian schools serve students with special
needs. https://blog.acsi.org/how-christian-schools-serve-students-with-special-needs

McGarrigle, L., Beamish, W., & Hay, S. (2021). Measuring teacher efficacy to build capacity for
implementing inclusive practices in an Australian primary school. International Journal of
Inclusive Education, (ahead-of-print), 1-14. https://10.0.4.56/13603116.2020.1867657

McKenna, J. W., Newton, X., Brigham, F., & Garwood, J. (2022). Inclusive instruction for
students with emotional disturbance: An investigation of classroom practice. Journal of
Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 30(1), 29-43. https://10.1177/1063426620982601

Merz-Atalik, K., Beuse, K., & O'Brien, C. (2016). Sentiments, concerns and attitudes towards
inclusive education — A comparison between teacher education students at the University of
North Carolina (Charlotte, USA) and the University of Education (Ludwigsburg,
Germany). Zeitschrift Fiir Inklusion, 1

Meyer, A., Richter, D., & Hartung-Beck, V. (2020). The relationship between principal leadership
and teacher collaboration: Investigating the mediating effect of teachers’ collective
efficacy. Educational Management, Administration & Leadership.
https://10.1177/1741143220945698

Meyers, C., & Nash, J. (2006). Private education. https://www.ncpedia.org/private-education-
part-4-decline

Mitchell, B. S., Kern, L., & Conroy, M. A. (2019). Supporting students with emotional or
behavioral disorders: State of the field. Behavioral Disorders, 44(2), 70-84.
https://10.1177/0198742918816518

Multiple regression. https://statistics.laerd.com/premium/spss/mr/multiple-regression-in-spss-

19.php


https://blog.acsi.org/how-christian-schools-serve-students-with-special-needs
https://www.ncpedia.org/private-education-part-4-decline
https://www.ncpedia.org/private-education-part-4-decline
https://statistics.laerd.com/premium/spss/mr/multiple-regression-in-spss-19.php
https://statistics.laerd.com/premium/spss/mr/multiple-regression-in-spss-19.php

114

Newell, C., & Bain, A. (2018). Defining collaboration and previewing success factors for
effective collaboration. Team-based collaboration in higher education learning and

teaching (pp. 9-27). Springer Singapore. https://10.1007/978-981-13-1855-9 2

North Carolina directory of non-public schools - Conventional schools edition. (2021).

https://ncadmin.nc.gov/public/private-school-information/nc-directory-private-schools

Park, M., Dimitrov, D. M., Das, A., & Gichuru, M. (2014). The teacher efficacy for inclusive
practices (TEIP) scale: Dimensionality and factor structure. Journal of Research in Special

Educational Needs, 16(1), 2-12. https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-3802.12047

Perera, H. N., Calkins, C., & Part, R. (2019). Teacher self-efficacy profiles: Determinants,
outcomes, and generalizability across teaching level. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 58, 186-203. https://10.1016/j.cedpsych.2019.02.006

Podolsky, A., Kini, T., & Darling-Hammond, L. (2019). Does teaching experience increase
teacher effectiveness? A review of US research. Journal of Professional Capital and
Community, 4(4), 286-308. https://10.1108/JPCC-12-2018-0032

Postholm, M. B. (2012). Teachers' professional development: A theoretical review. Educational
Research (Windsor), 54(4), 405-429. https://10.1080/00131881.2012.734725

Qvortrup, A., & Qvortrup, L. (2018). Inclusion: Dimensions of inclusion in education.
International Journal of Inclusive Education, 22(7), 803-817.
https://10.1080/13603116.2017.1412506

Ramirez, A. Y., & Stymeist, M. (2019). Bible theory or biblical living: What are Christian
schools providing for families with children with special needs? International Christian
Community of Teacher Educators Journal, 14(2), 1-10

https://digitalcommons.georgefox.edu/icctej/vol5/iss1/3


https://10.0.3.239/978-981-13-1855-9_2
https://ncadmin.nc.gov/public/private-school-information/nc-directory-private-schools
https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-3802.12047
https://digitalcommons.georgefox.edu/icctej/vol5/iss1/3

115

Rodriguez-Fuentes, A. (2021). Teaching attitudes towards students with disabilities.

Mathematics, 9(14), 1637. https://dx.doi.org/10.3390/math9141637

Russo, C. J., Osborne, A. G., Jr., Massucci, J. D., & Cattaro, G. M. (2011). The legal rights of
students with disabilities in Christian schools. Journal of Research on Christian

Education, 20(3), 254-280. https://doi.org/10.1080/10656219.2011.626393

Saloviita, T. (2019). Explaining classroom teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive
education. Support for Learning, 34(4), 433-442. https://10.1111/1467-9604.12277
Saloviita, T. (2020). Attitudes of teachers towards inclusive education in Finland. Scandinavian
Journal of Educational Research, 64(2), 270-282. https://10.1080/00313831.2018.1541819
Sanahuja, A., Moliner, O., & Moliner, L. (2020). Inclusive and democratic practices in primary
school classrooms: A multiple case study in Spain. Educational Research, 62(1), 111-127.
https://10.1080/00131881.2020.1716631
Sancar, R., Atal, D., & Deryakulu, D. (2021). A new framework for teachers’ professional
development. Teaching and Teacher Education, 101, 103305.

https://10.1016/].tate.2021.103305

Sannen, J., De Maeyer, S., Struyf, E., De Schauwer, E., & Petry, K. (2021). Connecting teacher
collaboration to inclusive practices using a social network approach. Teaching and Teacher
Education, 97, 103182. https://10.1016/j.tate.2020.103182

Savolainen, H., Engelbrecht, P., Nel, M., & Malinen, O. (2012). Understanding teachers' attitudes
and self-efficacy in inclusive education: Implications for pre-service and in-service teacher
education. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 27(1), 51-68.

https://10.1080/08856257.2011.613603


http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/math9141637
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.liberty.edu/10.1080/10656219.2011.626393
https://10.0.4.87/1467-9604.12277
https://10.0.3.248/j.tate.2021.103305

116

Savolainen, H., Malinen, O., & Schwab, S. (2020). Teacher efficacy predicts teachers’ attitudes
towards inclusion: A longitudinal cross-lagged analysis. International Journal of Inclusive
Education, 1-15. https://10.1080/13603116.2020.1752826

Schindler, C. E., & Pyle, P. (1979). Educating for eternity: The case for Christian schools.
Tyndale.

Schwab, S., & Alnahdi, G. (2020). Do they practise what they preach? Factors associated with
teachers’ use of inclusive teaching practices among in-service teachers. Journal of Research
in Special Educational Needs, 20(4), 321-330. https://10.1111/1471-3802.12492

Schunk, D. (2020). Learning theories: An educational perspective (8th ed.). Pearson.

Sharma, U. (2018). Preparing to teach in inclusive classrooms. Oxford University Press.
https://10.1093/acrefore/9780190264093.013.113

Sharma, U., Loreman, T., & Forlin, C. (2012). Measuring teacher efficacy to implement inclusive
practices. Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs, 12(1), 12-21.
https://10.1111/5.1471-3802.2011.01200.x

Sharma, U., & Nuttal, A. (2016). The impact of training on pre-service teacher attitudes,
concerns, and efficacy towards inclusion. Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher
Education, 44(2), 142-155. https://10.1080/1359866X.2015.1081672

Sharma, U., Sokal, L., Wang, M., & Loreman, T. (2021). Measuring the use of inclusive practices
among pre-service educators: A multi-national study. Teaching and Teacher
Education, 107, 103506. https://10.1016/j.tate.2021.103506

Simoén, C., Mufioz-Martinez, Y., & Porter, G. L. (2021). Classroom instruction and practices that
reach all learners. Cambridge Journal of Education, 51(5), 607-625.

https://10.1080/0305764X.2021.1891205


https://10.0.4.56/13603116.2020.1752826
https://10.0.4.87/j.1471-3802.2011.01200.x
https://10.0.4.56/1359866X.2015.1081672
https://10.0.3.248/j.tate.2021.103506

117

Smith, E., & Larwin, K. H. (2021). Will they be welcomed in? The impact of K-12 teachers' and
principals' perceptions of inclusion of students with disabilities. Journal of Organizational
and Educational Leadership, 6(3), 1-34,1A.
https://search.proquest.com/docview/2606935746

Sokal, L., & Sharma, U. (2022). How effective is online pre-service teacher education for
inclusion when compared to face-to-face delivery? International Journal of Inclusive
Education, 1-15. https://10.1080/13603116.2022.2046191

Specht, J. A., & Metsala, J. L. (2018). Predictors of teacher efficacy for inclusive practice in pre-

service teachers. Exceptionality Education International, 28(3), 67.

http://eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/detail?accno=EJ1200786

Stainback, S., & Smith, J. (2005). Inclusive education: A historical perspective. In R. Villa, & J.
Thousand (Eds.), Creating an inclusive school (2nd ed.). Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development.

Stegink, P. (2010). Disability to community: A journey to create inclusive Christian schools.
Journal of Religion, Disability & Health, 14(4), 368-381.
https://10.1080/15228967.2010.517434

Strater, K. (2021). A review of the research on inclusive Christian education. In L. Swaner
(Ed.), Leading insights: Special education and inclusion (pp. 38-49). ACSI.

Subban, P., Round, P., & Sharma, U. (2021). 'l can because I think I can': An investigation into
Victorian secondary school teacher's self-efficacy beliefs regarding the inclusion of
students with disabilities. International Journal of Inclusive Education, 25(3), 348-361.

https://10.1080/13603116.2018.1550816


https://search.proquest.com/docview/2606935746
https://10.0.4.56/13603116.2022.2046191
https://10.0.4.56/15228967.2010.517434

118

Summers, J. J., Davis, H. A., & Hoy, A. W. (2017). The effects of teachers' efficacy beliefs on
students' perceptions of teacher relationship quality. Learning and Individual
Differences, 53, 17-25. https://10.1016/].1indif.2016.10.004

Sunyoung Kim, Cambray-Engstrom, E., Jing Wang, Kang, V. Y., Youn-Jeng Choi, & Coba-
Rodriguez, S. (2020). Teachers' experiences, attitudes, and perceptions towards early
inclusion in urban settings. Inclusion (Washington, D.C.), 8(3), 222-240.
https://10.1352/2326-6988-8.3.222

Swezey, J. A. (2012). The Association of Christian Schools International. In: Jeynes, W.,
Robinson, D. (eds) International Handbook of Protestant Education. International
Handbooks of Religion and Education, vol 6. Springer, Dordrecht.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-2387-0_32

Tichenor, M., & Tichenor, J. (2018). The many sides of teacher collaboration. Kappa Delta Pi
Record, 54(3), 139-142. https://10.1080/00228958.2018.1481663

Tomlinson, C. A. (1995). How to differentiate instruction in mixed-ability classrooms. ASCD.

Tomlinson, C. A. (2003). Deciding to teach them all. Educational Research, 61(2), 6-11.

Tschannen-Moran, M., Hoy, A. W., & Hoy, W. K. (1998). Teacher efficacy: Its meaning and
measure. Review of Educational Research, 68(2), 202-248.

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2007). The differential antecedents of self-efficacy beliefs
of novice and experienced teachers. Teaching and Teacher Education, 23(6), 944-956.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2006.05.003

Tumkaya, S. G., & Miller, S. (2020). The perceptions of pre- and in-service teachers’ self-
efficacy regarding inclusive practices: A systematised review. llkogretim Online, 1061-

1077. https://10.17051/ilkonline.2020.696690


https://10.0.3.248/j.lindif.2016.10.004
https://10.0.5.72/2326-6988-8.3.222
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-2387-0_32
https://10.0.4.56/00228958.2018.1481663
https://10.0.66.155/ilkonline.2020.696690

119

Turnbull, A., & Turnbull, R. (2020). Rights, wrongs, and remedies for inclusive education for
students with significant support needs: Professional development, research, and policy
reform. Research and Practice for Persons with Severe Disabilities, 45(1), 56-62.
https://10.1177/1540796919896097

Underwood, J. (2018). Under the law. Phi Delta Kappan, 100(3), 66-67.
https://10.1177/0031721718808270

US Department of Education. (2021a). Fast facts: Teacher qualifications. National Center for
Education Statistics at IES. https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=58

United States Census Bureau. (2021).
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/VA,GA,TN,SC,NC,US/POP010220

Valiandes, S., & Neophytou, L. (2018). Teachers' professional development for differentiated
instruction in mixed-ability classrooms: Investigating the impact of a development program
on teachers' professional learning and on students' achievement. Teacher
Development, 22(1), 123-138. https://10.1080/13664530.2017.1338196

Van Mieghem, A., Verschueren, K., Petry, K., & Struyf, E. (2020). An analysis of research on
inclusive education: A systematic search and meta review. International Journal of
Inclusive Education, 24(6), 675-689. https://10.1080/13603116.2018.1482012

Van Mieghem, A., Struyf, E., & Verschueren, K. (2022). The relevance of sources of support for
teachers' self-efficacy beliefs towards students with special educational needs. European
Journal of Special Needs Education, 37(1), 28-42. https://10.1080/08856257.2020.1829866

Van Steen, T., & Wilson, C. (2020). Individual and cultural factors in teachers’ attitudes towards
inclusion: A meta-analysis. Teaching and Teacher Education, 95, 103127. https://doi-

org/10.1016/j.tate.2020.103127


https://10.0.4.153/0031721718808270
https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=58
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/VA,GA,TN,SC,NC,US/POP010220
https://10.0.4.56/13603116.2018.1482012
https://doi-org/10.1016/j.tate.2020.103127
https://doi-org/10.1016/j.tate.2020.103127

120

Warner, R. M. (2021). Applied statistics I: Basic bivariate techniques (3rd ed.). Sage
Publications.

Weiss, M. P. (2018). Viewpoint on interventions for students with learning disabilities:
Instruction matters. Viewpoints on interventions for learners with disabilities (pp. 13-29).

Emerald Publishing Limited. https://10.1108/S0270-401320180000033002

Werner, S., Gumpel, T. P., Koller, J., Wiesenthal, V., & Weintraub, N. (2021). Can self-efficacy
mediate between knowledge of policy, school support and teacher attitudes towards inclusive

education? PloS One, 16(9), €0257657. https://10.1371/journal.pone.0257657

Wiersma, W., & Jurs, S. G. (2009). Research methods in education (9th ed.). Pearson.

Wilcox, G. (2020). Is full inclusion always the answer? Czlowiek - Niepetnosprawnosc -
Spolteczenstwo, 47(1), 5-15. https://10.5604/01.3001.0014.0690

Woodcock, S., & Jones, G. (2020). Examining the interrelationship between teachers’ self-
efficacy and their beliefs towards inclusive education for all. An International Journal of
Teachers’ Professional Development, 24(4), 583-602.
https://10.1080/13664530.2020.1803957

Woodcock, S., & Woolfson, L. M. (2019). Are leaders leading the way with inclusion? Teachers’
perceptions of systemic support and barriers towards inclusion. International Journal of
Educational Research, 93,232-242. https://10.1016/j.1jer.2018.11.004

Yada, A., Leskinen, M., Savolainen, H., & Schwab, S. (2022). Meta-analysis of the relationship
between teachers’ self-efficacy and attitudes toward inclusive education. Teaching and

Teacher Education, 109, 103521. https://10.1016/j.tate.2021.103521


https://10.0.4.84/S0270-401320180000033002
https://10.0.5.91/journal.pone.0257657
https://10.0.21.228/01.3001.0014.0690
https://10.0.4.56/13664530.2020.1803957
https://10.0.3.248/j.ijer.2018.11.004
https://10.0.3.248/j.tate.2021.103521

121

Yada, A., Tolvanen, A., Malinen, O., Imai-Matsumura, K., Shimada, H., Koike, R., &
Savolainen, H. (2019). Teachers' self-efficacy and the sources of efficacy: A cross-cultural
investigation in Japan and Finland. Teaching and Teacher Education, 81, 13-24.
https://10.1016/j.tate.2019.01.014

Yell, M. L. (2019). Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District (2017): Implications for
educating students with emotional and behavioral disorders. Behavioral Disorders, 45(1),
53-62. https://10.1177/0198742919865454

Zohar, A., Degani, A., & Vaaknin, E. (2001). Teachers’ beliefs about low-achieving students and
higher order thinking. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(4), 469-485.

https://10.1016/S0742-051X(01)00007-5


https://10.0.3.248/j.tate.2019.01.014

122

APPENDIX A - APPROVAL TO USE THE TEIP INSTRUMENT

May 9, 2022
Lisa Joyner
Liberty University

Deiartment of Education

Dear Sir/Madam:

I am a doctoral student from Liberty University writing my dissertation titled Predictors of Self-
Efficacy of Christian School Teachers Toward Inclusion of Students with Disabilities, under the
direction of my dissertation committee chaired by Dr. Connie Pearson, who can be reached at

I would like your permission to use the TEIP survey/questionnaire instrument in my research
study. I would like to use and print your survey under the following conditions:
e [ will use the surveys only for my research study and will not sell or use it with any
compensated or curriculum development activities.
e [ will include the copyright statement on all copies of the instrument.
e [ will send a copy of my completed research study to your attention upon completion of
the study.

If these are acceptable terms and conditions, please indicate so by replying to me through e-mail:
Sincerely,
Lisa Joyner

Hi Lisa,
You are most welcome to use the scale. All the very best with your studies. Regards,
Umesh

Professor Umesh Sharma, Ph.D, MAPS Associate Dean (Equity and Inclusion) Faculty of Education
Room 1.67D

Monash Universit

Website: https://research.monash.edu/en/persons/umesh-sharma

ORCID icon http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5198-9379 @Umesh3056 Australia's Research Field
Leader in Special Education (a top rating for a researcher in his/her respective field). Chief Co-
Editor: Australasian Journal of Special and Inclusive Education Chief Co-Editor: The Oxford
Encyclopaedia of Inclusive and Special Education I acknowledge and pay respect to the Traditional
Owners and Elders - past, present and emerging - of the lands and waters on which Monash
University is located



123

APPENDIX B - APPROVAL TO PUBLISH INSTRUMENT

On Thu, 26 May 2022 at 00:15, Joyner, Lisa < > \/'ote:
Dr. Sharma,

Thank you so much for permission to use the TEIP. May | also have your permission to publish
the instrument in my manuscript? | plan to break down my data by the subfactors and would like
to add them for context for the reader.

Thank you for your consideration,

Lisa Joyner

From: Umesh Sharm SO TOTOTOIe]

Sent: Sunday, May 8, 2022 9:28 PM
Subject: [External] Re: Permission to use the TEIP

Hi Lisa,

Yes, you can.
Regards,
Umesh

Professor Umesh Sharma, Ph.D, MAPS
Associate Dean (Equity and Inclusion)
Faculty of Education

Room 1.67D

Monash Universit

Website: https://research.monash.edu/en/persons/umesh-sharma

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5198-9379

@Umesh3056

Australia's Research Field Leader in Special Education (a top rating for a researcher in his/her respective field).

Chief Co-Editor: Australasian Journal of Special and Inclusive Education

Chief Co-Editor: The Oxford Encyclopaedia of Inclusive and Special Education

I acknowledge and pay respect to the Traditional Owners and Elders - past, present and emerging - of the lands and
waters on which Monash University is located


https://www.scopus.com/redirect.uri?url=http://www.orcid.org/0000-0002-5198-9379&authorId=14623321600&origin=AuthorProfile&orcId=0000-0002-5198-9379&category=orcidLink
https://specialreports.theaustralian.com.au/1540291/social-sciences/
https://specialreports.theaustralian.com.au/1540291/social-sciences/
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/australasian-journal-of-special-and-inclusive-education
http://education.oxfordre.com/page/inclusive-special/

124

APPENDIX C — TEIP INSTRUMENT
Sharma, U., Loreman, T., & Forlin, C. (2012). Measuring teacher efficacy to implement inclusive
practices. Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs, 12(1), 12-21.

https://10.1111/1.1471-3802.2011.01200.x

Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practice (TEIP) Scale

This survey is designed to help understand the nature of factors influencing the success of routine
classroom activities in creating an inclusive classroom environment. In an inclusive classroom,
students from a wide range of diverse backgrounds and abilities learn together with necessary
supports available to teachers and students.

Please circle the number that best represents your opinion about each of the statements. Please
attempt to answer each question.

1 — Strongly disagree

2 — Disagree

3 — Disagree somewhat
4 — Agree somewhat

5 — Agree

6 — Strongly agree

SD| D |[DS|AS | A [SA

I can make my expectations

clear about student behavior. 1 2 3 4 5 6
I am able to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy. 1 o) 3 4 5 6
I can make parents feel comfortable coming to school. 1 D) 3 4 5 6

I can assist families in helping their children do well in
school.

I can accurately gauge student comprehension of what I have
taught.

I can provide appropriate challenges for very capable

students.

I am confident in my ability to prevent disruptive behavior in

the classroom before it occurs. 1 2 3 4 5 6
I can control disruptive behavior in the classroom. 1 > 3 4 5 6

I am confident in my ability to get parents involved in school
activities of their children with disabilities. 1 o) 3 4 5 6
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I am confident in designing learning tasks so that the
individual needs of students with disabilities are
accommodated.

I am able to get children to follow classroom rules.

I can collaborate with other professionals (e.g., itinerant
teachers or speech pathologists) in designing educational
plans for students with disabilities.

I am able to work jointly with other professionals and staff
(e.g., aides, other teachers) to teach students with disabilities
in the classroom.

I am confident in my ability to get students to work together
in pairs or in small groups.

I can use a variety of assessment strategies (e.g., portfolio
assessment, modified tests, performance-based assessment,
etc.).

I am confident in informing others who know little about
laws and policies relating to the inclusion of students with
disabilities.

I am confident when dealing with students who are
physically aggressive.

I am able to provide an alternate explanation or example
when students are confused.
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As a doctoral candidate in the School of Education at Liberty University, I am conducting
research as part of the requirements for a doctoral degree in Curriculum and Instruction with an
emphasis in Special Education. The purpose of my research is to understand how pre-service and
in-service training in topics related to special education along with years of teaching experience
influence teachers’ self-efficacy for creating inclusive classrooms for students with a variety of
abilities and disabilities. I am writing to invite eligible participants to join my study.

Participants must be K-12 general education teachers (not special educators) in a Christian
school located in North Carolina. Participants will be asked to respond to a brief demographic
survey as well as respond to 18 statements related to self-efficacy for inclusion practices.
Participation will be completely anonymous; no personal, identifying information will be
collected.

A consent document that contains additional information about my research is attached to
this email. After reading the consent form, if you choose to participate in the study, please click
the link and proceed to the survey. Doing so will indicate that you have read the consent
information and agree to complete the survey. You do not need to sign and return the consent
document.

Link to survey:

Sincerely,

Lisa Joyner

Doctoral Candidate
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Title of the Project: Predictors of Self-Efficacy of Christian School Teachers Toward
Inclusion of Students with Disabilities

Principal Investigator: Lisa Joyner, M.Ed., Liberty University

| Invitation to be Part of a Research Study

You are invited to participate in a research study. To participate, you must be a general education
teacher (not special education) in a Christian school located in North Carolina. Taking part in this
research project is voluntary.

Please take time to read this entire form and ask questions before deciding whether to take part in
this research.

| What is the study about and why is it being done?

The purpose of this quantitative correlational study is to determine how accurately self-efficacy
for inclusion of students with special needs can be predicted from a linear combination of
predictor variables (pre-service training in special education, in-service professional development
on topics related to special education, years of teaching experience) for general education
teachers in Christian schools. The lack of inclusion in Christian schools has been noted in the
research, but few studies have researched the self-efficacy of Christian school educators toward
the inclusion of children with special needs in general classrooms.

What will happen if you take part in this study?

If you agree to participate in this study, I will ask you to complete a questionnaire of the

following:

¢ Fill out a demographic survey for purposes of replication (age, gender, years of teaching
experience, grade levels taught, pre-service and in-service training in topics related to special
education).

e Fill out the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices survey (18 items). You will be asked to
respond to each statement on a 1-6 scale (Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree).

e Estimated time: 20 minutes.

How could you or others benefit from this study?

Participants should not expect to receive a direct benefit from taking part in this study.

Benefits to society include: The information you provide could influence Christian schools to
make their schools more accessible to all children regardless of their learning disabilities.
Administrators of Christian schools and universities may use the results of this study to provide
more effective pre-service and in-service training for general education teachers.

| What risks might you experience from being in this study?

The risks involved in this study are minimal, which means they are equal to the risks you would
encounter in everyday life.

| How will personal information be protected?

The records of this study will be kept private. At all stages of data collection, information that
could identify participants will be protected. Google Forms has a feature that allows the
researcher to see the email addresses of those who have participated but does not link the emails
to the responses, ensuring anonymity. All entries will be identified by a unique identifying
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number; no names will be collected from the participants. Data will be stored securely and only
the researcher will have access to records. Data will be stored on a password-protected computer
and/or password-protected external drive/jump drive/cloud storage. The data will be retained for a
period of five years after the completion of this research study. Data collected may be shared for
use in future research studies or with other researchers.

Is study participation voluntary?

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether to participate will not affect your
current or future relations with Liberty University or your school. If you decide to participate, you
are free to skip any question or withdraw from the study at any time without affecting those
relationships.

| What should you do if you decide to withdraw from the study? ‘
If you choose to withdraw from the study, please exit the survey before submitting and close your
internet browser. Your responses will not be recorded and will not be included in the study

| Whom do you contact if you have questions or concerns about the study? ‘
The researcher conducting this study is Lisa Joyner. You may ask any questions you have now. If
you have questions later, you are encouraged to contact her at . You may
also contact the researcher’s faculty sponsor, Dr. Constance Pearson, at

| Whom do you contact if you have questions about your rights as a research part1c1pan“
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone

other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the Institutional Review Board, 1971
University Blvd., Green Hall Ste. 2845, Lynchburg, VA 24515 or email at irb@]liberty.edu.

Disclaimer: The Institutional Review Board (IRB) is tasked with ensuring that human subjects
research will be conducted in an ethical manner as defined and required by federal regulations.
The topics covered and viewpoints expressed or alluded to by student and faculty researchers are
those of the researchers and do not necessarily reflect the official policies or positions of Liberty
University.

| Your Consent

By signing this document, you are agreeing to be in this study. Make sure you understand what
the study is about before you sign. You will be given a copy of this document for your records.
The researcher will keep a copy with the study records. If you have any questions about the study
after you sign this document, you can contact the study team using the information provided
above.

I have read and understood the above information. I have asked questions and have received
answers. I consent to participate in the study.

Printed Subject Name

Signature & Date
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APPENDIX G - IRB APPROVAL

July 25, 2022

Lisa Joyner
Constance Pearson

Re: IRB Exemption - IRB-FY22-23-14 Predictors of Self-Efficacy of Christian School Teachers Toward Inclusion of
Students with Disabilities

Dear Lisa Joyner, Constance Pearson,

The Liberty University Institutional Review Board (IRB) 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 no further IRB oversight is required.

Your study falls under the following exemption category, which identifies specific situations in which human
participants research is exempt from the policy set forth in 45 CFR 46:104(d):

Category 2.(i). Research that only includes interactions involving educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude,
achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures, or observation of public behavior (including visual or auditory
recording).

The information obtained is recorded by the investigator in such a manner that the identity of the human subjects
cannot readily be ascertained, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects.

Your stamped consent form(s) and final versions of your study documents can be found under the
Attachments tab within the Submission Details section of your study on Cayuse IRB. Your stamped consent
form(s) should be copied and used to gain the consent of your research participants. If you plan to provide your
consent information electronically, the contents of the attached consent document(s) should be made available
without alteration.

Please note that this exemption only applies to your current research application, and any modifications to your
protocol must be reported to the Liberty University IRB for verification of continued exemption status. You may report
these changes by completing a modification submission through your Cayuse IRB account.

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

Sincerely,

G. Michele Baker, MA, CIP

Administrative Chair of Institutional Research
Research Ethics Office
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