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Daniel S. White 

ABSTRACT 

This study measured the relative strength of the relationships among the variables that 

research has suggested improve teacher attitudes toward co-teaching inclusion.  The purpose of 

this mixed methods study was to determine which variable produced the strongest relationship 

effect on teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  All general education 

and special education teachers (n=1009) in elementary schools in an urban division in Virginia 

were surveyed. 

Teacher attitudes toward a practice have had an impact on student achievement (Friend & 

Pope, 2005; Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997).  A teacher’s beliefs regarding an instructional practice or 

innovation were directly linked to educational improvements (Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997; Loney et 

al., 1976).  School leaders and teacher preparation programs have provided learning experiences 

for prospective and current teachers (DeSutter, 2015; DuFour, 2004).  These experiences were 

provided in an effort to ensure preparation for the challenge of teaching or co-teaching struggling 

students (DeSutter, 2015; DuFour, 2004). 

In this study, positive correlations were found between all of the research variables and 

teacher attitudes toward co-teaching inclusion.  The highest correlations were between the 

leadership and professional development and the dependent variable teacher attitudes toward co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom.  The weakest research variable correlation was in student 

teaching.  This mixed methods study established recommendations for leadership in the 

preparation and development of teachers for success in co-taught inclusion classrooms.  

Additionally, the study carried implications that teacher preparation programs should include 

more clinical teaching experiences embedded in their preparation programs.   
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GENERAL AUDIENCE ABSTRACT 

The topic investigated in this study was teacher preparation and attitudes toward 

inclusion.  Inclusion is the practice of teaching students with disabilities alongside their non-

disabled peers in the general education setting (Ervin, 2010).  This study is a mixed methods 

study blending quantitative and qualitative findings.  It was conducted by single administration 

of a Likert scale and free response item survey.  All the elementary general and special education 

teachers (n=1009) in an urban division in Virginia.  The research study examined teachers’ past 

experiences.  Teachers were asked to reflect on their experiences in collaboratively teaching, or 

co-teaching, in inclusion classrooms.  Previous research determined that leadership behavior and 

leader attitudes, teacher coursework, on-going continuing education through professional growth 

activities or professional development, and student teaching experiences all had positive effects 

on teacher attitudes toward inclusion.     

The data and analysis supported the findings of the study.  Teacher responses showed 

their attitudes toward inclusion were influenced by each of the independent variables (leadership 

behavior/leader attitudes, coursework, professional development, and student 

teaching).  Furthermore, there were changes in the relationship between the independent and 

dependent variables based on a variety of teacher experiences and background variables. 

This study is important because it blends the phenomenological findings from teacher 

free responses with quantitative findings on teacher attitudes toward inclusion.  While all teacher 

groups’ responses somewhat agreed that inclusion was best for students, teachers continued to 

have concerns regarding the practice of co-teaching.  This study identifies those concerns.  The 

data, findings, and implications also provide insight for leaders who lead schools where teachers 

are prepared to practice inclusion.   
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Context 

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2004) and the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (ESEA, 1965) has guided educational practice with a policy 

framework in special education programs.  Educational leaders guiding schools have been tasked 

with implementing a variety of policies (Tienken & Mullen, 2015).  The Least Restrictive 

Environment (LRE) provision in IDEA combined with ESEA’s No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 

2002) era accountability measures prompted modifications in practices at the school level 

(IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2002; Tienken & Mullen, 2015). 

One change based on LRE was the requirement to offer a full continuum of placement 

services based on the students’ needs.  In addition to the LRE requirement, students with 

disabilities also must access 1) the general education curriculum and 2) make progress within 

their Individualized Education Plan (IEP) goals (IDEA, 2004).  With NCLB came the 

requirement for teachers to be highly qualified in the content that they teach (NCLB, 2002).  

Simultaneously, there was no policy mandate for dual certification in content and special 

education (NCLB, 2002).  Because school leaders were required to implement practices that 

adhered to both policies, general and special education teachers’ tasks became more 

collaborative in nature.  Teachers were required to work together in the classroom to provide 

instruction for students with disabilities (IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2002).   

The placement and practice of co-teaching in classrooms that serve students with 

disabilities, using both content area and special educators is known as inclusion (Ervin, 2010). 

Research has identified the challenges that teachers face co-teaching in an inclusion classroom 

(Mullings, 2012; Friend & Pope, 2005; Wang, 2009).  Teacher attitudes toward a practice have 

an impact on student achievement (Friend & Pope, 2005; Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997).   

An educational leader’s role is to promote effective instruction leading to high levels of 

student achievement (Marzano et al., 2001; Tschannen-Moran, 2009).  The leader must therefore 

have an awareness of teacher attitudes (Kennedy & Kennedy, 1996, Loney et al. 1976). A 

number of studies have confirmed that teacher and student interactions and attitudes matter 

(Garner & Bing, 1973; Kennedy & Kennedy, 1996; Loney et al., 1976). Loney’s seminal 
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research on attitudes found that hyperactive male students sensed a higher level of teachers’ 

disapproval when compared to males that were classified as normally behaved (Loney et al., 

1976).  Loney found that hyperactive students reported lower mean scaled scores in the areas of 

academic and general approval from the teacher (Loney et al., 1976).  The research also reported 

that the unhappiness ratings of the same group of hyperactive boys were higher (Loney et al., 

1976).   

Beliefs underlie behavior (Kennedy & Kennedy, 1996).  Although a change in attitudes 

alone will not directly change teacher behavior, it is a critical component influencing behavior 

change (Kennedy & Kennedy, 1996).  A teacher’s beliefs related to an instructional practice or 

innovation are directly linked to educational improvements (Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997; Loney et al., 

1976).  If educational leaders knew which variables related most strongly to improving teacher 

attitudes toward differentiating in a co-taught inclusion classroom, then leaders could influence 

teacher attitudes, behavior, and contacts with students with disabilities (Garner & Bing, 1973; 

Kennedy & Kennedy, 1996; Mullings, 2012; Ordover, 2012; Thomas, 2013; Tortu, 2015). 

Overview of the Study 

This mixed methods study of teacher attitudes was conducted in elementary schools in an 

urban division in Virginia.  The study participants were general and special education teachers.  

A survey instrument was developed and assessed for face and content validity.  The instrument 

was used to measure the relationship among the independent variables:  

1) The provision of professional development training,  

2) Coursework in special education, 

3) Leadership support and attitudes, 

4) Student teaching training in a co-taught inclusion environment and the dependent 

variable: improved teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The survey was administered at all elementary schools in the division.  All teachers were invited 

to participate in the study.  The survey data were analyzed to determine individual correlation 

coefficients (r) values between each independent variable and the dependent variable.   

In addition to the 58 Likert style question survey, 6 free response questions were asked of 

respondents.  The responses were coded.  After coding, themes emerged.  The researcher utilized 

a tally system across all free responses from the surveys.   
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The results of correlational analysis from survey data and thematic analysis from free 

response data were reported.  These data served as the basis for study findings and discussion.  

Implications for practice were offered in response to the findings.  Also, the underlying 

phenomenon were identified through free response question themes.  The implications should 

influence leadership and teacher preparation program practices in the preparation of teachers.   

Historical Perspective 

Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA) of 1975 was a landmark policy 

establishing the educational rights of handicapped students.  The most recent reauthorization of 

EAHCA was the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA) of 2004.  

Additionally, revisions and reauthorizations to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA) of 1965 have driven practice for all students, both those identified with disabilities and 

non-disabled students.  The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) was recently reauthorized in the 

Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (ESSA, 2015).  NCLB brought with it mandates that 

required teachers to meet criteria as highly qualified in the content that they teach.  The special 

education teacher, without an elementary education endorsement, who provides all content 

instruction was therefore in breach of policy (NCLB, 2002).  While ESSA is current policy, 

questions remain about the impact of changes from ESSA.  The policy implementation of ESSA 

is in its infancy, and states are now creating changes in practice (USDOE, 2016).  ESSA changes 

the highly qualified teacher requirement starting in school year 2016-17 (USDOE, 2016).  At the 

same time, states must ensure “equitable access to excellent educators” (USDOE, 2016).  In this 

uncertain transition period to ESSA, school divisions and states are still revising and changing 

practices (Staples, S., personal communication, June 20, 2016).   

Under IDEA, interdisciplinary school teams, in accordance with state policy, determine a 

child’s eligibility for special education services.  Once a child meets criteria for eligibility, a 

meeting of the school’s Individual Education Plan (IEP) team is held (IDEA, 2004).  The 

student’s disability-based need is evaluated (IDEA, 2004).  The team utilizes psychoeducational 

assessments, classroom assessments, and present levels of academic functioning to determine 

student needs (IDEA, 2004).  Based on those needs of the student, a prescribed amount of 

Specially Designed Instruction (SDI) time is determined by the IEP team (IDEA, 2004).  The 

placement model provides services along a full continuum of placements (IDEA, 2004).  Full 
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inclusion is the practice of placing students with disabilities in classrooms with their non-

disabled peers 100% of the school day (Mullings, 2012).  On the opposite end of the placement 

spectrum are self-contained or private school placements at public expense (Dickens-Smith, 

1995).  In both the self-contained and private school placements, students receive instruction in 

segregated classroom environments (Dickens-Smith, 1995).   

Schools respond to requests from parents and from monitoring of student progress on 

IEPs annually or when a parent or school requests changes to the document (IDEA, 2004).  At 

review time, the team looks at the availability of resources, student progress/needs, and then 

determines which placement along the continuum is most appropriate for the student.  A growing 

body of court cases has been dedicated to issues with student placement (Carson, 2015).  

Districts, based on the limited availability of resources, parent input, teacher input, 

psychoeducational evaluations, and classroom progress monitoring, and data must determine the 

least restrictive placement.  Based on an increasing number of divisions’ interpretation of IDEA, 

inclusion is the LRE for students who access the general curriculum alongside their non-disabled 

peers in the general education classroom.  In the inclusion setting special education teachers can 

provide services directly in the general education classroom or by consultation with the child’s 

general education teacher (Idol, 2006).  As the most cost effective and least restrictive 

placement, inclusion classrooms provide students with services in a collaborative teaching 

classroom environment (Rebell, 2012).   

Research has determined that many challenges arise in the process of co-teaching in an 

inclusion classroom (Friend & Pope, 2005; Mullings, 2012; Wang, 2009).  The two teachers 

must differentiate planning of instruction, delivery of instruction, and assessment of learning to 

address the academic and behavior needs of a small group of students (Elliott, 2014; Ordover, 

2012; Sebastian & Mathot-Buckner, 2009).  Based on NCLB requirements students with 

disabilities must access the general curriculum at grade level and make progress on their IEPs 

which, depending on the student’s ability, could be significantly below grade level (NCLB, 

2002; IDEA, 2004).  Collecting data on both levels (benchmark v. student ability level) creates 

challenges for co-teachers (Friend & Pope, 2005; Mullings, 2012).  Educational leaders are 

presented with difficulties as a result of two teachers being required to co-teach for extended 

periods in the delivery of instruction (Amprey, 2005).  Scheduling, collaborative planning, 

personalities, instructional space/facilities/furniture issues all become challenges that the 
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educational leader has to work through with the teachers as they concurrently teach students with 

and without disabilities (Friend et al., 2010; Kloo & Zigmond, 2008; Kohler-Evans, 2006). 

The challenges that leaders and teachers must address in providing services to students 

with disabilities are considerable (Friend et al., 2010; Kohler-Evans, 2006).  This finding 

supports additional research investigating teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion 

classroom (Friend & Pope, 2005; Kohler-Evans, 2006).  When leaders promote attitudes 

supportive of inclusion, student achievement has been found to increase (Friend & Pope, 2005).  

Based on previous studies, several variables have been determined to have a positive effect on 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion: the provision of professional development training, 

coursework in special education, leadership support and attitudes, and experience at the 

preservice level co-teaching in an inclusion classroom (Elliott, 2012; Keefe & Moore, 2014; 

Mullings, 2012; Ordover, 2012; Symeonidou & Phtiaka, 2009; Thomas, 2013; Tortu, 2015; 

Wagner et al., 2006).  This study will measure the strength of the relationships between these 

variables and teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. 

Statement of the Problem 

Congress lamented in IDEA (2004) that the implementation of the act has been “impeded 

by low expectations, and insufficient focus on applying replicable research on proven methods of 

teaching and learning for children with disabilities” (PL 108-446, 2004, p.3).  Leadership actions 

to address insufficient progress have varied.  Leader practices that promoted teachers’ beliefs in 

inclusion as a beneficial practice for all children were a starting point (Keefe & Moore, 2014; 

Mullings, 2012; Ordover, 2012; Thomas, 2013; Tortu, 2015).  Once teachers’ believe in the 

efficacy of inclusion, attitudes that support inclusion practices can be achieved to promote 

student success (Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997; Kennedy & Kennedy, 1996).   

The insufficient progress of students with disabilities has continued to have measurable 

effects (IDEA, 2004; VDOE, 2015).  NCLB requirements regulated the tracking of student sub-

group performance (NCLB, 2002).  The special education sub-group’s performance at the 

school, division, and state levels was below that of the general population (VDOE, 2015).  The 

IEP plan’s intention was to provide services that ensured the student with a disability accessed 

the general curriculum (IDEA, 2004).  Assessment results have reflected the continued 

insufficient progress of students with disabilities on standards-based assessments.  There was a 
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34 percentage point achievement gap in reading on the 2015-16 Virginia Report Card between 

the performance of all students and the students with disabilities sub-group (79% all 

students/45% special education students) (VDOE, 2015).  There was a 31 percentage point 

achievement gap in math on the same report card (79% all students, 48% special education 

students) (VDOE, 2015).  The special education student sub-group performed the lowest across 

reading and math assessments.  Data at the state and national level supported the need for growth 

in the performance of students with disabilities (IDEA, 2004; VDOE, 2015).   

Improvements in student achievement may be achieved by addressing the quality of 

teaching through influencing teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom 

(Darling-Hammond, 2000; Friend & Pope, 2005). The effect of teacher quality was the most 

significant driver of student achievement (Darling-Hammond, 2000).  Teachers with positive 

attitudes toward their classroom practice increased student achievement (Friend & Pope, 2005).   

The problem addressed in this study was that students with disabilities were not 

achieving sufficient progress (IDEA, 2004; VDOE, 2015).  Additionally, research found that the 

challenges of co-teaching in an inclusion classroom have negatively impacted teacher attitudes 

(Colter, 2001; Hornstra et al., 2010; Mullings, 2012).  The least restrictive placement for the 

majority of students was an inclusion classroom setting (IDEA, 2004).  The benefits of a less 

restrictive placement for the majority of students may be compromised by teacher attitudes that 

are negative toward inclusion settings.  Teacher attitudes have been linked to student 

achievement (Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997).  This research study sought to expand knowledge in the 

study of leadership actions that drive supportive teacher attitudes toward inclusion.   

Significance of the Study 

Research has shown that improving the quality of teaching also improves student 

achievement (Darling-Hammond, 2000), and that the insufficient progress of students with 

disabilities (IDEA, 2004; VDOE, 2015) may be linked to teacher attitudes and behaviors 

(Kennedy & Kennedy, 1996). This study’s significance is in the investigation of the hypothesis 

that there is a difference in student achievement influenced by teacher attitudes. 

The findings from this study could have influence at the national level.  IDEA mandated 

the LRE provision for all states (IDEA, 2004).  The Supreme Court ruled in favor of the LRE on 

many occasions (Carson, 2015).  The high court supported local school divisions in favor of 
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inclusion placements (BC ex rel. BM v. Pine Plains Cent School District, 2013).  The federal 

government lamented the low expectations of students with disabilities (IDEA, 2004).   

Recently, policies changed at the national level (ESSA, 2015).  The federal government’s 

most recent reauthorization of ESEA in ESSA eliminated some of the NCLB policy mandates 

(ESSA, 2015).  At the time of this study, too much is still unknown about the implementation of 

ESSA (Staples, S., personal communication, June 20, 2016).  However, much of the language in 

the legislation points to decreased federal accountability measures in education (USDOE, 2016).  

ESSA also places more responsibility at the state level (USDOE, 2016).   

At the state level, the Virginia state report card showed that the largest achievement gap 

was the one between all students and students with disabilities (34 percentage points reading, 31 

percentage points mathematics) (VDOE, 2015).  Educational leaders, including Staples, 

bemoaned the current number of state mandated high-stakes tests in Virginia (Staples, S., 

personal communication, June 20, 2016).  USDOE (2016) continues to clarify and respond to 

questions about the impact ESSA has on Virginia’s reporting of sub-group performance.  Annual 

Measurable Objective reporting to the federal government is no longer a requirement for states 

starting in school year 2016-17 (USDOE, 2016).  However, states continue to track and monitor 

student sub-group performance to ensure equitable access to educational opportunity (USDOE, 

2016).  

Increasing student achievement by improving teacher attitudes has implications for state 

governments (ESEA, 2015; Friend & Pope, 2005; Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997).  The state ensures that 

the educational rights of students and families are upheld (Virginia Special Education Reference, 

ND).  The state provides parents with procedural safeguards that detail their special education 

rights (Virginia Special Education Reference, ND).   Educational leaders will also benefit from 

the findings of this research as they support students with disabilities in inclusion classrooms.  

Findings from current research show that the challenges of co-teaching in an inclusion classroom 

are having negative impacts on teacher attitudes (Elliott, 2014; Wagner et al., 2006).   

At the division level, this study may provide additional significance beyond the study of 

students with disabilities.  This study was conducted in an urban school division, and its findings 

may have particular impact at the federal, state, and local level due to the current research on the 

effect of poverty (Blanchett, Klingner, & Harry, 2016).  Currently, a disproportional number of 

students living in poverty, African-Americans, and particularly African-American males are 
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underserved (Blanchett, Klingner, & Harry, 2016).  The school division selected for participation 

in the study is 60.9% African-American and 74.9% economically disadvantaged (VDOE Fall 

Membership, 2016).  Closing achievement gaps for underserved student subgroups is a 

component of achieving school accreditation (VDOE, 2015; ESEA, 2015). This study has 

generated findings that are significant at the national, state, and local levels.   

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this mixed methods study was to determine which variable produced the 

strongest relationship effect on teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

Both special and general education teachers were surveyed in all elementary schools in an urban 

division in Virginia. The independent variables were as follows:  

1) Leadership support and attitudes for teaching and special education 

2) Coursework in special education as preparation for teaching and special education 

3) Professional development experiences as preparation for teaching and special 

education 

4) Preservice experiences in student teaching as preparation for teaching and special 

education 

The dependent variable was teacher preparation and attitudes toward differentiated co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom.  These variables were selected based on the body of research 

and were seen to have a positive impact on teacher attitudes (Bondurant, 2004; Maddas, 2014; 

Mullings, 2012; Tortu, 2015; Wagner et al., 2006).  As teacher attitudes toward an initiative or 

practice impact the level of student achievement (Friend & Pope, 2005; Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997), 

both explicit and implicit attitudes of teachers were studied using Likert scale survey questions 

and open-ended question protocols.   

Justification of the Study 

The findings of this study provide school leaders with information on the variables to 

consider in supporting teachers in collaborative inclusion settings.  This study determined which 

variable held the strongest correlation with teacher preparation and attitudes toward inclusion.  

Based on these findings, leaders will be able to support teachers in their behaviors that produce 

the strongest impact on student achievement (Friend & Pope, 2005; Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997; 
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Kennedy & Kennedy, 1996).  Furthermore, the findings from this study will lead to deeper 

knowledge in the area of preparation and attitudes for co-teaching in inclusion classrooms in 

elementary schools (Friend & Pope, 2005; Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997).   

Research Questions/Guiding Questions 

The research question is: What variable has the strongest relationship effect on teacher 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom? In addition, the study 

examines the following questions: 

1) What is the relationship between school leadership support and leader attitudes and 

teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom? 

2) What is the relationship between coursework in special education and teacher 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom? 

3) What is the relationship between professional development and teacher preparation 

and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom?  

4) What is the relationship between student teaching experiences and teacher preparation 

and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom?  

5) What concerns do teachers express regarding a co-teaching assignment in an 

inclusion classroom? 

Conceptual Framework 

Research has defined an effective conceptual framework as the map of the territory to be 

investigated in the study (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  The framework for this study (see Figure 

1) met the research-based definition of an effective conceptual framework as it provides a 

foundation for the study, conceptualizes the study, represents how this study advances 

knowledge, addresses research design, and provides a reference point for interpretation of 

findings (Merriam & Simpson, 2000).  This study’s framework meets the research-based criteria 

established for an effective conceptual framework (Merriam & Simpson, 2000). 

This conceptual framework represented the interrelationship between the variables.  The 

four independent variables were grouped under two headings: 

 Educational leadership practices in special education, and 

 Teacher background and experience in special education 
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The two independent variables influenced by the leadership practices (provision of 

professional development as well as leadership support and attitudes) were grouped under the 

former heading.  The additional two independent variables (coursework in special education and 

preservice training in a co-taught inclusion classroom) were grouped under the latter heading.  

This research study measured the relationship among the independent variables (professional 

development training, leadership support and attitudes, coursework in special education, and 

preservice student teaching) and the dependent variable (teacher preparation and attitudes toward 

co-teaching in an inclusion classroom).   

 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual framework for elementary school teacher preparation and attitudes toward 

co-teaching in an inclusion classroom in an urban division in Virginia. 

Definition of Terms 

Achievement Gap.  The difference between the achievement of an identified subgroup 

of students (based on ethnicity, socioeconomic status, disability) across a population and the 

achievement of the total population (NCLB, 2002).  

Attitude.  A feeling or way of thinking that affects a person's behavior (Merriam-

Webster, 2016). 

Children with Disabilities.  A child evaluated and found to have a disability in 

accordance with this (8VAC20-81-10) chapter (Virginia Special Education Reference, ND).  
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Co-teaching.  The partnering of a general education teacher and a special education 

teacher or another specialist for the purpose of jointly delivering instruction to a diverse group of 

students in a way that flexibly and deliberately meets their learning needs (Friend, 2008). 

Coursework. Written or practical work done by a student during a course of study, 

usually assessed in order to count toward a final mark or grade (Oxford English Dictionary, 

2016). 

Formative Assessment.  Assessment which is designed to provide feedback to the 

learner in order that he may improve his performance (Oxford Dictionary of Education, 2015). 

Full Inclusion.  Placing all students with disabilities in an inclusion setting as the 

preferred placement until data prove a more restrictive placement is required (Ervin, 2010) 

General Curriculum.  The set of skills/curriculum used for nondisabled students 

(Virginia Special Education Reference, ND) 

Inclusion.  The practice of teaching students with disabilities alongside their non-

disabled peers in the general education setting (Ervin, 2010) 

Individualized Education Plan (IEP).  A document that measures the growth of 

students with disabilities toward individualized disability based goals.  The purpose of the IEP 

service is to remove the effect of the student’s disability and provide the student with access to 

make progress in curriculum (IDEA, 2004). 

Least Restrictive Environment.  A provision of federal law governing the rights of 

disabled children.  LRE mandates that a child receives services to the maximum extent possible 

with their non-disabled peers in a general education setting.  A discussion on LRE placement 

occurs at every IEP meeting (IDEA, 2004). 

Leadership Support and Attitudes.  The extent to which leaders organizationally 

support efforts through their beliefs and actions that support the teaching of students with 

disabilities in general education classrooms (Tortu, 2015). 

Placement.  Where a student’s specially designed instruction is provided (IDEA, 2004). 

Preservice Teaching. A period of guided, supervised teaching.  The preservice teacher 

begins as an observer and finishes the preservice teaching experience as a competent 

professional. (Virginia Wesleyan College, ND) 

Professional Development- The continuation of a teacher's professional development 

beyond his or her initial training, qualification, and induction. This may take many forms, 

https://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/practical#practical__2
https://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/assess#assess__2
https://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/count#count__13
https://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/grade#grade__2
http://www.oxfordreference.com.ezproxy.lib.vt.edu/view/10.1093/acref/9780199679393.001.0001/acref-9780199679393-e-57
http://www.oxfordreference.com/view/10.1093/acref/9780199212064.001.0001/acref-9780199212064-e-480
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including attendance on short courses for updating skills or knowledge; longer programs of study 

such as diplomas and postgraduate degrees in education; staff development events held within 

the teacher's own institution; conferences; mentoring; and peer assessment (Oxford Dictionary of 

Education, 2016).  

Specially Designed Instruction.  Instruction provided to meet unique student needs 

(IDEA, 2004). 

Summative Assessment.  Assessment which takes place at the end of a course of study 

and provides the final judgement on the candidate’s performance. The most common form of 

summative assessment is the end examination (Oxford Dictionary of Education, 2015).  

Student Teaching. The action or fact of teaching in a school as part of training to 

become a teacher (Oxford Dictionary of Education, 2016). 

Limitations/Delimitations 

The limitations of this study were variables that were unplanned.  Delimitations were 

those variables that were planned which may have had an impact on the study findings.  The 

study encompassed urban elementary schools in one district in Virginia.  One limitation of the 

research was that the researcher was an administrator in the selected school division.  Some 

responses may have been skewed based on the nature of the researcher’s position as an 

administrator in the teachers’ school and division.  Another limitation of the study was that the 

division studied offered a full continuum of services, but self-contained services were not 

available in every school.  The school division had adopted a full inclusion philosophy.  This was 

a limitation because the division did not represent the full continuum of services within each 

building.   

A limitation of the study was co-teaching team arrangements.  Co-teaching arrangements 

were not factors that were controlled for in this study.  The critical teacher shortage in the area of 

special education and teacher shortages at the elementary level impacted a leader’s ability to hire 

and place willingly committed partners in every co-taught classroom.  Friend (2008) studied the 

co-teaching relationship and created a handbook on improving relationships in co-teaching.  Be 

that as it may, this study did not control for the relationships between general and special 

educators in the team.  Also, the co-teaching arrangements were not a variable that has shown a 

http://www.oxfordreference.com/view/10.1093/acref/9780199212064.001.0001/acref-9780199212064-e-275
http://www.oxfordreference.com/view/10.1093/acref/9780199212064.001.0001/acref-9780199212064-e-603
http://www.oxfordreference.com.ezproxy.lib.vt.edu/view/10.1093/acref/9780199679393.001.0001/acref-9780199679393-e-57
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positive impact on teacher attitudes toward inclusion practices (Bondurant, 2004; Friend et al., 

2010; Friend & Pope, 2005; McLean, 2010; Thomas, 2013).   

The delimitations of the study that were planned for were related to the scope of the 

study.  The results of the study were delimited in their ability to be generalized to the secondary, 

rural, or suburban divisions, or to division where every school offers resource and self-contained 

placements.  Another delimitation of this study was that the research was conducted at the 

elementary level.  Secondary teachers were not included in the study.   

Organization of the Study 

Chapter one serves as an introduction to the study.  Chapter one includes the purpose 

statement, statement of the problem, justification of the need for additional study, research 

questions, conceptual framework, definition of terms, historical perspectives, 

limitations/delimitations of the study, and a general description of how the study was conducted. 

Chapter two is the literature review.  The literature review contains a detailed history of 

public education, the search procedure, a review of literature across the various levels of the 

conceptual framework, and a summary of current research on the topic of improving teacher 

attitudes toward differentiation of instruction in a co-taught inclusion classroom.   

Chapter three is the methods section.  The methodology includes the research design, 

justification for the design, research questions, population sampling, data collection procedures, 

and instrument design and validity, and data management and analysis techniques. 

Chapter four is the results portion of the study.  In chapter four the data are explained, 

reported, and summarized.  The results are reported in tables and interpreted.  Themes that 

emerged from the data are identified and detailed.  

Chapter five is the study conclusions.  A summary of the findings along with a discussion 

of findings, implications from findings, and conclusions are included in chapter five.  The final 

chapter also includes implications for practice as well as suggestions for future study and 

reflections.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

A Brief History of Education 

The last 200 years of human history have changed the way we educate (Tamura, 2003).  

During this period, western civilizations have evolved from an agricultural to an industrial, and 

then into an informational economy (Tamura, 2003).  The evolution of education has changed 

much in recorded human history (Goody & Watt, 1963).  Society developed its understanding of 

language and written language over time (Goody & Watt, 1963).  From our earliest recorded 

history on cave walls, to the storytellers of the Ancient Civilizations, through the Industrial 

Revolution, humans have found ways to pass on knowledge from one generation to the next 

(Goody & Watt, 1963).  Inventions like the printing press revolutionized the way we share 

information (Einstein, 1979).   

In America, the earliest beginning of government funded education had roots in New 

England in the normal schools movement.  Horace Mann, known as the father of public 

education in America, was an influential politician and educational reformer (Winship, 1937).  

Mann believed that “men are cast iron, but children are wax. Strength expended upon the latter 

may be effectual, which would make no impression upon the former” (Winship, 1937, p.69).  

This belief partly fueled his advocacy for education (Winship, 1937).  He was instrumental in the 

creation of a state board of education in Massachusetts in the 1830’s.  In 1838, Mann was offered 

$10,000 to establish the first normal school by the Massachusetts State Board (Winship, 1937).   

Mann was thought of as the great pioneer of the progressive movement (Winship, 1937).  

As history progressed through the 19th century, mass education in public schools became 

a contentious battleground (Reese, 2002).  Industry and the need for a trained workforce set the 

stage for progress in public education (Reese, 2002).  On the one hand, progressives and 

reformers saw public education as a hallmark of the emerging free-market economy (Reese, 

2002).  At the same time, parents and communities questioned uniformity of instruction (Reese, 

2002).  Reformers and progressives saw education as an essential component that would “guide 

the process of social transformation” (Reese, 2002, p.4).  

Around the turn of the 20th century, within this context of the progressive movement 

arose another pioneer in public education, John Dewey (Featherstone, 1978).  He believed that 
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education was critical to establishing order in society (Featherstone, 1978). Dewey believed that 

through education, individuals could look beyond “their parents’ experience for guidance in the 

conduct of life” (Featherstone, 1978, p.224).  His beliefs and politics were overtly progressive.  

In Dewey’s mind, public education was the force that would radically transform society 

(Featherstone, 1978).   

As American public education advanced out of infancy at the beginning of the 20th 

century, attendance in school was legislated as mandatory.  Some of the earliest compulsory 

education legislation was found in New York Law, 1917 (ch 563 and 621).  The law stipulated 

that all children “between seven and fourteen years of age shall attend the entire time…which 

shall not be less than one hundred and eighty days” (New York Law, 1917, ch 563 and 621). 

As history advanced into the latter half of the 20th century, schools became a backdrop 

upon which the civil rights movement progressed on the national stage.  The Supreme Court had 

ruled, and congress had passed legislation various times in ways that directly impacted public 

education. These policies and rulings directly shaped educational practice.  In key cases like 

Brown v. Board of Education in 1954, the separate but equal provision of Plessey v. Ferguson 

was found inherently flawed with inequality (Brown v. Board of Education, 1954).   The decision 

in Brown prompted a new “rights consciousness” among the citizens of the United States 

(Tushnet & Lezin, p.1867, 1991).   

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), in the heat of the War on Poverty 

under President Johnson, established the Title 1 program, a National Advisory Council for 

Education, and grants to colleges to promote educational research all in an effort to “[meet] the 

special educational needs of educationally deprived children” (PL 89-10, 1965, p.27).  A 

reauthorization change in federal legislation came in 2002 to ESEA in the No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) Act (PL 107-110).  The act increased accountability for student achievement through 

Adequate Yearly Progress of subgroups of students on state assessments (PL 107-110, 2002).  

NCLB was again reauthorized in the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015 (PL 114-95, 

2015). ESSA was the most recent revision to ESEA.  The law continued the focus on improving 

academic outcomes for all students (PL 114-95, 2015).  At the same time, the act placed control 

over accountability back at the state level (PL 114-95, 2015). 

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA) of 1975 and its successor the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) further developed the educational rights of 
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students with educational disabilities (PL 108-446, 2004).  IDEA was most recently reauthorized 

in 2004 as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (PL 108-446, 2004).   

This literature review will draw upon historical perspectives in education and education 

leadership through current research literature within the field.  Prior research will be used as a 

foundation for the study in support of the topic.  Specifically, the topic is this:  What factors 

influence teacher attitudes toward instructing students with disabilities in an inclusion 

classroom? 

Purpose of Literature Review 

Research studies review the field of previously published literature.  The literature review 

gives context for the topic while helping “to determine whether the topic is worth studying” 

(Creswell, 2014, p.25).  In addition to determining the worthiness of the topic for study, the 

literature review “provides insight into ways in which the researcher can limit the scope to a 

needed area of inquiry” (Creswell, 2014, p.25).  Establishing worthiness of the topic and scope 

of the study are critical to the proper review of existing knowledge.  Additionally, a major 

purpose for literature review is to find areas of weakness or gaps in current research (Carey et al., 

ND).   It is with a focus on these principles that this review of literature addresses the topic of 

improving teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.   

Search Procedure 

Initially, the following key terms were utilized to search for literature: “improving 

teacher attitudes,” “inclusion instruction,” “education,” “educational leadership,” “educational 

leadership in special education,” and “teacher attitudes and differentiation.”  These terms along 

with filters were utilized to limit searches to previous dissertations and articles in peer-reviewed 

scholarly journals.  Studies emerged with research questions, methodology, and findings that 

were closely aligned to improving teacher attitudes toward inclusion.  The reference lists from 

those dissertations were utilized to determine which researchers are recognized as authorities in 

this field.  While seminal works from earlier years were considered, preference was placed on 

current research.  Current research was defined as studies and articles published in the last 

twenty years since 1997. As patterns developed in the research, the broader conceptual 
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framework funnel was utilized to search topics related to educational leadership, the role of 

leaders in special education, and differentiation.   

Educational Leadership 

Educational leadership is the focus of much research to improve the quality of education 

and student outcomes.  Leadership factors play a critical role in ensuring the quality of the 

education system.  This portion of the literature review focuses on some of the influential works 

that highlight the need for quality educational leadership over the past 60 years.   

Twelve years after the Brown decision, the practice of desegregation and educational 

rights continued to be topics of interest to many in the field of education.  It is in this period that 

Coleman and a team of researchers published The Coleman Report in 1966.  Coleman presented 

a series of critical issues for educational leadership to address.  The researchers took a hard look 

at schools and highlighted several major concerns.  These concerns were seen to lessen the 

quality of instruction for minority students.  Among their most essential findings, the team 

revealed that “American public education remains largely unequal in most regions of the 

country” (Coleman et al., 1966, p.121).  In their report, the authors highlighted that minority 

students continued to have less access to physical facilities, curricular, and extra-curricular 

programs (Coleman et al., 1966).   The report further established that by astounding numbers 

“American children attend schools that are largely segregated” (Coleman et al., 1966, p.121).   

Further, this report took aim at the “culturally biased assessments” that were being used to 

measure “the skills which are among the most important” for career/life success (Coleman et al., 

1966, p.123).  

After the Coleman Report, educational leaders found in the 1970’s and 1980’s that 

pervasive issues continued to plague public education (Edmonds, 1979; Gardner, 1983).  Ronald 

Edmonds, Harvard Education School professor of urban studies, was one source of the critique.  

Edmonds wrote of being disturbed by disparities in the levels of basic goods and services 

(Edmonds, 1979).  Specifically, the most disturbing to Edmonds was the reality that some 

American children had “almost no goods and access to only the most wretched of services” 

(Edmonds, 1979, p.16).  Edmonds’ challenge to school leaders was simple yet it continued to 

prove a challenge.  His report “required” schools to teach poor students at a level that would 
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provide them with the same opportunities that underperforming students in middle class schools 

received (Edmonds, 1979, p.16).    

David Gardner’s A Nation at Risk Report was prompted by fears that “our once 

challenged preeminence in commerce, industry, science: and technological innovation is being 

overtaken by competitors throughout the world” (Gardner, 1983, p.5).  During this time, America 

was concerned about threats from abroad ranging from car manufacturing in Japan to the threat 

of the Cold War in Russia (Gardner, 1983).  Gardner went on to state that public education in the 

nation was “one of the many causes of the problem” and further that the system “undergirds 

American prosperity, security, and civility” (Gardner, 1983, p.5).  This notion of geopolitical 

threats to the America’s sovereignty prompted a fresh focus on the education system and the 

principals and leaders guiding schools.   Gardner’s report found the following: 

1) Investigated the declining state of the educational system in America, as measured by 

high school student performance in the United States and other countries;  

2) Identified specific problem areas; and  

3) Offered multiple recommendations for improvement (Gardner, 1983, p.1). 

Gardner made several recommendations that continue to find relevance today in NCLB 

(PL 107-110).  He organized his suggestions into the headings “content, standards and 

expectations, time, teaching, leadership and fiscal support” (Gardner, 1983, p.1).  His 

recommendations preceded the standards-based accountability movement legislated in NCLB. In 

response to the “declining state” of the public school system in America, Gardner also 

highlighted the low numbers of high school graduates (Gardner, 1983, p.1).  Gardner and 

Edmonds’ reports together reiterated the desire for strong educational leadership to drive school 

improvement (Edmonds, 1979; Gardner, 1983).   

Within the field of educational leadership, a movement toward leaders improving 

instruction gained significant momentum (Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 2007).  For 

improvements in student achievement, effective leadership in instruction was necessary 

(Glickman et al., 2007).  Instructional leadership has been described as the glue that binds 

together schoolwide goals, teacher needs, and student learning (Glickman et al., 2007).  

Educational leaders seeking to improve instruction supported Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock’s 

Classroom instruction that works: Research-based strategies that improve student achievement, 

published in 2001.  Marzano’s work provided a framework where educational leaders classify 
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and promote strong instruction through use of specific delivery strategies (Marzano, Pickering, & 

Pollock 2001).    

From the time of the A nation at risk report, educational leadership theory continued to 

develop as more research became available about student successes and failures in public schools 

across the country.  In 2003, the Mid-Continent Regional Educational Lab (McREL), published 

the work of Waters, Marzano, and McNulty entitled the Balanced Leadership Framework.  The 

team conducted a meta-analysis on thirty years of research on the “effects of instruction and 

schooling on student achievement” (Waters et al., 2003, p.2).  The results of their meta-analysis 

of 70 studies became the basis for the Balanced Leadership framework.  The publication 

confirmed findings that “there is, in fact, a substantial relationship between leadership and 

student achievement” (Waters et al., 2003, p.3).  This empirical evidence, right on the heels of 

the No Child Left Behind Act, further affirmed that educational leaders had to address the 

achievement of under achieving students in America’s schools (Waters et al., 2003). 

Five years later in 2008, Robinson, Lloyd, and Rowe further developed the need for 

educational leaders to focus instruction on strategies that increase student achievement.  The 

results of their analysis, which was based on a review of 27 published research studies, found 

several behaviors that were critical to promoting student success in school.  They were the 

following: 

1) The closer educational leaders get to the core business of teaching and learning, the 

more likely they are to have a positive impact on students’ outcomes.  

2) For some schools, a focus on orderliness, safety, and civility may be an essential prior 

stage before leaders can give more attention to the curriculum and teacher 

professional learning. 

3) What matters is the frequency of various instructional leadership practices rather than 

the extent to which they are performed by a particular leadership role. (Robinson et 

al., 2008, p.669).  

Robinson’s group confirmed the importance of leader behavior driving teacher/student 

behavior to achieve a culture of success (Robinson et al., 2008).  Leaders also have to adapt to 

the needs of a given situation or school (Robinson et al., 2008).  Finally, leaders must spend time 

focusing on instruction to improve student achievement (Robinson et al., 2008).  
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Research in the field of educational leadership continued to examine many leader 

practices and behaviors to determine how to promote student success and improve school 

success, accreditation, and school culture (Cumming, 2012; Tschannen-Moran, 2009).  The 

topics researchers followed included the structures/organizational practices in schools, leader 

effectiveness based on time devoted to classroom instruction, and a culture of continuous 

achievement (Cumming, 2012; Tschannen-Moran, 2009).  Tschannen-Moran published research 

highlighting the importance of leadership models.  She cautioned school leaders of the dangers 

of “structural elements” in a school, referring to a focus on school operations (Tschannen-Moran, 

2009, p.219).  .  This technique, according to Tschannen-Moran, did not lead to advanced 

professional judgment of teachers or sustainable success (Tschannen-Moran, 2009).  Her 

research highlighted the need for trust. Tschannen-Moran advocated moving away from 

bureaucratic leadership models in favor of professional structures that promote “collective 

inquiry, scrutiny, reflection, and decision making” to advance teacher professionalism and school 

successes (Tschannen-Moran, 2009, p.218).   

Research in this area of educational leadership confirmed a crucial need for 

improvements in education (Coleman, 1996; Edmonds, 1979; Gardner, 1983; Waters et al., 

2003).  The body of research clearly articulated that significant growth is needed in the public 

education system (Coleman, 1966; Edmonds, 1979; Gardner, 1983; Waters et al., 2003).   

Growth in these areas required leaders to implement changes in line with research-based 

practices and relentlessly pursue student achievement for all students (Cumming, 2012; 

Robinson et al., 2008; Tschannen-Moran, 2009; Waters et al., 2003). 

Special Education 

The federal government passed IDEA in 2004. IDEA affirmed two major rights of 

students to (1) a Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) provided in (2) the Least Restrictive 

Environment (LRE).  These educational opportunities must be free of charge to parents as led by 

the child’s Individual Education Plan (IEP) (PL 108-446, 2004).   The major purpose of the 

legislation was to provide support for individuals with disabilities (PL 108-446, 2004; Keough, 

2007).  The aim of the law was to provide access to the general curriculum for students with 

disabling conditions similar to their non-disabled peers (Keough, 2007).  The courts have 

affirmed this in Board of Education v. Rowley that served as a guide in determining FAPE 
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(Lindsay, 1983).  In addition to ensuring FAPE, the LRE has been implemented over the life of 

IDEA through a variety of service delivery models (Keough, 2007). 

For the purposes of this study, it is critical to define inclusion within the context of the 

LRE provision in IDEA.  IDEA confirmed the Least Restrictive Environment in 2004 as follows:  

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

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

not disabled, and special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children with 

disabilities from the regular educational environment occurred only when the nature or 

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

of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily (PL 108-446, 2004, 

p.36). 

The LRE mandate prompted shifted placement for students with disabilities from 

special/separate classes, to general population classrooms (Ervin, 2010).  Inclusion was the 

provision of special education services in a general education classroom under the direct 

instruction of a teacher of content who collaborates with the student’s IEP case manager (Ervin, 

2010).   

IDEA regulations prompted many “questionable” and “controversial” practices that have 

little research to support their effectiveness (Keough, 2007).  The practical impact of the LRE 

guideline prompted changes in practice at the school level (Keough, 2007; Marston, 1996).  The 

practice of full inclusion was the most direct result of LRE (Marston, 1996).  In addition to 

inclusion, there were other service delivery models within current traditional public schools.  

They were pull-out only services and a balanced approach between self-contained and some 

amount of inclusion (Ervin, 2010).  Based on individual student needs, there continued to be a 

need for a continuum of services (Rueda, Gallego, & Moll, 2000).  Along the continuum, 

inclusion was the least restrictive setting (Rueda et al., 2000).  As practices changed, research 

was conducted to determine which service delivery model along the continuum of services 

between self-contained/pull-out services and inclusion produced the best student outcomes 

(Rueda et al., 2000).   

While most research conducted in the field showed links between inclusion instruction 

and an impact in student achievement, several studies did find conflicting results (Ervin, 2010; 
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Jones-Mason, 2012; Marston, 1996).  Research on the efficacy of each model has produced 

statistically significant results.  Researchers particularly focused on student achievement and 

discipline outcomes as a result of the primary type of service provided. Research has established 

that inclusion/co-taught classes where the general education teacher is the primary teacher of 

content knowledge produce the highest levels of student achievement on reading and 

mathematics measures (Ervin, 2010).  Contradictory research determined that there has been the 

largest increase in student achievement using a combination of inclusion/self-contained service 

delivery (Marston, 1996).  Teachers also reported the highest levels of satisfaction with this 

combined method of service delivery (Marston, 1996).  Additionally, research focused heavily 

on students with emotional disabilities and other health impairments found no statistically 

significant impact was seen in student suspensions and student reading achievement based on 

service delivery model (Jones-Mason, 2012).   

Keogh (2007) confirmed findings from previous researchers that there continues to be 

controversy in this area.  Some results from research are questionable and controversial, showing 

that practices are “based on beliefs and advocacy rather than on the documentation of effects” 

(Keough, 2007, p.68).  In the midst of the disagreements, educators, parents, and students have 

much to celebrate because of the passage of IDEA policy (Keough, 2007).  IDEA provisions, the 

LRE being a primary facet, was a win for students with special needs and their families because 

our national culture embraced and accepted all students (Keough, 2007).   

Educational Leadership in Special Education 

In the preface of IDEA, the federal government lamented that the implementation of the 

act has been “impeded by low expectations, and insufficient focus on applying replicable 

research on proven methods of teaching and learning for children with disabilities” (PL 108-446, 

2004, p.3).  Providing high quality special education services presented a variety of unique 

challenges for educational leaders (Amprey, 2005; Frost, 2010; Hanley, 2015).  These challenges 

included human resources concerns, accountability measures, and the need for leaders to be 

knowledgeable in special education (Amprey, 2005; Frost, 2010; Hanley, 2015).   

School Superintendent turned consultant, Walter G. Amprey, classified many of the 

challenges facing school leaders of special education programs.  In 2005, he wrote that there was 

a crisis in special education delivery (Amprey, 2005).  The chief concerns referenced at the time 



23 

 

were the rate of teacher attrition, paperwork levels, and inefficiencies in systems leading to 

wasted funding (Amprey, 2005).   The nature of complex federal and state unfunded rules and 

regulations governing special education were burdensome (Amprey, 2005).  He suggested 

turning to more effective technology based management software as a way to alleviate some of 

the compliance and accountability measures (Amprey, 2005).   

There was no doubt that special education was a concern for principals (Amprey, 2005; 

Bays & Crocket, 2007).  The responsibility for students with disabilities increased along with the 

accountability measures through NCLB (Bays & Crocket, 2007).  The frustration was justified as 

principals were required to balance the requirements of both NCLB and IDEA (Bays & Crocket, 

2007).  According to NCLB, students with disabilities must learn academic content at the level 

of benchmarks (Bays & Crocket, 2007).  On the IDEA side, student instruction must have been 

different through required Specially Designed Instruction that was outlined in the student’s 

Individualized Education Plan (IEP) (Bays & Crocket, 2007).   Hanley’s research found that 

there was a lack of knowledge on the part of school principals in special education (2015).  To 

complicate matters more, the number of students eligible for special education services was on 

the rise and teacher supply, which never met demand, continued to be insufficient (Frost, 2010).  

School leaders experienced significant challenges that arose through the administration of special 

education programs (Amprey, 2005; Bays & Crocket, 2007).   

The principal, as supervisor, was responsible for special education programs (Bays & 

Crocket, p.9, 2007).  A recent study found that principals accepted responsibility for all of their 

students regardless of special needs (Hanley, 2015).  This acceptance left many principals feeling 

overwhelmed with the demands of school management and instructional leadership (Hanley, 

2015).  Of principals surveyed in 2012, 41% reported spending 5-10% of their time directly 

supervising special education (Williams, 2012).  That same year, 37% of principals in the top tier 

of schools ranked for their high levels of inclusive instruction across Pennsylvania reported that 

more than half of their students received instruction in co-taught classrooms (Murray, 2012).  As 

the number of teachers serving students with special needs increased, the leadership demands for 

training, scheduling, and collaborative planning also increased (Keefe & Moore, 2014; Mullings, 

2012; Ordover, 2012; Thomas, 2013; Tortu, 2015). 

Suggested solutions to these issues included improved frequency of training and 

coursework for principals in best practices related to teaching students with disabilities (Frost, 
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2010; Hanley, 2015).  Findings from previous studies also suggested that principals identify and 

creatively problem-solve to address some of these core issues facing special education service 

delivery (Frost, 2010).   The effective use of resources was a critical lacking component for the 

success of special education programs (Williams, 2012).  Further, research suggested that 

principals were critical to the retention of quality special educators (Duncan, 2010; Frost, 2010). 

While there were many challenges, research also highlighted hopeful attitudes toward 

special education on the part of building level leaders (Murray, 2012).  Specifically, more than 

half of principals surveyed found that approximately 50% of teachers implement differentiated 

instruction (Murray, 2012).  Additionally, the most hopeful finding from research was that 

roughly 90% principals believe that a “good regular educator can do a lot to help a student with a 

severe/profound disability” (Murray, 2012, p.128).  This finding showed far reaching promise for 

the success of inclusion efforts (Murray, 2012).   

Through effective ongoing professional development for educational leaders, knowledge 

in the area of special education has improved (Hanley, 2015).  The principal became an expert in 

the facets of the position relating to special education through professional growth (Hanley, 

2015).  With this new knowledge base, principals effectively managed special education and 

provided the necessary leadership ensuring the success of all students (Frost, 2010; Hanley, 

2015; Williams, 2012).  Research indicated again, that there was hope for improved student 

outcomes through refined practices in leadership and training (Frost, 2010; Hanley, 2015; 

Williams, 2012).  

Differentiated Instruction  

Differentiating instruction in the inclusion classroom has been necessary based on the 

strengths and weaknesses of students (Tomlinson, 2000).  Tomlinson determined that 

differentiation efforts were the resulting response “to variance among learners in the classroom” 

(Tomlinson, 2000, p.1).  For inclusive instruction to be effective, differentiation of instruction to 

meet the various needs and differences among learners was required (Tomlinson, 2001).  

Educators must not continue to treat groups of students as though they were in essence the same 

(Gilbert, 2011; Kelly, 2013; Luster, 2008;Tomlinson, 2001).  Due to the variance among children 

of the same age in interests, abilities, and learning style, it was necessary for all teachers to 

differentiate, not only teachers of students with disabilities (Gilbert, 2011; Kelly, 2013; Luster, 
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2008; Tomlinson, 2000).  The need for differentiated instruction was all the more exemplified 

and necessary in an inclusion classroom.  Although many teachers believed that differentiation 

was needed, they continued to provide whole group instruction utilizing homogenous inflexible 

grouping structures and provided instruction that did not align with their beliefs (Tomlinson et 

al., 2003).   

Research has supported the belief that differentiation of instruction did improve student 

achievement.  Recent quantitative research studies demonstrated that there was a statistically 

significant (p<.05) improvement in student mathematics performance at the middle school level 

(Kelly, 2013).  Two separate research studies testing reading achievement at the elementary level 

have similar promising findings (Gilbert, 2011; Luster, 2008).  The mean score in the 

experimental groups all showed marked increases after a period of differentiated instruction 

when compared to a traditionally instructed control group (Gilbert, 2011; Kelly, 2013; Luster, 

2008).   

Differentiating instruction in 21st century classrooms with mixed ability students has been 

necessary to address student needs (Affholder, 2004; Kelly 2013; Tomlinson et al., 2003).  Also, 

the shift in delivery models between traditional whole-group and differentiated, flexible small 

grouping structures was one that required careful planning, training, and support from building 

leaders (Affholder, 2004; Tomlinson et al., 2003).  Research from 2004 followed 26 teachers 

who received in-depth training in differentiated instruction (Affholder, 2004).  The teachers’ 

progress implementing differentiated practices was tracked over a period of two years 

(Affholder, 2004). One quarter of those surveyed had little involvement implementing 

differentiated instruction (Affholder, 2004).  Almost one half of the teachers indicated concerns 

about needing more time to collaborate with other teachers in order to increase the impact of 

differentiation on students (Affholder, 2004).  Approximately 40% of teachers ranked highly on 

the questionnaire indicating that they had strengths in implementing differentiated instruction 

(Affholder, 2004).  Of those teachers with strengths in using differentiated strategies, all reported 

that they continued to have concerns about the practical details of differentiation (Affholder, 

2004).  The differentiating teachers also complained of insufficient time to meet the demands of 

the curriculum while differentiating (Affholder, 2004).   

Although students with disabilities began inclusion instruction as a result of EAHCA as 

early as 1975, as late as 1995 teachers reported these findings: 
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1) Approximately 50% of teachers did not differentiate instruction;  

2) Differentiating instruction called attention to student differences; 

3) Differentiating instruction was not their job; and  

4) They were unaware of learner needs (Schumm & Vaughn, 1995). 

These reports were astounding in light of the research that found that differentiating instruction 

led directly to improvements in student achievement (Gilbert, 2011; Kelly, 2013; Luster, 2008).  

School leaders and teachers investigated the factors impacting teacher resistance to differentiated 

instruction (Byars, 2011; Tomlinson, 2001).  A meta-analysis of research studies found that the 

most important factor preventing teachers from implementing differentiated instruction was fear 

of losing control in the classroom (Tomlinson, 2001).  The release of responsibility and control 

was a significant hurdle to overcome for teachers (Tomlinson, 2001).  

Embracing differences and promoting learning environments where teachers differentiate 

their instruction has been necessary to improve student learning (Affholder, 2004; Byars, 2011; 

Tomlinson et al., 2003).  Schools benefitted from leaders who provided the vision for 

differentiation (Byars, 2011).  On-going professional development and training created 

improvements in differentiated practices (Byars, 2011).  Byars followed the efforts of a building 

principal over the course of an eight-year initiative to implement differentiated instruction 

(Byars, 2011).  The findings of the study supported earlier results that on-going professional 

development is required from leaders and teachers to ensure consistent implementation (Byars, 

2011).   

Differentiating instruction has been determined to be a best practice leading to increased 

student achievement (Gilbert, 2011; Kelly, 2013; Luster, 2008).  Educators are currently required 

to implement inclusive instruction (PL 108-446, 2004).  Educational leaders and teachers must 

commit to the required professional development and changes necessary to differentiate 

instruction.  Without these changes, educators will continue to be out of compliance with federal 

law (PL 108-446, 2004).  Low expectations for struggling learners and insufficient academic 

achievement will continue (Byars, 2011; PL 108-446, 2004; Kelly, 2013).   

Inclusion Instruction 

Inclusion is the practice of teaching students with disabilities alongside their non-disabled 

peers in the general education setting (Ervin, 2010).  The general education classroom setting is 
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the placement where inclusion occurs (Friend et al., 2010).  Inclusion requires collaboration and 

partnerships between general and special education teachers (Friend et al., 2010).   

NCLB has further legislated additional support for inclusive practices (PL 107-110, 

2002).  The act mandated that teachers be highly qualified in the content areas that they teach 

(PL 107-110, 2002).  Special educators under current regulations do not meet the highly 

qualified requirement in all content areas (Friend et al., 2010).  Collaboration between general 

and special educators is needed to simultaneously address IDEA and NCLB (Friend et al., 2010).  

Research showed that this level of sharing instruction and partnering between general and special 

educators in the instructional process was a relatively recent practice (Friend et al., 2010).  The 

practice of the inclusion of both general and special education teachers was called co-teaching.  

Co-teaching involved partnership between the two teachers (Friend, 2008).  It required deliberate 

planning and flexibility (Friend, 2008).  Co-teaching practice was complex because of the 

collaboration needed in classroom management, scheduling, and lesson planning (Friend et al., 

2010; Kloo & Zigmond, 2008; Kohler-Evans, 2006).  Despite the challenges of co-teaching, 

more districts have begun working toward a full inclusion model to address the mandate to 

provide FAPE in the LRE (Kloo & Zigmond, 2008).   

Kohler-Evans (2006) found that although co-teaching has been an effective method to 

address the LRE, the practice can do much more for teaching and learning than mere 

compliance.  Co-teaching, if implemented correctly, was determined to be a great opportunity to 

improve the quality of instruction (Kohler-Evans, 2006).  Although there was great potential for 

improved student progress through inclusive/co-teaching practices, researchers conceded that 

one service delivery model cannot address the needs of all students (Kohler-Evans, 2006).  To 

this end, parents and schools have disagreed with and challenged placement decisions (Carson, 

2015; Palley, 2006).  Courts have refined the context within which schools must implement 

IDEA (Carson, 2015; Palley, 2006). 

Legal issues and Inclusion  

Until 1975, children with special needs were provided minimal instruction in excluded 

environments (Carson, 2015; Palley, 2006).  As noted earlier, education as a civil right issue was 

prompted by Brown v. Board of Education (1954).  Since Brown, the rights-based system has 

become the bedrock upon which the U.S. legal system has built the majority of case law (Palley, 
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2006).  Courts have cited Brown as legal precedent on numerous occasions to support their 

rulings (Palley, 2006). 

The court decisions were based on individual rights of children, but these rulings have 

not set sweeping precedent that clearly defined the LRE provision (Carson, 2015; Palley, 2006).  

As a result, states, divisions, and schools determined for themselves the methods they each used 

to define the LRE (Carson, 2015).  Two primary methods are currently observed in case law to 

determine placement in the LRE:  

1) Needs of the student 

2) Availability of district resources (Carson, 2015). 

The Supreme Court remained passive in their handling of disagreements in interpretation 

of LRE as a requirement for complying with IDEA regulations (Carson, 2015).  The availability-

of-district-resources approach, which is not the better reading of the law, received some 

significant support (Carson, 2015).   

In 2013, the U.S. 2nd Circuit Court of Appeals ruled in favor of the school division that 

the mainstream classroom was the LRE for the student’s needs (TM ex rel. AM v. Cornwall Cent 

School District).  Parents brought suit against Pine Plains in the U.S. District Court in 2013 

seeking private school tuition for their child because the school system could not adequately 

address the child’s needs (BC ex rel. BM v. Pine Plains Cent School District).  The court ruled in 

favor of the school district that IDEA has a strong preference for inclusive practices (BC ex rel. 

BM v. Pine Plains Cent School District, 2013).  In a third case, R.C. sought reimbursement for 

private school tuition in U.S. District Court and was denied based on IDEA’s preference for 

inclusive instruction (R.C. ex rel. S.K., D.H. v. Keller Independent School Dist., 2013).   

When school systems demonstrated that the child had received educational benefit in the 

inclusive environment, courts ruled in favor of inclusion as the LRE (TM ex rel. AM v. Cornwall 

Cent School Dist., 2013; BC ex rel. BM v. Pine Plains Cent School Dist., 2013; R.C. ex rel. S.K, 

D.H. v. Keller Independent School Dist., 2013).  In each of these cases, the educational benefit 

rule determined that the child’s needs did not require a more restrictive environment, and courts 

supported school division’s placement in inclusion as the LRE (TM ex rel. AM v. Cornwall Cent 

School Dist., 2013; BC ex rel. BM v. Pine Plains Cent School Dist., 2013; R.C. ex rel. S.K, D.H. 

v. Keller Independent School Dist., 2013).   
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This rule of educational benefit was grounded in a ruling from 1997- Hartmann v. 

Loudon County in the 4th Circuit Court of Appeals.  Hartmann defined the LRE as not the 

general education classroom in the following three situations: 

(a) When the student received no benefit from a regular education setting,  

(b) When the benefits to a mainstream setting were outweighed by the benefits to a 

segregated education setting, and  

(c) When a student was disruptive to the regular education setting.” (Hartmann v. 

Loudoun County, p.1, 1997).  

Hartmann gave significant credit to local schools (Hartmann v. Loudoun County, 1997).  

The ruling rested authority in educational decisions back in the schools (Hartmann v. Loudoun 

County, 1997).  Hartmann ruled that courts cannot substitute their own “sound educational 

policies” preferentially over the decisions of school districts (Hartmann v. Loudoun County, 

1997, p.1). 

However, courts have shown preference for district resources approach to LRE.  The 

USDOE in addressing LRE in response to a parent request in 2007 supported a more 

individualized approach not limited by district resources:  “Placement decisions must not be 

made solely on factors such as category of disability, severity of disability, availability of special 

education and related services, configuration of the service delivery system, availability of space, 

or administrative convenience” (Guard, 2007).  Due to the subjectivity of LRE interpretation by 

the courts and the lack of a Supreme Court ruling on the matter, states and local school divisions’ 

adherence to the policy was imprecise and varied (Carson, 2015).   

Legislators and lower courts continued to throw support toward the Least Restrictive 

Environment provision, implementation problems persisted at the school level (Carson, 2015; 

Myers-Daub, 2005).  General education teachers with little coursework in special education, 

lower levels of experience teaching, and little professional development in the area of special 

education have commonly been placed in inclusion classrooms (Myers-Daub, 2005).  

Educational leaders must determine which of these factors contribute to improving general 

education teacher attitudes toward inclusion.  Without an improvement in teacher attitudes, the 

practice will continue to be riddled with problems (Friend & Pope, 2005; Jordan, Lindsay, & 

Stanovich, 1997; Myers-Daub, 2005). 



30 

 

Teacher preparation for Inclusion 

Inclusive placements have presented a unique challenge for Teacher Preparation 

Programs (TPPs) and school leaders developing professional learning communities (PLC) 

(DeSutter, 2015; DuFour, 2004).  Colleges with TPPs have struggled to ensure that student 

teachers are prepared for the challenges of teaching before leaving their programs (DeSutter, 

2015).  Additionally, the school leader has been tasked with creating a PLC that ensured all 

students learn, creating a culture of collaboration, removing barriers to success, and focusing on 

results (DuFour, 2004).  School leaders have influenced student achievement through providing 

professional growth opportunities in their school’s PLC (DuFour, 2004).    

As early as 2001, research revealed that general education teachers were not prepared to 

effectively instruct students with disabilities (Daane, Bierne-Smith, & Latham, 2001).  

Furthermore, research has found that teachers who have had preservice training in serving 

students with disabilities and inclusion have significantly higher teacher efficacy than those with 

no training (Leyser, Zeiger, & Romi, 2011).   

School divisions, TPPs, and school leaders in Virginia were informed in the process of 

developing teacher practice by the Guidelines for Uniform Performance Standards and 

Evaluation Criteria for Teachers (2011).  These standards set expectations for teachers (VDOE, 

2011).  Teachers have been tasked to deliver instruction that is differentiated to meet student 

needs (VDOE, 2011).  In addition, Virginia’s teacher evaluation system placed a weighted 

multiplier on student growth measures (VDOE, 2011).  In the Standard 7: Student Academic 

Progress standard teachers must show evidence that they were “setting acceptable, measurable, 

and appropriate achievement goals for student academic progress based on baseline data” 

(VDOE, 2011, p.67).   

School leaders and TPPs were tasked with ensuring that special and general education 

teachers were ready to address the challenges in the classroom (DuFour, 2004; VDOE, 2011).   

Research supported the need for TPPs and school leadership to address particular challenges of 

co-teaching in an inclusion classroom (Daane, Bierne-Smith, & Latham, 2001; Leyser, Zeiger, & 

Romi, 2011).  Ultimately, school leaders were accountable for monitoring the development of 

teacher proficiency in differentiation of instruction and monitoring student academic progress 

(VDOE, 2011).   
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Teacher Attitudes toward Inclusion 

Teacher attitudes toward an initiative or practice have been found to relate to student 

success (Friend & Pope, 2005; Hornstra et al., 2010; Jordan, Lindsay, & Stanovich 1997).  Prior 

research studies conducted determined several factors can improve teacher attitudes toward 

inclusion, thereby improving student achievement (Colter, 2001; Elliott, 2014; Friend & Pope, 

2005; Maddas, 2014; Mullings, 2012; Stanley, 2015; Wang, 2009).  From the body of research, 

several trends have emerged: 

1) The benefits of inclusion as reported by teachers;  

2) Challenges to teacher attitudes toward inclusion;  

3) The need for specific embedded training to improve teacher attitudes toward 

inclusion; 

4) Teacher preparation/preservice programs’ commitment to preparing teachers for 

mixed ability classrooms co-teaching with a special education teacher; 

5) Variables that do not have an impact on teacher attitudes; and  

6) Variables that have a positive impact on teacher attitudes. 

These trends and themes will be further detailed in this portion of the review of literature.  

Research has revealed that there are benefits to student achievement through 

differentiated instruction in mixed ability classrooms (Gilbert, 2011; Kelly, 2013; Luster, 2008).  

Researchers have also found that students with disabilities accessed the general curriculum and 

made progress more effectively when services were provided in the general education setting 

(Lohman, 2011; McDonnell et al., 2003; Schicke, 1995).  When teachers believed that inclusion 

benefited students with disabilities, they had a more positive attitude toward the practice (Friend 

& Pope, 2005; Hornstra et al., 2010; Jordan, Lindsay, & Stanovich, 1997).  Teachers have 

discovered that there are many social benefits to students with disabilities in inclusion (Colter, 

2001; Keefe & Moore, 2004; Symeonidou & Phtiaka, 2009).  In addition, teachers believed 

inclusion improves students with disabilities’ academic achievement (Colter, 2001; Moody, 

Vaughn, & Schumm, 1997).   

In contrast, other recent quantitative research found that educators were not convinced of 

the benefits of inclusion to students’ with disabilities, nondisabled peers, and educators (Elliott, 

2014).  Only one study was found that highlighted teacher beliefs as a benefit of inclusion to 

nondisabled students (Keefe & Moore, 2004).  Keefe and Moore highlighted the benefits to 
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students with disabilities as removing stigmas (2004).  Their research also was unique as it 

highlighted the benefits of inclusion to students without disabilities (Keefe & Moore, 2004).  

Based on their discoveries, teachers held that general population students in inclusion classrooms 

benefited from additional help and modifications (Keefe & Moore, 2004).   

Teacher beliefs about the efficacy of inclusive practices was not linked to characteristics 

such as teacher race, gender, teaching experience, preparation to teach special education 

students, or highest degree attained (Colter, 2001).  If teachers believed that inclusion was a 

beneficial practice, regardless of the challenges, they were more likely to have a positive attitude 

toward co-teaching and the implementation of inclusion (Colter, 2001).   

In prior studies, challenges to effective co-teaching and inclusion were numerous. The 

need for high levels of communication and collaboration were significant challenges (Friend & 

Pope, 2005; Keefe & Moore, 2004; Mullings, 2012; Stanley, 2015; Wang, 2009).  Additionally, 

the need for planning to address student needs was another challenge (Elliott, 2014; Ordover, 

2012; Sebastian & Mathot-Buckner, 2009).  Inclusive instruction was also marred by insufficient 

training for teachers (Mullings, 2012; Stoler, 1992; Wagner et al., 2006).  Flexibility in 

classroom instruction was yet another perceived roadblock to successful co-teaching (Bahn, 

2009; Soodak, Podell, & Lehman 1998; Wang, 2009).  Furthermore, teachers and parents 

suggested that a class size that requires additional support is a concern (Colter, 2001; Logan & 

Wimer, 2013; Stoler, 1992).   

Challenges, dilemmas, and roadblocks persist to effective co-teaching inclusive practices 

(Elliott, 2014; Wagner et al., 2006; Wang, 2009).  Teacher attitudes toward specific types of 

disabilities (cognitive v. behavioral) underscored other barriers (Elliott, 2014; Wagner et al., 

2006).  Wang’s study focused on teachers and administrators who have had experience working 

in inclusion for at least a year (2009).  The findings included the following dilemmas: pacing, 

differentiation of instruction, classroom management concerns, and individualized instruction 

needs (Wang, 2009).  Behavioral disabilities presented different challenges to general education 

classroom placements (Elliott, 2014; Wagner et al., 2006).  Placement in an inclusion classroom 

created a significant challenge when teachers were not skilled at addressing significant behavior 

concerns (Elliott, 2014; Wagner et al., 2006).   

Finally, in addition to the need for focused attention on the challenges of collaboration, 

flexibility, planning, training, differentiation, class size/funding, and behavioral challenges, 
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leadership factors were critical and produced problems in implementation (Keefe & Moore, 

2014; Mullings, 2012; Thomas, 2013; Ordover, 2012; Tortu, 2015).  Administrators at the 

building level who supported teacher selection, training, flexibility, allocation of resources, 

scheduling planning, and the philosophy of inclusion improved attitudes (Keefe & Moore, 2014; 

Mullings, 2012; Thomas, 2013; Ordover, 2012; Tortu, 2015).   

While these challenges exist, data has supported that students with disabilities achieved at 

greater rates in inclusion classrooms (Lohman, 2011; McDonnell et al., 2003; Schicke, 1995).   

Leadership acting accordingly produced positive effects (Mullings, 2012; Keefe & Moore, 2014; 

Ordover, 2012; Thomas, 2013; Tortu, 2015).  In this regard, there was a large knowledge gap for 

teachers that can only be addressed through job-embedded training and efforts in teacher 

preparation programs (Elliott, 2012; Mullings, 2012; Wagner et al., 2006).  

Teachers, domestic and abroad, have expressed the need more training in order to provide 

inclusive instruction effectively (Bondurant, 2004; Dickens-Smith, 1995; Elliott, 2012; Mullings, 

2012; Semmel et al., 1991; ; Stoler, 1992; Symeonidou & Phtiaka, 2009; Wagner et al., 2006).  

These studies from across the world agree on this finding. Training is one key variable that held 

the power to improve attitudes and thereby practice (Dickens-Smith, 1995; Bondurant, 2004; 

Elliott, 2012; Mullings, 2012; Semmel et al., 1991; Stoler, 1992; Symeonidou & Phtiaka, 2009; 

Wagner et al., 2006).   

One recent research study has highlighted the need for targeted effective training that was 

linked with teacher needs (Tortu, 2015).  Current training models have not met teacher needs, 

and the quality of teacher training has been insufficient (Tortu, 2015).  Effective training was the 

most important variable to improve teacher perceptions of inclusion (Elliott, 2014).   

Teacher pre-service preparation programs on differentiation of instruction in inclusion 

classrooms were also not observed to be effective across many studies (Avramidis, Bayliss, & 

Burden, 2000; Maddas, 2014; Moon, Callahan, & Tomlinson 1999). Preservice teachers 

benefited from having student teaching experiences in inclusion classrooms (Maddas, 2014).  

This research supported the following results: 

1) If teachers will be expected to co-teach, preservice training in this area will be 

needed. 

2) Teacher practices through this experience improved in classroom management and 

delivery of differentiated instruction (Maddas, 2014).   
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Pre-service teachers needed early and continuous field experiences working with students with 

disabilities (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000). 

Finally, research following the teacher preparation for providing instruction in mixed 

ability classrooms produces both promising and troubling findings (Avramidis, Bayliss, & 

Burden, 2000; Moon et al., 1999; Soodak et al., 1998).  Teachers who experienced teaching in an 

inclusion setting have, across several studies, shown less favorable views after experience than in 

surveys prior to classroom inclusion experiences (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000; Moon et 

al., 1999; Soodak et al., 1998).   

Several variables were confirmed to have no impact on teacher attitudes toward 

inclusion.  Years of teaching experience did not have an impact on attitudes toward inclusion 

(Logan & Wimer, 2013; McLean, 2010; Thomas, 2013).  Also, a teacher’s status as a National 

Board Certified Teacher was found to not have a positive impact (McLean, 2010).  Teacher 

gender, in addition, was determined not to have an impact on attitudes toward inclusion (Logan 

& Wimer, 2013).   

While gender, teaching experience, and National Board Certified Teacher status did not 

have an impact on teacher attitudes, other variables have been observed to have a positive effect.  

Studies from Australia noted that countries, like the United States, where governments required 

inclusive practices generally produced improved teacher attitudes (Avramidis, Bayliss, & 

Burden, 2000).  Leadership support was a clear variable that, when presented, did have a positive 

impact on teacher attitudes toward inclusion (Friend & Pope, 2005; Thomas, 2013).  A need for 

effective training was noted as a finding of the research. The need for training, when addressed, 

corresponded to an increase in positive teacher attitudes (Bondurant, 2004; Dickens-Smith, 1995; 

McLean, 2010).  Intensive training was found to have a more meaningful increase in teacher 

attitudes (McLean, 2010).  McLean determined that two full days of professional development 

can have a meaningful impact on teacher attitudes toward teaching in mixed-ability classrooms 

(McLean, 2010).  Coursework or certification in special education also had a positive impact on 

teacher preparation and attitudes toward inclusion (Hsien, Brown, & Bortoli, 2009; Kantor, 

2011).  Some teachers’ positions or specialty demonstrated a statistically significant positive 

impact on their attitudes toward inclusion (Logan & Wimer, 2013; Thomas, 2013; Tortu, 2015).  

Teachers who taught electives held more positive views of inclusion practices (Thomas, 2013), 

as did teachers who had positions in special education (Tortu, 2015).  One study that measured 
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differences in attitudes across the K-12 building levels (elementary, middle, and high), high 

school teachers had better attitudes toward inclusion than middle school or K-8 teachers (Logan 

& Wimer, 2013).   

Despite the challenges, research showed some areas that demonstrated promise in 

improving teacher attitudes toward inclusion (Hsien, Brown, & Bortoli, 2009; Van Reusen, et al., 

2001).  Additional research integrating the findings from both quantitative and qualitative data is 

needed to address some inconsistencies in results from prior research and add to the body of 

knowledge in this area.    

Conclusion: Need for Additional Research 

Research has demonstrated that with respect to inclusion, some factors did not have a 

positive impact on teacher attitudes, and others did improve teacher attitudes.  Many of these 

studies were limited in scope or put significant emphasis on one methodology.   

Many studies in the literature highlighted the need for additional studies to confirm the 

following findings: 

1) The need for on-going quality training (Bondurant, 2004; Dickens-Smith, 1995; 

McLean, 2010). 

2) The benefits of special education coursework to improving attitudes (Hsien, Brown, 

& Bortoli, 2009; Van Reusen, Shoho, & Barker, 2001). 

3) Supportive leadership practices (Friend & Pope, 2005; Thomas, 2013). 

There is a dearth of sound research in this area that blends quantitative and qualitative 

results.  In blending methodologies, researchers develop deeper meaning behind the statistics and 

interview responses (Creswell, 2014).  Current research overwhelmingly has shown that teachers 

continued to have negative attitudes toward the general education setting and full inclusion as the 

primary service model for special education service delivery (Bondurant, 2004; Colter, 2001; 

Dyson, 2001; Hornstra et al., 2010; Moon et al., 1999; Mullings, 2012; Semmel et al., 1991; 

Soodak et al., 1998; Stanley, 2015; Van Reusen, et al., 2001).  Hornstra’s research compared the 

results of responses to explicit attitude questions and deeper implicit attitude questions (2010). 

Responses to surface level explicit questions were much more favorable toward inclusion than 

deeper implicit attitude questions (Hornstra et al., 2010).   



36 

 

Much of the current research was limited in focus by addressing the attitudes and 

perceptions at a small number of schools or only a few teachers.  In order to further confirm best 

practices, additional mixed methodology research is needed in the field of education to determine 

factors that have the greatest effect on improving teacher attitudes toward inclusion. New 

research studies must go beyond quantitative measures.  Research must address the finding that 

teacher attitudes become less positive toward co-teaching/inclusive practices after experience in 

an inclusion classroom.  Research must also address how educational leaders improve both the 

explicit and implicit attitudes of teachers toward inclusion.  Further research which focuses on 

understanding the factors that impact teacher attitudes toward inclusion practices can improve 

the academic achievement of all students. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this mixed methods study was to determine which variable produced the 

strongest relationship effect on teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

Both special and general education teachers were surveyed in all elementary schools in an urban 

division in Virginia. The independent variables were the following: 

1) Leadership support and attitudes for teaching and special education 

2) Coursework in special education as preparation for teaching and special education 

3) Professional development experiences as preparation for teaching and special 

education 

4) Student teaching experiences as preparation for teaching and special education 

The dependent variable was teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an 

inclusion classroom.  These variables were selected based on the body of research which 

indicated that each of the independent variables was seen to have a positive impact on teacher 

attitudes (Bondurant, 2004; Tortu, 2015; Maddas, 2014; Mullings, 2012; Wagner et al., 2006). 

This study did not consider the influence on teacher attitudes of voluntary versus involuntary co-

teaching assignments of teachers to inclusion classrooms.  

Research has shown that teacher attitudes toward an initiative matter (Friend & Pope, 

2005; Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997) and that teacher behavior is linked to student achievement 

(Darling-Hammond, 2000), establishing a relationship between teacher behavior and teacher 

attitudes (Kennedy & Kennedy, 1996).  Improved attitudes alone, however, have not been found 

sufficient to effect change, but this variable is critical in the process of improving student 

achievement through influencing teacher behavior (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Ghaith & Yaghi, 

1997; Kennedy & Kennedy, 1996).  

Research Design/Methodology 

This was a mixed methods study.  A mixed methods study blends quantitative and 

qualitative approaches (Creswell, 2013).  The quantitative study generated the strength of 

quantifiable, valid statistical data (Creswell, 2013).  In this study the relationship between 
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multiple independent variables and the dependent variable were calculated.  The researcher 

implementing the quantitative portion of the study utilized empirical data collection and rejected 

the null hypothesis by confirming that there was a relationship between the independent 

variables and the dependent variable (Creswell, 2013).  Using the correlation coefficient- r, the 

researcher determined the relative strength in the relationship between the independent and 

dependent variables.  This study reported r values between variables to represent the strength of 

the relationship.   Where r was closest to +1, the strongest positive relationship was found.  

In the qualitative research free response portion, the researcher immersed himself in the 

study and became a part of the data collection process (Creswell, 2013).  The purpose of this 

methodology was to develop deeper levels of understanding not quantifiable on a survey 

instrument (Creswell, 2013).  In this study, free response questions were posed.  Respondents’ 

typed responses were analyzed to determine deeper meaning behind variables (work place 

conditions, human factors, and co-teaching experiences) that influence teacher attitudes.  The 

purpose of the free response questions was to measure the influence of variables that aren’t 

quantifiable on the Likert scale survey.   

The true strength of the mixed methods approach in this study was the ability to isolate 

and test variables while investigating the underlying phenomenon through the coding and 

thematic analysis of qualitative data (Creswell, 2013).  The correlational analysis that was 

utilized assessed variables in a controlled, valid, and replicable manner (Creswell, 2013; Howell, 

2014).   

Research Design Justification 

Prior research established the need for additional research on this topic.  Research 

identified four primary variables that improved teacher attitudes toward differentiated co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom (Friend & Pope, 2005; Hsien, Brown, & Bortoli, 2009; 

Maddas, 2014; Thomas, 2013; Van Reusen, Shoho, & Barker, 2001).  These variables were as 

follows:  professional development training, coursework in special education, leadership support 

and attitudes, and student teaching experience.  In order to determine the relationship between 

these four independent variables and the dependent variable, a quantitative survey correlational 

analysis was utilized.   
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Previous studies determined that there was a negative impact of experience 

differentiating instruction in an inclusion classroom on teacher attitudes (Avramidis, Bayliss, & 

Burden, 2000; McLean, 2010; Moon et al., 1999; Soodak et al., 1998; Wang, 2009).  With this 

knowledge, research questions that addressed the challenges and dilemmas of co-teaching 

inclusion were investigated.  In an attempt to answer the fifth research question about the 

attitudes of teachers toward inclusion practices, free response questions were coded and themes 

identified to identify additional phenomenon impacting teacher attitudes. 

Research Questions  

The research question is this: What variable has the strongest relationship effect on 

teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom? In addition, the 

study examines the following questions: 

1) What is the relationship between school leadership support and leader attitudes and 

teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom? 

2) What is the relationship between coursework in special education and teacher 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom? 

3) What is the relationship between professional development and teacher preparation 

and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom?  

4) What is the relationship between student teaching experiences and teacher preparation 

and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom?   

5) What concerns do teachers express regarding a co-teaching assignment in an 

inclusion classroom? 

Site/Sample Selection 

This study gathered data in an urban school division in Virginia.  The focus of the study 

was on the 35 elementary schools within the division.  All general and special education teachers 

at the elementary schools were surveyed.  The division served 15,600 students in kindergarten 

through fifth grade (VDOE Fall Membership, 2016).  The sample size was n=1009 teachers.  All 

free responses were coded and themes were developed using a frequency tally system.   

The division selected was a convenience sample.  A benefit of a convenience sample is 

that it assists the researcher in gathering the required number of responses (Emerson, 2015).  
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However, due to the geographic concentration of subjects into one area or other factors, the 

results of the study might be viewed with some reservation (Emerson, 2015).  The results might 

have been impacted by factors like geographic concentration and similar socio-economic status, 

work experiences of participants, and the potential supervisory role of the researcher working 

with respondents (Emerson, 2015).   

The sample was appropriate for the study based on the division’s practice of full 

inclusion.  The critical need for additional study in urban education was another factor 

supporting the research in this selected division (Blanchett, Klingner, & Harry, 2016).  Urban 

schools have been challenged with higher levels of diversity, poverty, language, and disabilities 

(Blanchett, Klingner, & Harry, 2016).  The review of literature indicated is a shortage of current 

research focusing on teacher attitudes toward inclusion in the urban setting.   

Instrument Design and Validation 

Upon review of existing research studies it was determined that no existing inventories 

were sufficient in addressing the research questions.  A new 78-item Likert scale survey with 8 

background questions and 6 free response questions was created to address the research 

questions. (see Appendix A)   

There are 7 sections to the instrument: 

1- Background information (8 items) 

2- School Leadership (11 items) 

3- Coursework in Special Education (14 items) 

4- Professional Development (14 items) 

5- Pre-Service/Student Teaching Experience (11 items) 

6- Teacher Attitudes toward Inclusion (10 items) 

7- Free Response Attitude Questions (6 items) 

The survey instrument must have established face and content validity (Creswell, 2014; 

Fowler, 2009).  In addition to establishing validity, of equal importance is the instrument’s 

reliability (Groves et al., 2009; Howell, 2014).  This survey instrument was generated, validated, 

and tested for reliability through a multistep process.  Fowler (2009) highlighted the importance 

of this alignment between the research questions and survey instrument.  Research also 

established the need for clear goals for the new survey instrument (Fowler, 2009). The goal for 
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this new instrument was to measure teacher attitudes on the four independent variables and 

measure the correlation between each independent variable and the dependent variable.   

Question development.  Sudman and Bradburn (1982) compiled a list of rules to follow 

when generating questions for an attitudes survey.  The list included the following guidelines 

that directed the development and revision of questions for the instrument: 

 Specify the attitude object clearly. 

 Avoid double-barreled questions. 

 Measure the strength of the attitude; if possible using separate questions for this 

purpose. 

 Use bipolar items except when they may miss key information. 

 When asking general and specific questions about a topic, ask the general question 

first. 

 When asking questions about unpopular items, start with the least popular item first. 

 Use closed questions for measuring attitudes. 

 Use five to seven point response scales and label every scale point. 

 Start with the end of the scale that is least popular. 

 Do not use check-all-that-apply items (Sudman & Bradburn, 1982). 

In the development of questions, one word may drastically change the meaning and 

interpretation of the question (Iarossi, 2006).  In writing questions for this instrument, the 

following guidelines were utilized in addition to the Sudman and Bradburn (1982) principles.  

Survey questions were brief, objective, simple, and specific (Iarossi, 2006).  Questions did not 

exceed 20 words (Iarossi, 2006).  A complex question was broken into multiple single questions 

in order to maintain brevity (Iarossi, 2006).   

In order to maintain objectivity, leading questions or questions that implied a correct 

answer were avoided (Iarossi, 2006).  Questions did not push a respondent in one direction or 

another (Iarossi, 2006).  All response options were given equal weight in font and size (Iarossi, 

2006).  In addition, the same number of positive and negative responses was provided for all 

questions (Iarossi, 2006).  Questions avoided words that might lead the respondent to one 

response over another (Iarossi, 2006).   

The survey was built using simple language (Iarossi, 2006).  Technical jargon and 

unfamiliar words were avoided (Iarossi, 2006).  Definitions were applied consistently for all 
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terms throughout the survey (Iarossi, 2006).  In addition, in order to maintain simplicity, the 

survey questions avoided negative statements (Iarossi, 2006).  For example, the attitude survey 

questions did not read “I am not satisfied with my level of compensation” (Iarossi, 2006).  

The questions in the survey were also specific.  The researcher avoided questions that 

were too general, too complex, or too ambiguous (Iarossi, 2006).  Words that were too specific- 

ever, always, and never- were avoided (Iarossi, 2006).  Also, the following conversational words 

were avoided in an interest of developing specific questions- often, occasionally, usually, 

normally, good, bad (Iarossi, 2006).  Abbreviations were avoided (Iarossi, 2006).  Double- 

barreled statements measuring more than one construct were not utilized (Iarossi, 2006; Sudman 

& Bradburn 1982). For example, “I am not pleased with the level of support my administrator 

provides and my level of compensation,” would be a double barreled statement.      

Validity.  After the survey questions were generated, the process of validation was 

begun.  Fowler (2009) recommended focus group discussions with two groups of six people 

sampled from the population.  Focus group discussions were conducted prior to drafting the 

survey instrument to determine perceptions, experiences, and feelings related to what was 

measured in the survey (Fowler, 2009).   

After the survey questions were generated, focus group interviews utilizing the questions 

were conducted.  It was critical to determine whether the questions were comprehended and 

answered consistently (Fowler, 2009).  This process was addressed through cognitive laboratory 

interviews (Fowler, 2009).  Cognitive laboratory interviews involved gaining insight by asking 

respondents a set of proposed questions, then gathering data on how they understood the 

questions (Fowler, 2009).  This process was done with volunteers from the sample population.   

Next in the process of instrument validation was field testing the items.  It was vital to 

run field pretests of the self-administered survey instruments with 15 participants from the 

sample population (Fowler, 2009).   

Reliability.  After the question development, focus groups, initial drafts/revisions, and 

cognitive laboratory interviews were completed, the survey was assessed for reliability.  

Reliability was determined by earlier research as “a measurement of variability of answers over 

repeated conceptual trials” (Groves et al., 2009, p.281).  Surveys that had high reliability had 

stability in the responses over multiple trials (Groves et al., 2009).  Reliability also referred to 

consistency of items that were “designed to measure the same construct” (Groves et al., 2009, 
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p.282).  Reliability can be measured in two ways: re-interviews (test/retest) with the same 

respondent and using multiple indicators of the same construct (Groves et al., 2009).  This study 

utilized the retests with the same respondent measurement.  After the initial test with 15 

respondents, a period of three weeks transpired (Fowler, 2009).  The same 15 respondents took 

the survey again, and their responses were analyzed (Fowler, 2009).  The first test provided 

responses 𝑌𝑖1 that were compared to the second set of test responses 𝑌𝑖2 (Groves et al., 2009).  

The resulting statistic from comparing response variance on 𝑌𝑖1 and 𝑌𝑖2 was called Pearson 

correlation coefficient r (Groves et al., 2009).  The accepted r level for this study was 0.7.  

Setting the r level at 0.7 is widely accepted according to literature (Nunnally, 1978; Santos, 

1999).  The Pearson correlation coefficient when the 15 respondents retook the 

 test the second time produced the following output seen in Table 1 as r=0.76. 

Table 1 

Reliability Test Output for Elementary School Teacher Preparation and Attitudes toward Co-

Teaching in an Inclusion Classroom in an Urban Division in Virginia 

 Y1 Y2 

Y1 Pearson Correlation 1   .763** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 

N 630 630 

Y2 Pearson Correlation   .763** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  

N 630 630 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

 

The correlation test-retest passed the threshold for reliability testing.   

Sampling.  In order to reduce error, the sample size included the entire population of 

elementary school teachers in an urban school division in Virginia serving 15,600 elementary 

school students.  The sample size aimed to reduce sampling error (Fowler, 2009).  The process of 

survey design described previously in this chapter aimed to reduce what Fowler calls “error 

associated with answers” (Fowler, 2009, p.5).  This process of reduction of error aims at 

achieving validity (Fowler, 2009).  The higher the level of validity in the survey, the closer the 

instrument is to determining the true score (Fowler, 2009).   
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Data Collection Procedures 

The survey instrument was entered into Qualtrics.  Data were gathered through the 

distribution of a single administration of a self-administered survey via email.  In order to 

improve the response rate, teachers were given two reminders to complete the survey (Fowler, 

2009).  The reminders were sent via email after 10 days (Fowler, 2009).  Also, teachers were 

informed of a raffle for a chance at a small monetary incentive for completing the survey to 

increase the response rate.  Teachers were able to provide their contact email address in order to 

be eligible for the incentive.  As an additional incentive, teachers were provided with one hour of 

professional development credit when they submitted the survey.  

A response rate was calculated by dividing the number of respondents by the total 

number in the sample (Fowler, 2009).  The accepted response rate for this study was 30% of the 

population (Fowler, 2009). An accepted response rate is 30%, previously electronically delivered 

response rates were observed to be 5%-20% (Fowler, 2009).   

The actual response rate was determined by dividing the total respondents n=404 by the 

total population n=1009.  This produced a response rate for this survey of 40%.  This was 

aligned with Fowler’s research that found an acceptable response rate at 30% (2009).   

 Data Treatment/Management  

Data were collected via Qualtrics.  Data were stored securely on the cloud and on 

electronic drive devices to ensure that there was no data loss.  Quantitative survey data were 

downloaded to upload to SPSS for correlational analysis.  Statistical significance of the data was 

measured and reported from SPSS.    

Free response data were analyzed and coded for all respondents.  The data were stored 

electronically on the researcher’s computer and password-secured storage.  Typed free response 

questions were coded.  After coding, response frequencies/themes were tabulated via use of 

Microsoft Excel.  Commonalities were found by sorting the data in one column via Excel.   

Data Analysis Techniques 

All quantitative data were analyzed using SPSS software.  The quantitative survey data 

were analyzed to determine the Pearson correlation coefficient- r. These coefficients were 

measured and statistical significance was set at the alpha-α level p<.05.  Where the data analysis 
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produced a statistically significant coefficient of determination, the researcher rejected the null 

hypothesis in favor of the research hypothesis.   

The null hypothesis in this research study presumed that there was no statistical 

significant relationship between the independent variables: 

1) Leadership support and attitudes for teaching and special education 

2) Coursework in special education as preparation for teaching and special education 

3) Professional development experiences as preparation for teaching and special 

education 

4) Student teaching experiences in student teaching as preparation for teaching and 

special education and the dependent variable- improved teacher attitudes toward co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

Survey responses were on a scale of 1 strongly disagree to 6 strongly agree.  For the 

purposes of this research study, the responses were analyzed and disaggregated using the 

identifying information from Section I Background of the survey.  The groups that were utilized 

to analyze the data include: 

a. All respondents 

b. Years teaching experience 

c. Gender 

d. Teacher role/responsibility 

e. Highest degree earned 

f. Coursework in special education 

g. Special education knowledge 

h. Years teaching inclusion 

i. Positive/negative views toward inclusion 

j. General/special education teaching endorsement 

Descriptive statistics were calculated to analyze the responses across these nine groups.  

The mean and standard deviations were the basis for data analysis and study findings.  The use of 

these descriptive statistics is a widely implemented analysis approach toward quantitative 

research (Howell, 2014).   

The correlations from all three groups were calculated and reported utilizing composite 

scores for each independent variable.  Within each independent variable, the mean score for all 
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items determined a total composite score.  For the first independent variable, this is reported in 

Chapter 4 as All (Independent variable).  Additionally, the mean score for items relating to 

special education determined a special education composite score.  These scores are reported in 

Chapter 4 as (Independent variable) for special education.  Finally, those items in each 

independent variable that related to teaching struggling students in a general education classroom 

were averaged to find the third composite variable.  This score is reported in Chapter 4 as- 

(Independent variable) for teaching.  This investigation determined if there were any statistically 

significant areas that could be used to further inform instructional leadership practices.   

Correlational analysis does not imply causation (Howell, 2014).  The goal of this study, 

through statistical analysis, was to determine how much of the variation in teacher attitudes can 

be attributed to the four independent variables (Howell, 2014).   

Correlation coefficients r range from -1 to +1.  The aim of this study was to find which r 

value was the closest to +1.  When this independent variable increased, it related the most 

strongly with positive teacher attitudes (Howell, 2014).  The coefficient of determination, 𝑟2, 

determines the percentage of variation in the dependent variable that can be attributed to each of 

the independent variables (Howell, 2014).   

In order to address the final research question, all open-ended responses were analyzed.  

The responses were then coded, and frequencies of responses were used to determine themes. 

The themes process utilized a tally system in Microsoft Excel.  The relative strength of a theme 

was developed based on the higher frequency of responses tallied.  The themes from the free 

response questions are displayed in Chapter 4- Data and Analysis.  Due to the number of 

responses analyzed, the percentage of each response rate was small.  As an example, when 

analyzing 200 responses, 10 respondents only represents 5% of the population.  All responses 

that were seen multiple times were reported in order of frequency in Chapter 4.  

Survey data are reported in table form in Chapter 4- Data and Analysis.  Chapter 5- 

Findings, Implications, and Conclusions discusses the significance of the findings and 

implications for school leaders and teacher preparation programs in response to the findings.  

Time Line 

After approval of the study by the committee, the researcher, who had received IRB 

training (see Appendix B) requested and received Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval 
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from Virginia Tech to conduct the study (see Appendix C).  Additionally, the researcher 

requested and received approval to conduct the study by school division personnel (see 

Appendix D).  The approval process took two weeks.  

After receiving preliminary approvals, the researcher conducted two focus group A & B 

interviews using the draft of the survey instrument with experts from the selected population.  A 

focus was placed on determining whether vocabulary used in the questions was clear and 

whether variables or terms needed further definition.  The focus groups helped refine and 

develop face validity (Fowler, 2009).  The survey was refined based on focus group feedback.  

Cognitive laboratory interviews were held by asking a set of questions and asking respondents 

how they understood the questions (Fowler, 2009). The revised survey included any necessary 

definitions of terms and clarifications.  After this, the survey was uploaded into Google forms. 

The survey was field tested with fifteen expert respondents.  The field test subjects then held 

follow up focus group C to clarify whether the questions were clearly understood and whether 

the questions as presented address the research questions.  The field testing process established 

content validity (Fowler, 2009). After the instrument was validated, the reliability process began.  

Respondents participated in a test/retest of items after a period of three weeks had elapsed to 

determine the Pearson r value between multiple trials over time (Groves et al., 2009).  Once 

validity and reliability (r=0.76) were established, the survey was finalized and entered into 

Qualtrics. (see Appendix A)  This process took six weeks. 

After all approvals were granted, the survey was sent out by way of email via a Qualtrics 

link to the elementary school teachers in the school division, with an accompanying e-mail 

explanation and video.  After a period of 10 days (Fowler, 2009), follow up emails were sent to 

encourage non-respondents to complete the survey.  A series of reminders were sent stressing the 

importance of a high response rate and the optional participation in a monetary incentive for 

completion.  Four monetary incentives of $50 were provided to four selected teachers from those 

who completed the survey and provided their email address.  Teachers received an hour of 

professional development credit upon completion of the survey.  After the survey window was 

closed and the response rate of 40% was achieved, data were downloaded from Qualtrics and 

stored on a local hard drive and external hard drive in a secured location.  

The responses were converted from text to numbers using the following formula in 

Excel: 1-strongly disagree, 2-disagree, 3-somewhat disagree, 4-somewhat agree, 5-agree, 6-
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strongly agree.  The data were analyzed and correlation coefficients were determined by use of 

the program SPSS.  The correlation coefficients (r) and corresponding statistical significance (p) 

values were gathered and stored securely for reporting in Chapter 4. The data were analyzed in 

ten groups based on teacher responses to identifying information questions in the background 

section of the instrument.  The free responses, coding, and thematic analysis utilized an export of 

data from Qualtrics to Microsoft Excel.  Chapter 4 was developed with tabulated results with 

analysis from the research. Chapter 5 discusses findings, implications, and recommendations for 

future research.  A draft of the completed study was submitted to the chair of the committee for 

review, revision, and discussion. The data analysis, producing tables, interpretation, and writing 

of chapters four and five was a 12 week process.   

Methodology Summary 

This mixed methods study measured the relative strength of the relationships among the 

previously researched independent variables that showed improvement in teacher attitudes 

toward inclusion.  The study was conducted in the elementary schools in an urban school 

division in Virginia that served 15,600 K-5 students.  Descriptive statistics, correlations, and 

response frequency data were calculated and reported in table form in this mixed methods study. 

Teachers participated in one survey administration.  The survey objective was to measure 

the relationship between teacher current and past experiences and teacher preparation and 

attitudes toward co-teaching inclusion.  The electronic self-administration of the survey through 

anonymity reduces error that comes through an in-person interview survey of teacher attitudes 

(Fowler, 2009).   

The descriptive statistics data was reported by sub-sample categories (ex. years of 

completed teaching experience, teacher role).  The resulting statistics measured the relative level 

of agreement or disagreement to the items on the survey across people groups (Howell, 2014).  

Correlational statistical analysis investigated the relationship between two variables (Howell, 

2014).  The independent variables were analyzed based on the relative strength of the 

relationships.  This analysis determined which variable had the strongest statistically significant 

relationship with teacher preparation attitudes.  The study provides findings, implications, and 

suggestions for future research in Chapter 5.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA AND ANALYSIS 

Introduction/Restatement of Purpose 

Chapter four includes data and analysis for the five research questions.  Data are 

displayed by research question.  Survey responses were on a scale of 1-strongly disagree to 6-

strongly agree.  Data are organized in tables based on the responses gathered in section 1 of the 

survey: Background information (see Appendix A).  The groups that were utilized to analyze the 

data include the following: 

a. All respondents 

b. Years teaching experience 

c.  Gender 

d. Teacher role/responsibility 

e. Highest degree earned 

f. Coursework in special education 

g. Special education knowledge 

h. Years teaching inclusion 

i. Positive/negative views toward inclusion 

j. General/special education teaching endorsement 

The purpose of this mixed methods study was to determine which variable produces the 

strongest relationship effect on teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

Both special and general education teachers were surveyed in all elementary schools in an urban 

division in Virginia. The independent variables were these:  

1) Leadership support and attitudes for teaching and special education 

2) Coursework in special education as preparation for teaching and special education 

3) Professional development experiences as preparation for teaching and special 

education 

4) Student teaching experiences in student teaching as preparation for teaching and 

special education 

The dependent variable was teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an 

inclusion classroom.  These variables were selected based on findings of previous research and 
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were seen to have a positive impact on teacher attitudes (Bondurant, 2004; Maddas, 2014; 

Mullings, 2012; Tortu, 2015; Wagner et al., 2006).   

Explanation of data analysis technique 

A correlation is strongest when it is closest to +1 or -1.  All statistically significant 

correlations in this study were positive.  One of the strongest correlations from this study was 

found in the Coursework for teaching sub-category for teachers with 4-9 years of experience co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom.  The Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.55.  The 

scatterplot and line of best fit for this correlation is displayed in figure 2.   

 

Figure 2. Scatterplot and regression line for correlation with teachers who have 4-9 years of 

experience co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. 

In contrast, Figure 3 displays all responses in the area of Student teaching for special 

education.  This was a very weak positive correlation at r=0.11*.   
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Figure 3. Scatterplot and regression line for correlation with all teachers on their attitudes toward 

preparation in student teaching and teacher attitudes toward inclusion. 

Chapter 4 narratives developed an understanding of the relationships among the variables by 

explaining the descriptive statistics and correlations.  The analysis of data discussed the relative 

strength of the correlations.  The correlation coefficients were converted to the coefficient of 

determination, 𝑟2, for the tests with the strong and weak results.  The coefficient of 

determination is the percentage of the variation in the dependent variable that can be attributed to 

the independent variable. All Likert scale responses were converted from text to numbers using 

the following formula in Excel: 1-strongly disagree, 2-disagree, 3-somewhat disagree, 4-

somewhat agree, 5-agree, 6-strongly agree. 

The mean dependent variables (teacher attitudes toward inclusion) across all sub-samples 

of the population were analyzed.  Each of the research questions was discussed in detail and 

analyzed by the same sub-samples of the population.  Two feedback items were provided in the 

responses and should be noted.  First, there was not an option for 0 courses taken in special 

education in the background section of the survey.  The tables measuring coursework in special 

education should be interpreted with the understanding that some teachers had no coursework in 

special education.  Additionally, 88 teachers noted that they were special education teachers in 

the background section, but only 63 selected an endorsement in special education, so these 

statistics may also hold a level of inaccuracy.  All statistics were reported in Chapter 4 based on 
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the responses that were provided to the best of the respondents’ knowledge.  The instrument is 

provided in Appendix A.  

Dependent variable descriptive statistics analysis 

All teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion were determined based on mean scores of their 

numerical responses to these four questions on the 6 point Likert scale: 

1) Inclusion instruction benefits general and special education students. 

2) Inclusion instruction is an improvement over self-contained instruction. 

3) Inclusion classrooms should be the primary place for students with academic 

disabilities. 

4) Inclusion classrooms should be the primary place for students with mild behavioral 

disabilities. 

Ten categories of analysis were examined: 

a. All respondents 

b. Years teaching experience 

c.  Gender 

d. Teacher role/responsibility 

e. Highest degree earned 

f. Coursework in special education 

g. Special education knowledge 

h. Years teaching inclusion 

i. Positive/negative views toward inclusion 

j. General/special education teaching endorsement 

Mean scores for all samples of the population are in Appendix E.  The changes within 

each sub-sample of the population by mean score are highlighted to provide context for the data 

and analysis on the five research questions.  First, the composite attitude score for all 

respondents (n=404) is 4.38(0.96). It is displayed in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics: All Attitudes toward Inclusion/Dependent Variable Across all Samples of 

the Population: All Respondents 

 n Mean Median Mode SD 

All respondents 404 4.38 4.40 5.00 0.96 

 

This is in the middle of the somewhat agree response band.  Most response samples were 

in the middle of the somewhat agree range.  Two exceptions to this were the teachers with 5-10 

years of teaching experience (n=90) at 4.20(1.02), and teachers with 0 years of experience 

teaching inclusion (n=51) at 4.12(0.84).  Special education experts (n=21) produced the most 

favorable score among all samples at 4.83(1.10). 

The descriptive statistics results for teachers based on their number of years of experience 

teaching showed differences across teacher groups.  Teachers with 16+ years of teaching 

experience (n=156) had the most favorable attitude toward inclusion at 4.54(0.90).  These data 

are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics: All Attitudes toward Inclusion/Dependent Variable Across all Sub-

Samples of the Population: Years of Teaching Experience 

 n Mean Median Mode SD 

0-4 years teaching 84 4.34 4.40 5.00 0.86 

5-10 years teaching 90 4.20 4.40 4.60 1.02 

11-15 years teaching 74 4.31 4.50 5.00 1.08 

16+ years teaching 156 4.54 4.60 5.00 0.90 

 

The group with the least favorable attitude in this sampling was the teachers with 5-10 years of 

teaching experience (n=90) at 4.20(1.02).   

Similarly, when examining the results by gender there is also a difference in mean score 

among female and male teachers.  The female teachers (n=388) produced a higher composite 

score 4.38(0.95).  The male teachers were a small sub-sample (n=16) with a mean score of 

4.25(1.14).  The data are displayed in Table 4. 
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Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics: All Attitudes toward Inclusion/Dependent Variable Across all Sub-

Samples of the Population: Teacher Gender 

 n Mean Median Mode SD 

Female teachers 388 4.38 4.40 5.00 0.95 

Male teachers 16 4.25 4.40 4.40 1.14 

 

With respect to teacher role, the mean scores also show differences among the different 

analysis groups.  The most favorable views of inclusion were held by the Inclusion Special 

Education teachers (n=67) at 4.62(0.93).  The academic teacher sample (n=316) was the group 

with the least favorable views in this analysis at 4.33(0.96).  The data are displayed in Table 5. 

Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics: All Attitudes toward Inclusion/Dependent Variable Across all Sub-

Samples of the Population: Teacher Role 

 n Mean Median Mode SD 

Academic teachers 316 4.33 4.40 5.00 0.96 

Special education: Inclusion teacher 67 4.62 4.80 5.00 0.93 

Special education: Special education setting 
teacher 

21 4.39 4.60 4.80 1.00 

 

The next sample sets were analyzed based on teacher highest degree earned.  Only one 

teacher who responded had a doctoral degree.  That analysis was not reported due to too small 

sample size.  This respondents’ results were not included with those teachers with graduate 

degrees in this analysis. The data are presented in Table 6. 

Table 6 

Descriptive Statistics: All Attitudes toward Inclusion/Dependent Variable Across all Sub-

Samples of the Population: Highest Degree Earned 

 n Mean Median Mode SD 

Undergraduate degree 138 4.49 4.60 5.00 0.93 

Graduate degree 265 4.32 4.40 5.00 0.97 
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Teachers with undergraduate degrees (n=138) had of inclusion at 4.49(0.93).  Teachers with 

graduate degrees (n=265) generated a composite score of 4.32(0.97) which was slightly lower 

than the total sample.   

As teachers’ numbers of courses increased in special education, so did their attitudes 

toward inclusion.  Those with 1 course in special education (n=169) produced a composite score 

of 4.28(0.96).  Teachers with 3 courses in special education (n=150) generated a composite score 

of 4.48(1.02).  The data are shown in Table 7. 

Table 7 

Descriptive statistics: All attitudes toward inclusion/dependent variable across all sub-samples 

of the population: Coursework in special education 

 n Mean Median Mode SD 

1 course in special education 169 4.28 4.40 5.00 0.96 

2 courses in special education 85 4.40 4.40 5.00 0.83 

3 courses in special education 150 4.48 4.60 5.00 1.02 

 

The teacher level of special education knowledge analysis was completed as well.  

Teachers could report novice, intermediate, proficient, and expert levels of knowledge.  Novices 

in special education (n=97) were found to have a composite score of 4.24(0.91).  Special 

education experts (n=21), although a small sample, produced the inclusion score in the study at 

4.83(1.10).  The data are displayed in Table 8. 

Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics: All Attitudes toward Inclusion/Dependent Variable Across all Sub-

Samples of the Population 

 n Mean Median Mode SD 

Special education novice 97 4.24 4.20 5.00 0.91 

Special education intermediate 157 4.27 4.60 5.00 0.99 

Special education proficient 129 4.27 4.60 5.00 0.99 

Special education expert 21 4.83 5.00 5.60 1.10 

 

The next category for analysis by population sample was in years of experience co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom.  Teacher attitudes in this variable increased as each level of 

experience increased.  Possible responses were these: 0 years, 1-3 years, 4-9 years, and 10+ 
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years.  The group with 10+ years of experience in inclusion generated the most favorable score at 

4.65(0.99).  The least favorable score was for those teachers with 0 years of experience teaching 

inclusion at 4.13(0.84).  This is also notable because it was the lowest composite attitude toward 

inclusion in the whole study based on the background section criteria.  The data are presented in 

Table 9. 

Table 9 

Descriptive Statistics: All Attitudes toward Inclusion/Dependent Variable Across all Sub-

Samples of the Population: Years of Experience Co-Teaching Inclusion 

 n Mean Median Mode SD 

0 years teaching inclusion 51 4.13 4.00 4.00 0.84 

1-3 years teaching inclusion 162 4.32 4.50 5.00 0.98 

4-9 years teaching inclusion 118 4.40 4.40 5.00 0.93 

10+ years teaching inclusion 73 4.65 4.80 4.00a 0.99 

1. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 

Those who disagreed or agreed with inclusion based on their composite scores which 

were less than or equal to 3.99 or greater than or equal to 4.00, respectively, were also analyzed.  

Those who disagreed with inclusion (n=116) generated a mean score of 3.20(0.66).  This score is 

in the bottom of the somewhat disagree response band.  Those with positive views toward 

inclusion (n=288) produced the most favorable mean score at 4.85(0.57).  This is in the top of the 

somewhat agree response band.  Table 10 displays these data.  

Table 10 

Descriptive Statistics: All Attitudes toward Inclusion/Dependent Variable Across all Sub-

Samples of the Population: Composite Attitude toward Inclusion 

 n Mean Median Mode SD 

Disagree with inclusion 116 3.20 3.40 3.80 0.66 

Agree with inclusion 288 4.85 4.80 5.00 0.57 

 

Finally, the analysis of sample sets concludes with looking at teacher responses based on 

their endorsement or licensure areas.  This analysis is separated into two groups: teachers with 

general education endorsements and teachers with special education endorsements.  Table 11 

presents the data. 
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Table 11 

Descriptive Statistics: All Attitudes toward Inclusion/Dependent Variable Across all Sub-

Samples of the Population: Teacher Endorsement 

 n Mean Median Mode SD 

SPED endorsed 63 4.45 4.40 5.00 0.94 

G. Ed endorsed 333 4.36 4.40 5.00 0.96 

 

Teachers with special education endorsements had a slightly higher view of inclusion than the 

total sample of all respondents at 4.45(0.94).  The general education-endorsed teachers generated 

a mean score of 4.36(0.96).   

The descriptive statistics for all of these samples are available in Appendix E.  These 

dependent variable composite scores were shared at the beginning of Chapter 4 to provide 

context for those results that were reported by research question.   

Report of Data and Analysis for Research Question 1: Leadership 

Table twelve displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all 

respondents on the first research question that investigated the relationship between leadership 

attitudes and behaviors and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion 

classroom. The table shows results for all respondents. The most favorable mean score in the 

survey investigating research question 1 was reported in the sub-category Leadership for 

teaching at 4.48(1.06).  This is in the middle of the somewhat agree response band.  The least 

favorable mean score was in Leadership for special education with a mean score of 4.35(1.05).  

The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All leadership sub-category.  

Approximately 68% of all teachers’ scores would fall within 0.99 scaled score points of the mean 

score of 4.42 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between somewhat disagree and agree. 
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Table 12 

The Relationship between Leadership and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an Inclusion 

Classroom: All Respondents 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All leadership 

All respondents 404 0.23** 0.00 4.42 4.67 5.00 0.99 

Leadership for special education 

All respondents 404 0.29** 0.00 4.35 4.50 5.00 1.05 

Leadership for teaching 

All respondents 404 0.15** 0.00 4.48 4.80 5.00 1.06 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table twelve displays the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

leadership and inclusion; all correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 

level.  Two correlations were weak positive correlations.  One correlation in the Leadership for 

teaching sub-category was very weak positive correlation at r=0.15.  The two variables 

increased together; the relative strength of the relationships was weak/very weak.  Teachers who 

had better attitudes toward their leaders also had higher attitudes toward co-teaching in an 

inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question one investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and leadership attitudes and behavior for all respondents was 

in the sub-category Special Education Leadership.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was 

r=0.29.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting 

coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 12 revealed that between 2% 

(Leadership for teaching) and 8% (Leadership for special education) of the variation in teacher 

attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their preparation through and attitudes toward their 

leader’s behavior.  Leadership variables only accounted for a small portion of the variation in 

teacher attitudes.   

Table 13 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the first research question that investigated the relationship between leadership attitudes and 

behaviors and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. 

The data is disaggregated based on years of teaching experience.  The most favorable mean score 
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in the survey investigating research question 1 was reported in the sub-category Leadership for 

teaching for teachers with 0-4 years of teaching experience at 4.62(0.92).  This is in the middle 

of the somewhat agree response band.  The least favorable mean score was across all three sub-

categories for teachers with 11-15 years of experience with a mean leadership attitude score of 

4.19.   

Table 13 

The Relationship between Leadership and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an Inclusion 

Classroom: Teacher Experience 

 n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All leadership 

0-4 years teaching  84 0.14 0.19 4.54 4.78 5.00 0.88 

5-10 years teaching 90 0.27* 0.01 4.33 4.56 5.00 0.99 

11-15 years teaching 74 0.14 0.23 4.19 4.33 5.00 1.06 

16+ years teaching 156 0.27** 0.00 4.52 4.72 5.00 1.00 

Leadership for special education 

0-4 years teaching  84 0.11 0.31 4.43 4.75 5.00 0.96 

5-10 years teaching 90 0.36** 0.00 4.28 4.50 5.00 1.04 

11-15 years teaching 74 0.25* 0.03 4.19 4.25 4.50 1.14 

16+ years teaching 156 0.35** 0.00 4.42 4.75 5.00 1.05 

Leadership for teaching 

0-4 years teaching  84 0.15 0.16 4.62 4.80 5.00 0.92 

5-10 years teaching 90 0.17 0.11 4.37 4.60 5.00 1.05 

11-15 years teaching 74 0.04 0.75 4.19 4.40 5.00 1.14 

16+ years teaching 156 0.18* 0.03 4.61 4.80 5.00 1.08 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All leadership sub-category for 

teachers with 0-4 years teaching experience.  Approximately 68% of the scores for teachers with 

0-4 years of teaching experience scores would fall within 0.88 scaled score points of the mean 

score of 4.54 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between somewhat disagree and agree. 

Table 13 displays the correlation tests investigating teacher attitudes toward leadership 

and inclusion based on years of completed teaching experience.  Three correlation coefficients 

were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  Three correlation coefficients were statistically 

significant at the p<.05 level.  Of the statistically significant results, five correlations were weak 

positive correlations.  One correlation in the Leadership for teaching sub-category was a very 



60 

 

weak positive correlation for teachers with 16+ years of experience at r=0.18.  The two variables 

increased together, but the relative strength of the relationships was weak/very weak.  Teachers 

who had better attitudes toward their leaders also had higher attitudes toward co-teaching in an 

inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question one investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and leadership attitudes and behavior for teachers based on 

their years of completed teaching experience was in the sub-category Leadership for special 

education for teachers with 5-10 years of experience.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was 

r=0.36.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting 

coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 13 revealed that between 3% 

(Leadership for teaching for teachers with 16+ years of experience) and 13% (Leadership for 

special education for teachers with 5-10 years of experience) of the variation in teacher attitudes 

toward inclusion can be attributed to their preparation and attitudes toward their leader’s 

behavior.  Although leadership accounts for some of the variation in teacher attitudes, other 

variables account for more of the variation.   

Table 14 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the first research question that investigated the relationship between leadership attitudes and 

behaviors and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. 

The data are disaggregated based on teacher gender.  The most favorable mean score in the 

survey investigating research question 1 was reported in the sub-category Leadership for special 

education for male teachers at 4.58(0.98).  This is in the middle of the somewhat agree response 

band.  The least favorable mean score was in Leadership for teaching: male teachers with a 

mean leadership attitude score of 4.31(1.23).  The smallest dispersion measurement was found in 

the All leadership sub-category for female teachers.  Approximately 68% of the female teachers’ 

scores would fall within 0.99 scaled score points of the mean score of 4.42 on the 6 point Likert 

scale, which was between somewhat disagree and agree. 

  



61 

 

Table 14 

The Relationship between Leadership and Teacher Attitudes Toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Gender 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All leadership 

Female 388 0.24** 0.00 4.42 4.67 5.00 0.99 

Male 16 0.06 0.82 4.43 4.61 5.00 1.02 

Leadership for special education 

Female 388 0.31** 0.00 4.34 4.50 5.00 1.05 

Male 16 -0.2 0.46 4.58 4.50 4.50a 0.98 

Leadership for teaching 

Female 388 0.15** 0.00 4.49 4.80 5.00 1.06 

Male 16 0.22 0.41 4.31 4.70 5.00 1.23 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table 14 displays the correlation tests investigating teacher attitudes toward leadership 

and inclusion based on teacher gender.  Three correlation coefficients were statistically 

significant at the p<.01 level.  Of the statistically significant results, two correlations were weak 

positive correlations.  One correlation in the Leadership for teaching sub-category was a very 

weak positive correlation for female teachers at r=0.15.  The two variables increased together, 

but the relative strength of the relationships was weak or very weak.  Teachers who had higher 

attitudes toward their leaders also had higher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion 

classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question one investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and leadership attitudes and behavior for teachers based on 

their gender was in the sub-category Leadership for special education for female teachers.  This 

Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.31.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient 

of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 14 

revealed that between 2% (Leadership for teaching for female teachers) and 10% (Leadership 

for special education for female teachers) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion 

can be attributed to their preparation through and attitudes toward their leader’s behavior.  

Although leadership accounts for some of the variation in teacher attitudes, other variables 

account for more of the variation.   
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Table 15 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the first research question that investigated the relationship between leadership attitudes and 

behaviors and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. 

The data were disaggregated based on teacher role.   

Table 15 

The Relationship between Leadership and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an Inclusion 

Classroom: Teacher Role 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All leadership 

Academic Teacher 316    0.23** 0.00 4.38 4.56 5.00 0.98 

Special Education: Inclusion 67   0.24* 0.05 4.64 5.00 5.00 0.99 

Special Education: Self-Contained 21 -0.05 0.82 4.37 4.67 5.00 1.13 

Leadership for special education 

Academic Teacher 316    0.29** 0.00 4.31 4.50 5.00 1.02 

Special Education: Inclusion 67  0.29* 0.02 4.63 5.00 5.00 1.06 

Special Education: Self-Contained 21 0.13 0.56 4.10 4.25 5.00 1.26 

Leadership for teaching 

Academic Teacher 316    0.16** 0.00 4.44 4.80 5.00 1.06 

Special Education: Inclusion 67 0.18 0.15 4.65 5.00 5.00 1.05 

Special Education: Self-Contained 21 -0.22 0.34 4.59 5.00 5.00 1.11 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question 1 was reported in 

the sub-category Leadership for teaching by special education inclusion teachers at 4.65(1.05).  

This is in the middle of the somewhat agree response band.  The least favorable mean score was 

in Leadership for special education for special education teachers in a self-contained teaching 

position with a mean leadership attitude score of 4.10(1.26).  The smallest dispersion 

measurement was found in the All leadership sub-category for academic teachers.  

Approximately 68% of the academic teachers’ scores would fall within 0.98 scaled score points 
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of the mean score of 4.38 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between somewhat disagree and 

agree. 

Table 15 displays the correlation tests investigating teacher attitudes toward leadership 

and inclusion based on teacher role.  Three correlation coefficients were statistically significant 

at the p<.01 level.  Two correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  

Of the statistically significant results, four correlations were weak positive correlations.  One 

correlation in the Leadership for teaching sub-category was a very weak positive correlation for 

academic teachers at r=0.16.  The two variables increased together, the relative strength of the 

relationships was weak or very weak.  Teachers who had better attitudes toward their leaders also 

had attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question one investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and leadership attitudes and behavior for teachers based on 

their role were in the sub-categories Leadership for special education for both academic and 

special education inclusion teachers.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.29.  This 

coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of 

determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 15 revealed that between 3% (Leadership for 

teaching by academic teachers) and 8% (Leadership for special education by academic and 

special education inclusion teachers) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be 

attributed to their preparation through and attitudes toward their leader’s behavior. 

Table 16 illustrates the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents 

on the first research question that investigated the relationship between leadership attitudes and 

behaviors and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. 

The data were disaggregated based on teacher highest degree earned.   
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Table 16 

The Relationship between Leadership and Teacher Attitudes Toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Education Level 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All leadership 

Undergraduate 138 0.15 0.07 4.45 4.56 5.00 0.94 

Graduate 265 0.27** 0.00 4.40 4.67 5.00 1.01 

Doctoral 1 Too small 

Leadership for special education 

Undergraduate 138 0.22** 0.01 4.40 4.50 5.00 0.98 

Graduate 265 0.33** 0.00 4.32 4.50 5.00 1.08 

Doctoral 1 Too small 

Leadership for teaching 

Undergraduate 138 0.08 0.33 4.49 4.80 5.00 1.05 

Graduate 265 0.19** 0.00 4.47 4.80 5.00 1.07 

Doctoral 1 Too small 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

The doctoral group was too small for analysis with a sample size of n=1.  The most favorable 

mean score in the survey investigating research question 1 was reported in the sub-category 

Leadership for teaching by teachers with undergraduate degrees at 4.49(1.05).  This is in the 

middle of the somewhat agree response band.  The least favorable mean score was in Leadership 

for special education for teachers with graduate degrees with a mean leadership attitude score of 

4.32(1.08).  The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All leadership sub-category 

for academic teachers.  Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for those with undergraduate 

degrees would fall within 0.94 scaled score points of the mean score of 4.45 on the 6 point Likert 

scale, which was between somewhat disagree and agree. 

Table 16 reveals the correlation tests investigating teacher attitudes toward leadership and 

inclusion based on teacher highest degree earned.  Four correlation coefficients were statistically 

significant at the p<.01 level.  Of the statistically significant results, three correlations were weak 

positive correlations.  One correlation in the Leadership for teaching sub-category was a very 

weak positive correlation for teachers with graduate degrees at r=0.19.  The two variables 

increased together, the relative strength of the relationships was weak or very weak.  Teachers 
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who had higher attitudes toward their leaders also had higher attitudes toward co-teaching in an 

inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question one investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and leadership attitudes and behavior for teachers based on 

their highest degree earned was in the sub-category Leadership for special education for teachers 

with graduate degrees.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.33.  This coefficient was 

squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for 

all sub-categories in Table 16 revealed that between 4% (Leadership for teaching by teachers 

with graduate degrees) and 11% (Leadership for special education by teachers with graduate 

degrees) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their 

preparation through and attitudes toward their leader’s behavior. 

Table 17 indicates the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the first research question that investigated the relationship between leadership attitudes and 

behaviors and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. 

The data were disaggregated based on teacher coursework in special education.  The most 

favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question 1 was reported in the sub-

category Leadership for teaching by teachers with three courses in special education at 

4.64(1.05).  This is in the middle of the somewhat agree response band.  The least favorable 

mean score was in Leadership for special education for teachers with two courses in special 

education with a mean leadership attitude score of 4.20(1.02).  The smallest dispersion 

measurement was found in the All leadership sub-category for teachers with one course in 

special education.   
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Table 17 

The Relationship between Leadership and Teacher Attitudes Toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Special Education Coursework 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All leadership 

1 course  169 0.21** 0.01 4.36 4.44 5.00 0.96 

2 courses 85 0.28** 0.01 4.30 4.44 4.44a 0.99 

3 courses 150 0.20* 0.01 4.57 4.83 5.00 1.01 

Leadership for special education 

1 course  169 0.26** 0.00 4.32 4.50 5.00 1.03 

2 courses 85 0.31** 0.00 4.20 4.50 4.75 1.02 

3 courses 150 0.31** 0.00 4.47 4.75 5.00 1.09 

Leadership for teaching 

1 course  169 0.15 0.06 4.39 4.60 5.00 1.05 

2 courses 85 0.23* 0.03 4.38 4.60 4.80 1.09 

3 courses 150 0.1 0.24 4.64 5.00 5.00 1.05 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for those with one course in special education 

would fall within 0.96 scaled score points of the mean score of 4.36 on the 6 point Likert scale, 

which was between somewhat disagree and agree. 

Table 17 reveals the correlation tests investigating teacher attitudes toward leadership and 

inclusion based on teacher coursework in special education.  Five correlation coefficients were 

statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  Two correlation coefficients were statistically 

significant at the p<.05 level.  Of the statistically significant results, all seven correlations were 

weak positive correlations.  The two variables increased together, but the relative strength of the 

relationships were weak or very weak.  Teachers who had higher attitudes toward their leaders 

also had higher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question one investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and leadership attitudes and behavior for teachers based on 

their coursework in special education was in the sub-category Leadership for special education 

for teachers with both one and two courses in special education.  This Pearson correlation 

coefficient was r=0.31.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  

The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 17 revealed that 
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between 4% (All leadership for teachers with one course in special education) and 10% 

(Leadership for special education for teachers with one or two courses in special education) of 

the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their preparation through 

and attitudes toward their leader’s behavior. 

Table 18 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the first research question that investigated the relationship between leadership attitudes and 

behaviors and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. 

The data were disaggregated based on teacher level of special education knowledge.  The most 

favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question 1 was reported in the sub-

category Leadership for teaching by teachers with expert special education knowledge at 

4.75(0.91).  This is on the higher end of the somewhat agree response band.  The least favorable 

mean score was in Leadership for special education for teachers with novice special education 

knowledge with a mean leadership attitude score of 4.16(0.99).  The smallest dispersion 

measurement was found in the All leadership sub-category for special education experts.  

Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for those with expert level knowledge of special 

education would fall within 0.89 scaled score points of the mean score of 4.68 on the 6 point 

Likert scale, which was between somewhat disagree and agree. 
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Table 18 

The Relationship between Leadership and Teacher Attitudes Toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Special Education Knowledge 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All leadership 

Novice 97 0.26* 0.01 4.23 4.33 5.00 0.94 

Intermediate 157 0.22** 0.01 4.34 4.56 5.00 1.04 

Proficient 129 0.15 0.09 4.34 4.56 5.00 1.04 

Expert 21 0.21 0.36 4.68 4.78 4.67a 0.89 

Leadership for special education 

Novice 97 0.32** 0.00 4.16 4.25 5.00 0.99 

Intermediate 157 0.23** 0.00 4.28 4.50 5.00 1.11 

Proficient 129 0.27** 0.00 4.28 4.50 5.00 1.11 

Expert 21 0.43 0.05 4.60 4.75 6.00 1.14 

Leadership for teaching 

Novice 97 0.17 0.09 4.28 4.40 5.00 1.06 

Intermediate 157 0.18* 0.03 4.39 4.60 5.00 1.09 

Proficient 129 0.05 0.60 4.39 4.60 5.00 1.09 

Expert 21 -0.06 0.81 4.75 5.00 5.00 0.91 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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Table 19 

The Relationship between Leadership and Teacher Attitudes Toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Experience Teaching Inclusion 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All leadership 

0 years 51 0.34* 0.02 4.43 4.44 4.33 0.88 

1-3 years 162 0.15 0.07 4.27 4.44 5 1.09 

4-9 years 118 0.30** 0.00 4.52 4.67 5 0.93 

10+ years 73 0.21 0.07 4.6 4.67 5 0.91 

Leadership for special education 

0 years 51 0.35* 0.01 4.34 4.5 5 0.88 

1-3 years 162 0.20* 0.01 4.17 4.5 4.75a 1.11 

4-9 years 118 0.36** 0.00 4.49 4.5 5 1.01 

10+ years 73 0.33** 0.00 4.52 4.75 5 1.05 

Leadership for teaching 

0 years 51 0.28* 0.05 4.51 4.8 5 1.05 

1-3 years 162 0.09 0.25 4.34 4.6 5 1.16 

4-9 years 118 0.21* 0.02 4.55 4.8 5 1.01 

10+ years 73 0.08 0.53 4.67 4.8 5 0.90 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table 19 reveals the correlation tests investigating teacher attitudes toward leadership and 

inclusion based on teacher years of experience co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  Three 

correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  Five correlation 

coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  Of the statistically significant results, 

all eight correlations were weak positive correlations.  The two variables increased together, the 

relative strength of the relationships was weak or very weak.  Teachers who had better attitudes 

toward their leaders also had higher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question one investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and leadership attitudes and behavior for teachers based on 

their years of experience co-teaching in an inclusion classroom was in the sub-category 

Leadership for special education for teachers with 4-9 years of experience co-teaching.  This 

Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.36.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient 

of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 19 

revealed that between 4% (Leadership for special education by teachers with 1-3 years of 
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experience co-teaching) and 13% (Leadership for special education by teachers with 4-9 years of 

experience co-teaching) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to 

their preparation through and attitudes toward their leader’s behavior. 

Table 20 illustrates the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents 

on the first research question that investigated the relationship between leadership attitudes and 

behaviors and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. 

The data were disaggregated based on teachers’ composite attitudes toward inclusion.   

Table 20 

The Relationship between Leadership and Teacher Attitudes Toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Composite Inclusion Attitude 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All leadership 

Disagree with inclusion 116   0.26** 0.01 4.2 4.22 4 1.01 

Agree with inclusion 288 0.15* 0.01 4.51 4.78 5 0.97 

Leadership for special education 

Disagree with inclusion 116 0.30** 0.00 4.04 4 3.75 1.13 

Agree with inclusion 288 0.20** 0.00 4.48 4.75 5 0.99 

Leadership for teaching 

Disagree with inclusion 116 0.19* 0.04 4.33 4.6 4.80a 1.08 

Agree with inclusion 288 0.1 0.09 4.54 4.8 5 1.05 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

For these tests, teachers with attitude scores in the somewhat disagree band or below were 

grouped as teachers who disagree with inclusive practices.  Teachers with scores in the 

somewhat agree band or higher were grouped as those who agree with inclusive practices.  The 

most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question 1 was reported in the 

sub-category Leadership for teaching by teachers who agree with inclusive practices at 

4.54(1.05).  This is in the middle of the somewhat agree response band.  The least favorable 

mean score was in Leadership for special education for teachers who disagree with inclusion 

with a mean leadership attitude score of 4.04(1.13).  The smallest dispersion measurement was 

found in the All leadership sub-category for teachers who agree with inclusion.  Approximately 

68% of the teachers’ scores for those who agree with inclusive practices would fall within 0.97 
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scaled score points of the mean score of 4.51 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between 

somewhat disagree and agree. 

Table 20 reveals the correlation tests investigating teacher attitudes toward leadership and 

inclusion based on teachers’ composite attitudes toward inclusion.  Three correlation coefficients 

were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  Two correlation coefficients were statistically 

significant at the p<.05 level.  Of the statistically significant results, three correlations were weak 

positive correlations.  Two of the correlations were very weak positive correlations.  The two 

variables increased together, the relative strength of the relationships was weak or very weak.  

Teachers who had higher attitudes toward their leaders also had higher attitudes toward co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question one investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and leadership attitudes and behavior for teachers based on 

their composite attitudes toward inclusion was in the sub-category Leadership for special 

education for teachers who disagree with inclusion practices.  This Pearson correlation 

coefficient was r=0.30.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  

The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 20 revealed that 

between 3% (All leadership by teachers who agree with inclusion practices) and 9% (Leadership 

for special education by teachers who disagree with inclusion practices) of the variation in 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their preparation through and attitudes 

toward their leader’s behavior. 
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Table 21 

The Relationship between Leadership and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an Inclusion 

Classroom: Teacher Endorsement 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All Leadership 

SPED endorsed  63 0.16 0.22 4.63 4.89 5.00 0.97 

G. Ed endorsed 333 0.23** 0.00 4.39 4.67 5.00 1.01 

Leadership for special education 

SPED endorsed  63 0.32* 0.01 4.54 4.75 5.00 1.05 

G. Ed endorsed 333 0.28** 0.00 4.33 4.50 5.00 1.05 

Leadership for teaching 

SPED endorsed  63 0.01 0.97 4.70 5.00 5.00 1.02 

G. Ed endorsed 333 0.17** 0.00 4.43 4.80 5.00 1.09 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table 21 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the first research question that investigated the relationship between leadership attitudes and 

behaviors and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. 

The data were disaggregated based on teacher endorsement.  The most favorable mean score in 

the survey investigating research question 1 was reported in the sub-category Leadership for 

teaching by teachers with special education endorsements at 4.70(1.02).  This is in the middle of 

the somewhat agree response band.  The least favorable mean score was in Leadership for 

special education for teachers with general education teaching licenses with a mean leadership 

attitude score of 4.33(1.05).  The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All 

leadership sub-category for teachers with special education licenses.  Approximately 68% of the 

teachers’ scores for those with expert level knowledge of special education would fall within 

0.97 scaled score points of the mean score of 4.63 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was 

between somewhat disagree and agree. 

Table 21 displays the correlation tests investigating teacher attitudes toward leadership 

and inclusion based on teacher endorsement.  Three correlation coefficients were statistically 

significant at the p<.01 level.  One correlation coefficient was statistically significant at the 

p<.05 level.  Of the statistically significant results, three correlations were weak positive 

correlations.  One correlation in the Leadership for teaching sub-category was a very weak 
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positive correlation for teachers with general education teaching licenses at r=0.17.  The two 

variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationships was weak or very weak.  

Teachers who had better attitudes toward their leaders also had higher attitudes toward co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question one investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and leadership attitudes and behavior for teachers based on 

teacher endorsement was in the sub-category Leadership for special education for teachers who 

hold a license in special education.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.32.  This 

coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of 

determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 21 revealed that between 3% (Leadership for 

teaching by teachers with general education licenses) and 10% (Leadership for special education 

by teachers with special education licenses) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion 

can be attributed to their preparation through and attitudes toward their leader’s behavior. 

The summary of data and analysis for research question one What is the relationship 

between school leadership support and leader attitudes and teacher preparation and attitudes 

toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom? follows.  After assessing the relationship between 

school leadership support and leader attitudes and teacher attitudes toward inclusion, the 

researcher could reject the null hypothesis. A statistically significant positive relationship 

between the variables leadership support and leader attitudes and teacher attitudes toward 

inclusion is clear.  The descriptive statistics show mean scores ranging from the bottom (≥4.00) 

to the top (≤4.99) of the somewhat agree response band depending on the sub-category and the 

sample from the population that is being analyzed.  The majority of mean scores were in the 

middle of the somewhat agree response band.  The correlational statistics show a range of very 

weak to weak positive correlations between teacher attitudes toward their leadership and their 

attitudes toward inclusion for the total population.  The strongest correlation between teacher 

attitudes toward inclusion across all variables studied was found in research question one in the 

sub-category of Leadership for special education.  The Pearson correlation was r=0.29.  This is 

still a weak positive correlation.   Other variables significantly influence teachers’ attitudes 

toward inclusion besides leaders.  The strongest correlations within all population samples were 

found in the Leadership for special education sub-category.  It was measured at r=0.36 with 

teachers who have 5-10 years of teaching experience (n=90) and teachers with 4-9 years of 
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experience co-teaching in an inclusion classroom (n=118).  This is also a weak positive 

correlation between teacher attitudes toward inclusion and their attitudes toward their 

administration’s behavior in the field of special education.  Teachers were also asked in the 

survey to respond to the following statement with their level of agreement: My school 

administration’s support has had an impact on my attitude toward co-teaching in an inclusion 

classroom.  The resulting frequency table of teacher responses is in Appendix F.  It reports that 

64% of teachers responded in agreement to this statement with 38% reporting in the agree or 

strongly agree response bands.  While leadership attitudes and behaviors do have an influence on 

teachers’ attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom, other variables also account for 

the variation in attitudes.   

Report of Data and Analysis for Research Question 2: Coursework 

Table 22 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the second research question that investigated the relationship between coursework and teacher 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table shows results 

for all respondents. 

Table 22 

The Relationship between Coursework and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: All Respondents 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All coursework 

All respondents 404 0.26** 0.00 3.77 3.88 4.00 1.19 

Coursework for special education 

All respondents 404 0.23** 0.00 3.78 4.00 5.00 1.28 

Coursework for teaching 

All respondents 404 0.25** 0.00 3.74 4.00 4.00 1.27 

b. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question 2 was 

reported in the sub-category Coursework for special education at 3.78(1.28).  This is in the top 

of the somewhat disagree response band.  The least favorable mean score was in Coursework for 

teaching with a mean score of 3.74(1.27).  The smallest dispersion measurement was found in 
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the All coursework sub-category.  Approximately 68% of the total sample’s score would fall 

within 1.17 scaled score points of the mean score of 3.77 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was 

between disagree and somewhat agree. 

Table 22 displays the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

coursework and inclusion, all correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 

level.  All correlations were weak positive correlations.  The two variables increased together, 

but the relative strength of the relationship was weak.  Teachers who had higher attitudes toward 

their coursework also had higher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question two investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and coursework for all respondents was in the sub-category All 

coursework.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.26.  This coefficient was squared to 

find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-

categories in Table 22 revealed that between 5% (Coursework for special education) and 7% (All 

coursework) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their 

preparation through and attitudes toward their coursework.  Coursework variables only account 

for a small portion of the variation in teacher attitudes.   

Table 23 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the second research question that investigated the relationship between coursework and teacher 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  
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Table 23 

The Relationship between Coursework and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Experience 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All coursework 

0-4 years teaching  84 0.13 0.22 4.03 4.13 4.38 1.06 

5-10 years teaching 90 0.41** 0.00 3.51 3.50 3.00a 1.14 

11-15 years teaching 74 0.11 0.36 3.69 3.88 4.00 1.22 

16+ years teaching 156 0.29** 0.00 3.81 3.88 5.00 1.25 

Coursework for special education 

0-4 years teaching  84 0.12 0.27 4.11 4.20 5.00 1.14 

5-10 years teaching 90 0.38** 0.00 3.50 3.6 3.20a 1.19 

11-15 years teaching 74 0.11 0.35 3.74 4.00 4.40a 1.30 

16+ years teaching 156 0.26** 0.00 3.79 4.00 5.00 1.35 

Coursework for teaching 

0-4 years teaching  84 0.12 0.27 3.90 4.00 4.33a 1.22 

5-10 years teaching 90 0.39** 0.00 3.53 3.67 4.00 1.25 

11-15 years teaching 74 0.09 0.44 3.60 3.67 3.67 1.29 

16+ years teaching 156 0.30** 0.00 3.84 4.00 4.00 1.29 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The table shows results for all respondents disaggregated by teachers’ years of completed 

teaching experience.  The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research 

question 2 was reported in the sub-category Coursework for special education for teachers with 

0-4 years of completed teaching experience at 4.11(1.14).  This is in the bottom of the somewhat 

agree response band.  The least favorable mean score was in Coursework for special education 

for teachers with 5-10 years of experience teaching with a mean score of 3.50(1.19).  The 

smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All coursework sub-category for teachers with 

0-4 years of experience teaching.  Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for those with 0-4 

years of teaching experience would fall within 1.06 scaled score points of the mean score of 4.03 

on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between the disagree and agree responses. 

Table 23 displays the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

coursework and inclusion based on the teachers’ years of completed teaching experience.  Six 

correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  One correlation was a 

moderate positive correlation in the sub-category of All coursework for teachers with 5-10 years 
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of teaching experience at r= 0.41.  Five correlations were weak positive correlations.  The two 

variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationships was moderate or weak.  

Teachers who had better attitudes toward their coursework also had better attitudes toward co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question two investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and coursework for all respondents based on years of 

completed teaching experience was in the sub-category All coursework for teachers with 5-10 

years of teaching experience.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.41.  This coefficient 

was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 

𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 23 revealed that between 7% (Coursework for special 

education for teachers with 16+ years of experience) and 17% (All coursework for teachers with 

5-10 years of experience) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed 

to their preparation through and attitudes toward their coursework. 

Table 24 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the second research question that investigated the relationship between coursework and teacher 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table displays results 

for all respondents based on teacher gender. 

Table 24 

The Relationship between Coursework and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Gender 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All coursework 

Female 388 0.26** 0.00 3.75 3.88 4.00 1.19 

Male 16 0.20 0.45 4.07 4.25 4.38 1.22 

Coursework for special education 

Female 388 0.23** 0.00 3.77 4.00 5.00 1.28 

Male 16 0.26 0.33 4.20 4.40 5.00 1.19 

Coursework for teaching 

Female 388 0.26** 0.00 3.74 4.00 4.00 1.27 

Male 16 0.10 0.7 3.85 4.17 3.00 1.41 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question 2 was 

reported in the sub-category Coursework for special education for male teachers at 4.20(1.19).  

This is in the lower end of the somewhat agree response band.  The least favorable mean score 

was in the Coursework for teaching sub-category for female teachers with a mean score of 

3.74(1.27).  The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All coursework for female 

teachers and Coursework for special education sub-category for male teachers.  Approximately 

68% of the female teachers’ scores would fall within 1.19 scaled score points of the mean score 

of 3.75 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between the disagree and somewhat agree 

responses.  Approximately 68% of the male teachers’ scores would fall within 1.19 scaled score 

points of the mean score of 4.20 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between the somewhat 

disagree and agree responses. 

Table 24 illustrates the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

coursework and inclusion based on teacher gender.  Three correlation coefficients were 

statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  All of these correlations were weak positive 

correlations.  The two variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationship 

was weak.  Teachers who had better attitudes toward their coursework also had higher attitudes 

toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question two investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and coursework for all respondents based on teacher gender 

was in the sub-category All coursework and Coursework for teaching for female teachers.  This 

Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.26.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient 

of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 24 

revealed that between 5% (Coursework for special education for female teachers) and 7% (All 

coursework and Coursework for teaching for female teachers) of the variation in teacher 

attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their preparation through and attitudes toward their 

coursework. 

Table 25 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the second research question that investigated the relationship between coursework and teacher 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table reports results 

for all respondents based on the teachers’ role. The most favorable mean score in the survey 

investigating research question 2 was reported in the sub-category Coursework for special 
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education for inclusion teachers at 4.75(1.07).  This is in the top quarter of the somewhat agree 

response band.  The least favorable mean score was in Coursework for teaching for academic 

teachers with a mean score of 3.51(1.22).  The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the 

All coursework sub-category for self-contained special education teachers.  Approximately 68% 

of the self-contained special education teachers’ scores would fall within 0.79 scaled score points 

of the mean score of 4.57 on the 6 point Likert scale, which would fall between the somewhat 

disagree and agree responses. 

Table 25 

The Relationship between Coursework and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Role 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All coursework 

Academic Teacher 316 0.22** 0.00 3.52 3.56 4.00 1.12 

Special Education: Inclusion 67 0.36** 0.00 4.69 5.00 5.00 1.04 

Special Education: Self-Contained 21 0.09 0.70 4.57 4.38 4.38a 0.79 

Coursework for special education 

Academic Teacher 316 0.20** 0.00 3.52 3.60 4.00 1.22 

Special Education: Inclusion 67 0.35** 0.00 4.75 5.00 5.00 1.07 

Special Education: Self-Contained 21 -0.09 0.71 4.63 4.40 4.00a 0.86 

Coursework for teaching 

Academic Teacher 316 0.21** 0.00 3.51 3.67 4.00 1.22 

Special Education: Inclusion 67 0.31* 0.01 4.58 5.00 5.00 1.15 

Special Education: Self-Contained 21 0.30 0.18 4.46 4.33 4.33 1.02 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Table 25 displays the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

coursework and inclusion based on the teachers’ roles.  Five correlation coefficients were 

statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  One correlation coefficient was statistically significant 

at the p<.05 level.  All six correlations were weak positive correlations.  The two variables 
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increased together, but the relative strength of the relationship was weak.  Teachers who had 

higher attitudes toward their coursework also had higher attitudes toward co-teaching in an 

inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question two investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and coursework for all respondents based on the teachers’ role 

was in the sub-category All coursework for inclusion special education teachers.  This Pearson 

correlation coefficient was r=0.36.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of 

determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 25 

revealed that between 4% (Coursework for special education for academic teachers) and 13% 

(All coursework for inclusion special education teachers) of the variation in teacher attitudes 

toward inclusion can be attributed to their preparation through and attitudes toward their 

coursework. 

Table 26 

The Relationship between Coursework and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Education Level 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All coursework 

Undergraduate 138 0.31** 0.00 3.62 3.88 4.00 1.19 

Graduate 265 0.26** 0.00 3.84 4.00 4.00a 1.18 

Doctoral 1 Too small 

Coursework for special education 

Undergraduate 138 0.25** 0.00 3.60 3.80 5.00 1.27 

Graduate 265 0.25** 0.00 3.87 4.00 5.00 1.27 

Doctoral 1 Too small 

Coursework for teaching 

Undergraduate 138 0.35** 0.00 3.66 4.00 4.00a 1.27 

Graduate 265 0.22** 0.00 3.78 4.00 4.00 1.27 

Doctoral 1 Too small 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table 26 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the second research question that investigated the relationship between coursework and teacher 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table displays results 

for all respondents based on highest degree earned. The most favorable mean score in the survey 
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investigating research question 2 was reported in the sub-category Coursework for special 

education for teachers with graduate degrees at 3.87(1.27).  This is in the top of the somewhat 

disagree response band.  The least favorable mean score was in Coursework for special 

education for teachers with undergraduate degrees with a mean score of 3.60(1.27).  The 

smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All coursework sub-category for teachers with 

graduate degrees.  Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for those with graduate degrees 

would fall within 1.18 scaled score points of the mean score of 3.84 on the 6 point Likert scale, 

which was between the disagree and agree responses. 

Table 26 reports the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

coursework and inclusion based on highest degree earned.  Six correlation coefficients were 

statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  All six correlations were weak positive correlations.  

The two variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationship was weak.  

Teachers who had better attitudes toward their coursework also had better attitudes toward co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question two investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and coursework for all respondents based on highest degree 

earned was in the sub-category Coursework for teaching for teachers with undergraduate 

degrees.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.35.  This coefficient was squared to find 

the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-

categories in Table 26 revealed that between 5% (Coursework for teaching for teachers with 

graduate degrees) and 12% (Coursework for teaching for teachers with undergraduate degrees) 

of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their preparation 

through and attitudes toward their coursework. 

Table 27 illustrates the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents 

on the second research question that investigated the relationship between coursework and 

teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

displays results for all respondents based on coursework in special education. 

  



82 

 

Table 27 

The Relationship between Coursework and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Special Education Coursework 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All coursework 

1 course  169 0.29** 0.00 3.15 3.25 4.00 1.06 

2 courses 85 0.36** 0.00 3.67 3.63 3.50 0.93 

3 courses 150 0.16 0.06 4.52 4.75 5.00 1.03 

Coursework for special education 

1 course  169 0.23** 0.00 3.09 3.20 2.00 1.16 

2 courses 85 0.32** 0.00 3.76 3.80 4.00 1.05 

3 courses 150 0.15 0.06 4.57 4.80 5.00 1.06 

Coursework for teaching 

1 course  169 0.30** 0.00 3.25 3.33 4.00 1.19 

2 courses 85 0.31** 0.00 3.51 3.67 3.33 1.10 

3 courses 150 0.14 0.10 4.43 4.67 5.00 1.15 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question 2 was reported in 

the sub-category Coursework for special education for teachers with three courses in special 

education at 4.57(1.06).  This is in the middle of the somewhat agree response band.  The least 

favorable mean score was in Coursework for special education for teachers with one course in 

special education with a mean score of 3.09(1.16).  The smallest dispersion measurement was 

found in the All coursework sub-category for teachers with two courses in special education.  

Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for those with two courses in special education 

would fall within 0.93 scaled score points of the mean score of 3.67 on the 6 point Likert scale, 

which was between the disagree and somewhat agree responses. 

Table 27 shows the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

coursework and inclusion based on coursework in special education.  Six correlation coefficients 

were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  All six correlations were weak positive 

correlations.  The two variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationship 

was weak.  Teachers who had higher attitudes toward their coursework also had higher attitudes 

toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  
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The strongest correlation in research question two investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and coursework for all respondents based on coursework in 

special education was in the sub-category All coursework for teachers with two courses in special 

education.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.36.  This coefficient was squared to find 

the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-

categories in Table 27 revealed that between 5% (Coursework for special education for teachers 

with one course in special education) and 13% (All coursework for teachers with two courses in 

special education) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their 

preparation through and attitudes toward their coursework. 

Table 28 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the second research question that investigated the relationship between coursework and teacher 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table shows results 

for all respondents disaggregated by teacher level of special education knowledge. The most 

favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question 2 was reported in the sub-

category Coursework for special education for teachers with expert level knowledge of special 

education at 5.09(1.11).  This is in the bottom of the agree response band.  The least favorable 

mean score was in Coursework for teaching for teachers with novice level knowledge of special 

education with a mean score of 3.17(1.07).  The smallest dispersion measurement was found in 

the All coursework sub-category for teachers with novice level knowledge of special education.  

Approximately 68% of the total sample’s score would fall within 1.01 scaled score points of the 

mean score of 3.22 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between the disagree and somewhat 

agree responses. 
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Table 28 

The Relationship between Coursework and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Special Education Knowledge 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All coursework 

Novice 97 0.21* 0.04 3.22 3.38 3.00 1.01 

Intermediate 157 0.28** 0.00 3.71 4.00 4.00 1.10 

Proficient 129 0.19* 0.03 3.71 4.00 4.00 1.10 

Expert 21 -0.03 0.89 5.03 5.38 6.00 1.13 

Coursework for special education 

Novice 97 0.19 0.06 3.25 3.40 2.00a 1.18 

Intermediate 157 0.25** 0.00 3.70 4.00 5.00 1.20 

Proficient 129 0.17 0.05 3.70 4.00 5.00 1.20 

Expert 21 -0.11 0.62 5.09 5.40 6.00 1.11 

Coursework for teaching 

Novice 97 0.18 0.08 3.17 3.33 3.00a 1.07 

Intermediate 157 0.28** 0.00 3.71 4.00 4.00 1.18 

Proficient 129 0.19* 0.03 3.71 4.00 4.00 1.18 

Expert 21 0.10 0.68 4.94 5.33 6.00 1.24 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table 28 displays the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

coursework and inclusion based on teacher level of special education knowledge.  Three 

correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  Three correlation 

coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  Four correlations were weak positive 

correlations.  Two correlations were very weak positive correlations.   The two variables 

increased together, the relative strength of the relationships was weak or very weak.  Teachers 

who had higher attitudes toward their coursework also had higher attitudes toward co-teaching in 

an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question two investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and coursework for all respondents based on teacher level of 

special education knowledge was in the sub-categories All coursework and Coursework for 

teaching for teachers with intermediate level special education knowledge.  This Pearson 

correlation coefficient was r=0.28.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of 

determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 28 
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revealed that between 4% (All coursework and Coursework for teaching for teachers with 

proficient level special education knowledge) and 8% (All coursework and Coursework for 

teaching for teachers with intermediate level special education knowledge) of the variation in 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their preparation through and attitudes 

toward their coursework. 

Table 29 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the second research question that investigated the relationship between coursework and teacher 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table illustrates 

results for all respondents based on years of experience co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. 

The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question 2 was reported in 

the sub-category Coursework for special education for teachers with 10+ years of experience 

teaching inclusion at 4.17(1.32).  This is in the bottom of the somewhat agree response band.  

The least favorable mean score was in Coursework for teaching for teachers with 0 years of 

experience teaching inclusion with a mean score of 3.34(1.21).  The smallest dispersion 

measurement was found in the All coursework sub-category for teachers with 1-3 years of 

experience teaching inclusion.  Approximately 68% of the total sample’s score would fall within 

1.06 scaled score points of the mean score of 3.65 on the 6 point Likert scale, which would fall 

between the disagree and somewhat agree responses. 

  



86 

 

Table 29 

The Relationship between Coursework and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Experience Teaching Inclusion 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All coursework 

0 years 51 0.15 0.28 3.47 3.63 3.00a 1.12 

1-3 years 162 0.17* 0.03 3.65 3.63 3.50 1.06 

4-9 years 118 0.52** 0.00 3.82 4.00 5.00 1.28 

10+ years 73 -0.02 0.84 4.15 4.38 6.00 1.28 

Coursework for special education 

0 years 51 0.13 0.36 3.55 3.80 4.00 1.22 

1-3 years 162 0.16* 0.04 3.68 3.80 4.00 1.17 

4-9 years 118 0.45** 0.00 3.79 4.00 5.00 1.38 

10+ years 73 -0.01 0.92 4.17 4.40 5.00 1.32 

Coursework for teaching 

0 years 51 0.16 0.27 3.34 3.00 3.00 1.21 

1-3 years 162 0.15 0.05 3.60 3.67 4.00 1.16 

4-9 years 118 0.55** 0.00 3.88 4.00 5.00 1.31 

10+ years 73 -0.04 0.74 4.11 4.33 4.00a 1.38 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table 29 shows the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

coursework and inclusion based on years of experience co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

Three correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  Two correlation 

coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  Three correlations were moderate 

positive correlations across all subcategories in coursework for teachers with 4-9 years of 

experience teaching inclusion.  Two correlations were very weak positive correlations.  The two 

variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationships was moderate or very 

weak.  Teachers who had higher attitudes toward their coursework also had higher attitudes 

toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question two investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and coursework for all respondents based on years of 

experience co-teaching in an inclusion classroom was in the sub-category Coursework for 

teaching for teachers with 4-9 years of experience teaching inclusion.  This Pearson correlation 

coefficient was r=0.55.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  
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The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 29 showed that 

between 3% (Coursework for special education for teachers with 1-3 years of experience 

teaching inclusion) and 30% (Coursework for teaching for teachers with 4-9 years of experience 

teaching inclusion) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their 

preparation through and attitudes toward their coursework. 

Table 30 illustrates the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents 

on the second research question that investigated the relationship between coursework and 

teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

displays results for all respondents based on composite attitudes toward inclusion.  The most 

favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question 2 was reported in the sub-

category Coursework for special education for teachers who agree with inclusion at 3.95(1.19).  

This is in the top of the somewhat disagree response band.  The least favorable mean score was 

in Coursework for teaching for teachers who disagree with inclusion with a mean score of 

3.31(1.27).  The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All coursework sub-category 

for teachers who agree with inclusion.  Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for those who 

agree with inclusion would fall within 1.12 scaled score points of the mean score of 3.94 on the 6 

point Likert scale, which was between the disagree and agree responses. 

Table 30 

The Relationship between Coursework and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Composite Inclusion Attitude 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All coursework 

Disagree with inclusion 116 0.04 0.71 3.34 3.25 3.00 1.26 

Agree with inclusion 288 0.18** 0.00 3.94 4.00 4.00 1.12 

Coursework for special education 

Disagree with inclusion 116 -0.01 0.89 3.36 3.20 2.00 1.39 

Agree with inclusion 288 0.18** 0.00 3.95 4.00 5.00 1.19 

Coursework for teaching 

Disagree with inclusion 116 0.12 0.21 3.31 3.33 2.33 1.27 

Agree with inclusion 288 0.15* 0.01 3.92 4.00 4.00a 1.23 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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Table 30 reveals the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

coursework and inclusion based on composite attitudes toward inclusion.  Two correlation 

coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  One correlation coefficient was 

statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  All three correlations were very weak positive 

correlations.  The two variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationship 

was very weak.  Teachers who had better attitudes toward their coursework also had better 

attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question two investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and coursework for all respondents based on composite 

attitudes toward inclusion was in the sub-categories All coursework and Coursework for special 

education for teachers who agree with inclusion.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was 

r=0.18.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting 

coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 30 revealed that between 2% 

(Coursework for teaching for teachers who agree with inclusion) and 3% (All coursework and 

Coursework for special education for teachers who agree with inclusion) of the variation in 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their preparation through and attitudes 

toward their coursework. 

Table 31 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the second research question that investigated the relationship between coursework and teacher 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table shows results 

for all respondents based on teacher endorsement. 
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Table 31 

The Relationship between Coursework and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Endorsement 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean 
Medi
an 

Mode SD 

All Coursework 

SPED endorsed 63 0.16 0.21 4.77 5.00 6.00 0.99 

G. Ed endorsed 333 0.24** 0.00 3.65 3.63 4.00 1.15 

Coursework for special education 

SPED endorsed 63 0.12 0.37 4.86 5.00 5.00 0.99 

G. Ed endorsed 333 0.22** 0.00 3.65 3.80 4.00a 1.24 

Coursework for teaching 

SPED endorsed 63 0.21 0.10 4.63 5.00 5.00 1.11 

G. Ed endorsed 333 0.23** 0.00 3.64 3.67 4.00 1.25 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question 2 was reported in 

the sub-category Coursework for special education for teachers with special education 

endorsements at 4.86(0.99).  This is in the top of the somewhat agree response band.  The least 

favorable mean score was in Coursework for teaching for teachers with general education 

endorsements with a mean score of 3.64(1.25).  The smallest dispersion measurements were 

found in the All coursework and Coursework for special education sub-categories for teachers 

with special education endorsements.  Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for those with 

special education endorsements would fall within 0.99 scaled score points of the mean score of 

4.77 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between the somewhat disagree and agree responses. 

Table 31 displays the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

coursework and inclusion based on teacher endorsement.  Three correlation coefficients were 

statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  All three correlations were weak positive correlations.  

The two variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationship was weak.  

Teachers who had better attitudes toward their coursework also had better attitudes toward co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question two investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and coursework for all respondents based on teacher 

endorsement was in the sub-category All coursework for teachers with general education 
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endorsements.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.24.  This coefficient was squared to 

find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-

categories in Table 31 revealed that between 5% (Coursework for special education for teachers 

with general education endorsements) and 6% (All coursework for teachers with general 

education endorsements) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed 

to their preparation through and attitudes toward their coursework. 

The summary of data and analysis for research question two What is the relationship 

between coursework in special education and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom? follows.  After assessing the relationship between 

coursework and teacher attitudes toward inclusion, the researcher could reject the null 

hypothesis. A statistically significant positive relationship between the variables coursework and 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion is clear.  The descriptive statistics show a mean score ranging 

from the bottom (≥3.00) in the somewhat disagree band to the bottom (≤5.25) of the agree 

response band depending on the sub-category and the sample from the population that is being 

analyzed.  The majority of mean scores across samples were in the somewhat disagree response 

band.  The correlational statistics show a range of weak positive correlations between teacher 

attitudes toward their leadership and their attitudes toward inclusion for the total population.  The 

strongest correlation between teacher attitudes toward inclusion across the preparation through 

coursework variables studied in research question two was in the sub-category of All 

coursework.  The Pearson correlation was r=0.26.  This is still a weak positive correlation.   By 

comparison, the greatest correlation was found for all respondents in the sub-category 

Leadership for special education at r=0.29.  Other variables significantly influence teachers’ 

attitudes toward inclusion besides coursework.  The strongest correlations within all population 

samples were found in the Coursework for teaching sub-category.  It was measured at r=0.55 for 

teachers with 4-9 years of experience co-teaching in an inclusion classroom (n=118).  This is a 

moderate positive correlation between teacher attitudes toward inclusion and their attitudes 

toward their preparation for teaching through their coursework.  It is also the strongest positive 

correlation found in the study in a sampled teacher group.  Teachers were also asked in the 

survey to respond to the following statement with their level of agreement: “My coursework has 

prepared me to co-teach in an inclusion classroom.”  The resulting frequency table of teacher 

responses is in Appendix F.  The data showed that 41% of teachers responded in agreement to 
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this statement with 18% reporting in the agree or strongly agree response bands.  While 

preparation through coursework does have an influence on teachers’ attitudes toward co-teaching 

in an inclusion classroom, other variables also account for the variation in attitudes.   

Report of Data and Analysis for Research Question 3: Professional Development 

Table 32 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the third research question that investigated the relationship between professional development 

and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

shows results for all respondents. The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating 

research question three was reported in the sub-category Professional development for teaching 

at 3.80(1.22).  This is in the top of the somewhat disagree response band.  The least favorable 

mean score was in Professional development for special education with a mean score of 

3.55(1.32).  The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All professional development 

sub-category.  Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for those with special education 

endorsements would fall within 1.21 scaled score points of the mean score of 3.65 on the 6 point 

Likert scale, which was between the disagree and somewhat agree responses. 

Table 32 

The Relationship between Professional Development and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching 

in an Inclusion Classroom: All Respondents 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All professional development 

All respondents 404 0.26** 0.00 3.65 3.75 4.00 1.21 

Professional development for special education 

All respondents 404 0.23** 0.00 3.55 3.80 2.00 1.32 

Professional development for teaching 

All respondents 404 0.29** 0.00 3.80 4.00 5.00 1.22 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table 32 displays the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

professional development and inclusion.  Three correlation coefficients were statistically 

significant at the p<.01 level.  All three correlations were weak positive correlations.  The two 

variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationship was weak.  Teachers 
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who had better attitudes toward their professional development also had better attitudes toward 

co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question three investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and professional development for all respondents was in the 

sub-category Professional development for teaching.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was 

r=0.29.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting 

coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 32 revealed that between 5% 

(Professional development for special education) and 8% (Professional development for 

teaching) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their 

preparation through and attitudes toward their professional development.  Professional 

development variables only account for a small portion of the variation in teacher attitudes.  

Table 33 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the third research question that investigated the relationship between professional development 

and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

displays results for all respondents based on years of experience teaching.  The most favorable 

mean score in the survey investigating research question three was reported in the sub-category 

Professional development for teaching for teachers with 16+ years of experience teaching at 

4.12(1.19).  This is in the bottom of the somewhat agree response band.  The least favorable 

mean score was in Professional development for special education for teachers with 5-10 years 

of experience teaching with a mean score of 3.14(1.39).  The smallest dispersion measurement 

was found in the All professional development sub-category for teachers with 11-15 years of 

experience teaching.  Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for those with 11-15 years of 

experience teaching would fall within 1.07 scaled score points of the mean score of 3.53 on the 6 

point Likert scale, which was between the disagree and somewhat agree responses. 
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Table 33 

The Relationship between Professional Development and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching 

in an Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Experience 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All professional development 

0-4 years teaching  84 0.08 0.47 3.53 3.63 2.00a 1.19 

5-10 years teaching 90 0.25* 0.02 3.30 3.31 4.00 1.27 

11-15 years teaching 74 0.08 0.51 3.53 3.63 3.13a 1.07 

16+ years teaching 156 0.40** 0.00 3.97 4.00 5.00 1.20 

Professional development for special education 

0-4 years teaching  84 0.02 0.89 3.45 3.70 2.00a 1.28 

5-10 years teaching 90 0.21* 0.05 3.14 3.00 2.00 1.39 

11-15 years teaching 74 0.07 0.58 3.49 3.60 4.00 1.15 

16+ years teaching 156 0.36** 0.00 3.88 4.00 5.00 1.29 

Professional development for teaching 

0-4 years teaching  84 0.18 0.10 3.65 4.00 2.00a 1.22 

5-10 years teaching 90 0.28** 0.01 3.56 3.67 4.33 1.24 

11-15 years teaching 74 0.09 0.46 3.60 3.67 4.00 1.14 

16+ years teaching 156 0.41** 0.00 4.12 4.00 5.00 1.19 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table 33 reveals the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

professional development and inclusion based on years of experience teaching.  Four correlation 

coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  Two correlation coefficients were 

statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  Two correlations were moderate positive correlations.  

Four correlations were weak positive correlations.  The two variables increased together, but the 

relative strength of the relationships was moderate or weak.  Teachers who had better attitudes 

toward their professional development also had better attitudes toward co-teaching in an 

inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question three investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and professional development for all respondents based on 

years of experience teaching was in the sub-category Professional development for teaching for 

teachers with 16+ years of experience teaching.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.41.  

This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of 

determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 33 revealed that between 4% (Professional 
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development for special education for teachers with 5-10 years of experience teaching) and 17% 

(Professional development for teaching for teachers with 16+ years of experience) of the 

variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their preparation through and 

attitudes toward their professional development. 

Table 34 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the third research question that investigated the relationship between professional development 

and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

shows results for all respondents based on teacher gender. 

Table 34 

The Relationship between Professional Development and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching 

in an Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Gender 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All professional development 

Female 388   0.27** 0.00 3.64 3.75 4.00 1.21 

Male 16 0.17 0.54 3.91 4.06 3.75a 1.39 

Professional development for special education 

Female 388   0.23** 0.00 3.54 3.80 2.00 1.31 

Male 16 0.24 0.37 3.90 4.00 4.00a 1.38 

Professional development for teaching 

Female 388   0.30** 0.00 3.79 4.00 5.00 1.21 

Male 16 0.04 0.89 3.94 4.00 4.00 1.51 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question three was reported 

in the sub-category Professional development for teaching for male teachers at 3.94(1.51).  This 

is in the top of the somewhat disagree response band.  The least favorable mean score was in 

Professional development for special education for female teachers with a mean score of 

3.54(1.31).  The smallest dispersion measurements were found in the All professional 

development and Professional development for teaching sub-categories for female teachers.  

Approximately 68% of the female teachers scores would fall within 1.21 scaled score points of 

the mean score of 3.64 on the 6 point Likert scale for All professional development, which would 

fall between the disagree and somewhat agree responses.  Similarly, approximately 68% of the 

female teachers scores would fall within 1.21 scaled score points of the mean score of 3.79 on 
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the 6 point Likert scale for Professional development for teaching, which was between the 

disagree and agree responses. 

Table 34 illustrates the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

professional development and inclusion based on teacher gender.  Three correlation coefficients 

were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  All three correlations were weak positive 

correlations.  The two variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationship 

was weak.  Teachers who had better attitudes toward their professional development also had 

better attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question three investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and professional development for all respondents based on 

teacher gender was in the sub-category Professional development for teaching for female 

teachers.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.30.  This coefficient was squared to 

determine the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all 

sub-categories in Table 34 found that between 5% (Professional development for special 

education for female teachers) and 9% (Professional development for teaching for female 

teachers) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their 

preparation through and attitudes toward their professional development. 

Table 35 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the third research question that investigated the relationship between professional development 

and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

displays results for all respondents based on teacher role.  
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Table 35 

The Relationship between Professional Development and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching 

in an Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Role 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All professional development 

Academic Teacher 316 0.21** 0.00 3.41 3.50 2.00 1.17 

Special Education: Inclusion 67 0.42** 0.00 4.48 4.63 5.00 1.04 

Special Education: Self-Contained 21 0.28 0.23 4.50 4.50 5.00 0.97 

Professional development for special education 

Academic Teacher 316 0.17** 0.00 3.29 3.40 2.00 1.26 

Special Education: Inclusion 67 0.38** 0.00 4.46 4.60 5.00 1.09 

Special Education: Self-Contained 21 0.24 0.29 4.63 4.80 3.80a 0.94 

Professional development for teaching 

Academic Teacher 316 0.24** 0.00 3.62 3.67 4.00 1.20 

Special Education: Inclusion 67 0.43** 0.00 4.52 4.67 5.00 1.06 

Special Education: Self-Contained 21 0.31 0.17 4.29 4.33 4.33 1.08 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question three was 

reported in the sub-category Professional development for special education with self-contained 

special education teachers at 4.63(0.94).  This is in the middle of the somewhat agree response 

band.  The least favorable mean score was in Professional development for special education for 

academic teachers with a mean score of 3.29(1.26).  The smallest dispersion measurement was 

found in the All professional development sub-category for inclusion special education teachers.  

Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores who are inclusion special education teachers would 

fall within 1.04 scaled score points of the mean score of 4.48 on the 6 point Likert scale, which 

was between the somewhat disagree and agree responses. 

Table 35 reveals the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

professional development and inclusion based on teacher role.  Six correlation coefficients were 

statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  Two correlations were moderate positive correlations.  

Three correlations were weak positive correlations.  One correlation is a very weak positive 

correlation. The two variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationships 
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was moderate, weak, or very weak.  Teachers who had better attitudes toward their professional 

development also had better attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question three investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and professional development for all respondents based on 

teacher role was in the sub-category Professional development for teaching for inclusion special 

education teachers.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.43.  This coefficient was 

squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for 

all sub-categories in Table 35 revealed that between 3% (Professional development for special 

education for academic teachers) and 18% (Professional development for teaching for inclusion 

special education teachers) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed 

to their preparation through and attitudes toward their professional development. 

Table 36 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the third research question that investigated the relationship between professional development 

and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

displays results for all respondents based on the highest degree earned.  The most favorable mean 

score in the survey investigating research question three was reported in the sub-category 

Professional development for teaching for teachers with graduate degrees at 3.82(1.24).  This is 

in the top of the somewhat disagree response band.  The least favorable mean score was in 

Professional development for special education for teachers with undergraduate degrees with a 

mean score of 3.50(1.31).  The smallest dispersion measurements were found in the All 

professional development sub-category for teachers with undergraduate degrees.  Approximately 

68% of the teachers’ scores for those with undergraduate degrees would fall within 1.20 scaled 

score points of the mean score of 3.60 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between the 

disagree and somewhat agree responses. 
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Table 36 

The Relationship between Professional Development and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching 

In An Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Education Level 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All professional development 

Undergraduate 138 0.35** 0.00 3.60 3.63 5.00 1.20 

Graduate 265 0.23** 0.00 3.66 3.75 4.00 1.22 

Doctoral 1 Too small 

Professional development for special education 

Undergraduate 138 0.30** 0.00 3.50 3.60 2.00 1.31 

Graduate 265 0.20** 0.00 3.57 3.80 4.00 1.32 

Doctoral 1 Too small 

Professional development for teaching 

Undergraduate 138 0.40** 0.00 3.76 4.00 5.00 1.18 

Graduate 265 0.25** 0.00 3.82 4.00 4.00a 1.24 

Doctoral 1 Too small 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table 36 reveals the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

professional development and inclusion based on the highest degree earned.  Six correlation 

coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  One correlation was a moderate 

positive correlation.  Five correlations were weak positive correlations.  The two variables 

increased together, but the relative strength of the relationships was moderate or weak.  Teachers 

who had better attitudes toward their professional development also had better attitudes toward 

co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question three investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and professional development for all respondents based on the 

highest degree earned was in the sub-category Professional development for teaching for 

teachers with undergraduate degrees.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.40.  This 

coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of 

determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 36 revealed that between 4% (Professional 

development for special education for teachers with graduate degrees) and 16% (Professional 

development for teaching for teachers with undergraduate degrees) of the variation in teacher 
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attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their preparation through and attitudes toward their 

professional development. 

Table 37 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the third research question that investigated the relationship between professional development 

and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

displays results for all respondents based on coursework in special education.  The most 

favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question three was reported in the sub-

category Professional development for teaching for teachers with three courses in special 

education at 4.31(1.15).  This is in the middle of the somewhat agree response band.  The least 

favorable mean score was in Professional development for special education for teachers with 

one course in special education with a mean score of 3.09(1.19).  The smallest dispersion 

measurements were found in the All professional development sub-category for teachers with one 

course in special education.  Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores with one course in 

special education would fall within 1.09 scaled score points of the mean score of 3.25 on the 6 

point Likert scale, which was between the disagree and somewhat agree responses. 

Table 37 

The Relationship between Professional Development and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching 

in an Inclusion Classroom: Special Education PD 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All professional development 

1 course  169 0.29** 0.00 3.25 3.25 2.00 1.09 

2 courses 85 0.19 0.08 3.31 3.50 4.63 1.22 

3 courses 150 0.24** 0.00 4.29 4.50 5.00 1.08 

Professional development for special education 

1 course  169 0.25** 0.00 3.09 3.00 2.00 1.19 

2 courses 85 0.17 0.13 3.19 3.40 1.00a 1.30 

3 courses 150 0.20* 0.02 4.27 4.40 5.00 1.14 

Professional development for teaching 

1 course  169 0.32** 0.00 3.50 3.67 4.00 1.11 

2 courses 85 0.21 0.05 3.51 4.00 4.00 1.27 

3 courses 150 0.27** 0.00 4.31 4.33 5.00 1.15 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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Table 37 reveals the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

professional development and inclusion based on coursework in special education.  Five 

correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  One correlation 

coefficient was statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  All six correlations were weak positive 

correlations.  The two variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationships 

was weak.  Teachers who had better attitudes toward their professional development also had 

better attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question three investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and professional development for all respondents based on 

coursework in special education was in the sub-category Professional development for teaching 

for teachers with one course in special education.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was 

r=0.32.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting 

coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 37 revealed that between 4% 

(Professional development for special education for teachers with three courses in special 

education) and 10% (Professional development for teaching for teachers with one course in 

special education) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their 

preparation through and attitudes toward their professional development. 

Table 38 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the third research question that investigated the relationship between professional development 

and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

displays results for all respondents based on teacher level of special education knowledge.  
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Table 38 

The Relationship between Professional Development and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching 

in an Inclusion Classroom: Special Education Knowledge 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All professional development 

Novice 97 0.17 0.10 2.93 3.00 2.00 1.08 

Intermediate 157 0.23** 0.00 3.59 3.75 5.00 1.12 

Proficient 129 0.23** 0.01 3.59 3.75 5.00 1.12 

Expert 21 0.23 0.31 4.70 5.00 6.00 1.15 

Professional development for special education 

Novice 97 0.11 0.29 2.84 2.80 2.00 1.17 

Intermediate 157 0.18* 0.02 3.48 3.60 5.00 1.22 

Proficient 129 0.22* 0.01 3.48 3.60 5.00 1.22 

Expert 21 0.22 0.33 4.69 5.00 5.60a 1.18 

Professional development for teaching 

Novice 97 0.25* 0.01 3.09 3.00 2.00 1.10 

Intermediate 157 0.28** 0.00 3.78 4.00 5.00 1.17 

Proficient 129 0.21* 0.02 3.78 4.00 5.00 1.17 

Expert 21 0.24 0.29 4.73 5.00 6.00 1.13 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question three was reported 

in the sub-category Professional development for teaching for teachers with expert level 

knowledge of special education at 4.73(1.13).  This is in the middle of the somewhat agree 

response band.  The least favorable mean score was in Professional development for special 

education for teachers with novice level knowledge of special education with a mean score of 

2.84(1.17).  The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All professional development 

sub-category for teachers with novice level knowledge of special education.  Approximately 

68% of the teachers’ scores for those with novice level knowledge of special education would 

fall within 1.08 scaled score points of the mean score of 2.93 on the 6 point Likert scale, which 

was between the strongly disagree and somewhat agree responses. 

Table 38 reveals the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

professional development and inclusion based on teacher level of special education knowledge.  

Three correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  Four correlation 

coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  Six correlations were weak positive 
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correlations.  One correlation was a very weak positive correlation.  The two variables increased 

together, but the relative strength of the relationships was weak or very weak.  Teachers who had 

better attitudes toward their professional development also had better attitudes toward co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question three investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and professional development for all respondents based on 

teacher level of special education knowledge was in the sub-category Professional development 

for teaching for teachers with intermediate level knowledge of special education.  This Pearson 

correlation coefficient was r=0.28.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of 

determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 38 

revealed that between 3% (Professional development for special education for teachers with 

intermediate level knowledge of special education) and 8% (Professional development for 

teaching for teachers with intermediate level knowledge of special education) of the variation in 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their preparation through and attitudes 

toward their preparation through and attitudes toward their professional development. 

Table 39 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the third research question that investigated the relationship between professional development 

and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

shows results for all respondents based on years of experience co-teaching inclusion. The most 

favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question three was reported in the sub-

category Professional development for teaching for teachers with 10+ years of experience co-

teaching inclusion at 4.29(1.14).  This is in the middle of the somewhat agree response band.  

The least favorable mean score was in Professional development for special education for 

teachers with 0 years of experience co-teaching inclusion with a mean score of 3.22(1.23).   
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Table 39 

The Relationship between Professional Development and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching 

in an Inclusion Classroom: Experience Teaching Inclusion 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All professional development 

0 years 51 0.17 0.25 3.25 3.38 2.00a 1.11 

1-3 years 162 0.14 0.08 3.41 3.56 4.00 1.15 

4-9 years 118 0.47** 0.00 3.79 3.88 5.00 1.26 

10+ years 73 0.08 0.52 4.20 4.13 5.00 1.14 

Professional development for special education 

0 years 51 0.11 0.43 3.22 3.40 2.00 1.23 

1-3 years 162 0.11 0.17 3.30 3.40 2.00 1.24 

4-9 years 118 0.43** 0.00 3.68 3.80 5.00 1.38 

10+ years 73 0.04 0.71 4.15 4.20 4.00 1.24 

Professional development for teaching 

0 years 51 0.24 0.10 3.29 3.00 3.00 1.11 

1-3 years 162 0.18* 0.03 3.60 3.67 4.00 1.19 

4-9 years 118 0.47** 0.00 3.99 4.33 4.33a 1.23 

10+ years 73 0.12 0.29 4.29 4.33 5.00 1.14 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The smallest dispersion measurements were found in the All professional development 

and Professional development for teaching sub-categories for teachers with 0 years of experience 

co-teaching inclusion.  Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for those with no experience 

co-teaching inclusion would fall within 1.11 scaled score points of the mean score of 3.25 on the 

6 point Likert scale for All professional development, which was between the disagree and 

somewhat agree responses.  Similarly, approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for those with 

no experience co-teaching inclusion would fall within 1.11 scaled score points of the mean score 

of 3.29 on the 6 point Likert scale for Professional development for teaching, which was 

between the disagree and somewhat agree responses. 

Table 39 illustrates the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

professional development and inclusion based on years of experience co-teaching inclusion.  

Three correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  One correlation 

coefficient was statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  Three correlations were moderate 

positive correlations.  One correlation was a very weak positive correlation.  The two variables 
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increased together, but the relative strength of the relationships was moderate or very weak.  

Teachers who had better attitudes toward their professional development also had better attitudes 

toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question three investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and professional development for all respondents based on 

years of experience co-teaching inclusion was in the sub-categories All professional development 

and Professional development for teaching for teachers with 4-9 years of experience co-teaching 

inclusion.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.47.  This coefficient was squared to find 

the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-

categories in Table 39 revealed that between 3% (Professional development for teaching for 

teachers with 1-3 years of experience co-teaching inclusion) and 22% (All professional 

development and Professional development for teaching for teachers with 4-9 years of 

experience co-teaching inclusion) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be 

attributed to their preparation through and attitudes toward professional development. 

Table 40 shows the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the third research question that investigated the relationship between professional development 

and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

displays results for all respondents based on teachers’ composite attitudes toward inclusion.  

Table 40 

The Relationship between Professional Development and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching 

in an Inclusion Classroom: Composite Inclusion Attitude 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All professional development 

Disagree with inclusion 116 0.13 0.15 3.28 3.25 2.00a 1.19 

Agree with inclusion 288 0.21** 0.00 3.79 4.00 4.00 1.20 

Professional development for special education 

Disagree with inclusion 116 0.07 0.46 3.21 3.10 2.00 1.30 

Agree with inclusion 288 0.19** 0.00 3.69 4.00 4.00 1.30 

Professional development for teaching 

Disagree with inclusion 116 0.22* 0.02 3.41 3.33 2.00 1.25 

Agree with inclusion 288 0.21** 0.00 3.96 4.00 5.00 1.18 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question three was reported 

in the sub-category Professional development for teaching for teachers who agree with inclusion 

at 3.96(1.18).  This is in the top of the somewhat disagree response band.  The least favorable 

mean score was in Professional development for special education for teachers who disagree 

with inclusion with a mean score of 3.21(1.30).  The smallest dispersion measurement was found 

in the Professional development for teaching sub-category for teachers who agree with inclusion.  

Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for those who agree with inclusion would fall within 

1.18 scaled score points of the mean score of 3.96 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was 

between the disagree and somewhat agree responses. 

Table 40 reveals the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

professional development and inclusion based on teachers’ composite attitudes toward inclusion.  

Three correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  One correlation 

coefficient was statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  Three correlations were weak positive 

correlations.  One correlation was a very weak positive correlation.  The two variables increased 

together, but the relative strength of the relationships was weak or very weak.  Teachers who had 

better attitudes toward their professional development also had better attitudes toward co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question three investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and professional development for all respondents based on 

teachers’ composite attitudes toward inclusion was in the sub-category Professional development 

for teaching for teachers who disagree with inclusion.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was 

r=0.22.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting 

coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 40 revealed that between 4% 

(Professional development for special education for teachers who agree with inclusion) and 5% 

(Professional development for teaching for teachers who disagree with inclusion) of the variation 

in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their preparation through and attitudes 

toward their professional development. 

Table 41 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the third research question that investigated the relationship between professional development 

and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

illustrates results for all respondents based on teacher endorsement. The most favorable mean 
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score in the survey investigating research question three was reported in the sub-category 

Professional development for special education for teachers with special education endorsements 

at 4.53(1.00).  This is in the middle of the somewhat agree response band.  The least favorable 

mean scores were in All professional development and Professional development for special 

education for teachers with general education endorsements with mean scores of 3.51(1.22) on 

both sub-categories.  The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All professional 

development sub-category for teachers with special education endorsements.  Approximately 

68% of the teachers’ scores for those with special education endorsements would fall within 0.99 

scaled score points of the mean score of 4.52 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between the 

somewhat disagree and agree responses. 

Table 41 

The Relationship between Professional Development and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching 

in an Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Endorsement 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All professional development 

SPED endorsed 63 0.33** 0.01 4.52 4.63 5.00 0.99 

G. Ed endorsed 333 0.23** 0.00 3.51 3.63 2.00 1.22 

Professional development for special education 

SPED endorsed 63 0.28* 0.02 4.53 4.60 4.00 1.00 

G. Ed endorsed 333 0.23** 0.00 3.51 3.63 2.00 1.22 

Professional development for teaching 

SPED endorsed 63 0.35** 0.00 4.51 4.67 5.00 1.08 

G. Ed endorsed 333 0.26** 0.00 3.70 4.00 5.00 1.23 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table 41 shows the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

professional development and inclusion based on teacher endorsement.  Five correlation 

coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  One correlation coefficient was 

statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  Two correlations were moderate positive correlations.  

All six correlations were weak positive correlations.  The two variables increased together, but 

the relative strength of the relationships was weak.  Teachers who had better attitudes toward 

their professional development also had better attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion 

classroom.  
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The strongest correlation in research question three investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and professional development for all respondents based on 

teacher endorsement was in the sub-category Professional development for teaching for teachers 

with special education endorsements.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.35.  This 

coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of 

determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 41 revealed that between 5% (All professional 

development and Professional development for special education for teachers with general 

education endorsements) and 12% (Professional development for teaching for teachers with 

special education endorsements) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be 

attributed to their preparation through and attitudes toward their professional development. 

The summary of data and analysis for research question three What is the relationship 

between professional development and teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in 

an inclusion classroom? follows.  After assessing the relationship between professional 

development and teacher attitudes toward inclusion, the researcher could reject the null 

hypothesis. A statistically significant positive relationship between the variables professional 

development and teacher attitudes toward inclusion is clear.  The descriptive statistics show 

mean scores ranging from the top (≥2.75) in the disagree band to the top (≤4.99) of the 

somewhat agree response band depending on the sub-category and the sample from the 

population that is being analyzed.  The majority of mean scores across samples were in the 

somewhat disagree response band.  The correlational statistics show weak positive correlations 

between teacher attitudes toward their preparation through professional development and their 

attitudes toward inclusion for the total population.  The strongest correlation between teacher 

attitudes toward inclusion across the preparation through professional development variables 

studied in research question three was in the sub-category of Professional development for 

teaching.  The Pearson correlation was r=0.29.  This is still a weak positive correlation.   This 

correlation is equal to strongest correlation that was found for all respondents in the sub-category 

Leadership for special education at r=0.29.  Other variables significantly influence teachers’ 

attitudes toward inclusion besides professional development.  The strongest correlations within 

all population samples in research question three were found in both the All professional 

development and Professional development for teaching sub-categories.  It was measured at 

r=0.47 for teachers with 4-9 years of experience co-teaching in an inclusion classroom (n=118).  
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This is a moderate positive correlation between teacher attitudes toward inclusion and their 

attitudes toward their preparation for teaching through professional development.  By 

comparison, the strongest positive correlation found in the study in a sampled teacher group was 

in the same sample with the sub-category Coursework for teaching.  Teachers were also asked in 

the survey to respond to the following statement with their level of agreement: My professional 

development experiences have prepared me to co-teach in an inclusion classroom.  The resulting 

frequency table of teacher responses is in Appendix F.  The data showed that 50% of teachers 

responded in agreement with this statement with 25% reporting in the agree or strongly agree 

response bands.  While preparation through professional development does have an influence on 

teachers’ attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom, other variables also account for 

the variation in attitudes.  

Report of Data and Analysis for Research Question 4: Student teaching 

Table 42 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the fourth research question that investigated the relationship between student teaching 

preparation and teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

illustrates results for all respondents.  The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating 

research question four was reported in the sub-category Student teaching for teaching at 

3.35(1.45).  This is in the middle of the somewhat disagree response band.  The least favorable 

mean score was in the Student teaching for special education sub-category with a mean score of 

2.91(1.42).   
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Table 42 

The Relationship between Student Teaching and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: All Respondents 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All student teaching 

All respondents 404 0.12* 0.02 3.07 3.00 1.00 1.38 

Student teaching for special education 

All respondents 404 0.11* 0.03 2.91 2.80 1.00a 1.42 

Student teaching for teaching 

All respondents 404 0.12* 0.02 3.35 3.33 4.00 1.45 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All student teaching sub-category.  

Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores in the sample would fall within 1.38 scaled score 

points of the mean score of 3.07 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between the strongly 

disagree and somewhat agree responses. 

Table 42 shows the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward their 

preparation through student teaching and inclusion.  Three correlation coefficients were 

statistically significant at the p<.05 level. All three correlations were very weak positive 

correlations.  The two variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationships 

was very weak.  Teachers who had better attitudes toward their preparation through student 

teaching also had better attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question four investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and student teaching for all respondents was in the sub-

categories All student teaching and Student teaching for teaching.  This Pearson correlation 

coefficient was r=0.12.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  

The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 42 revealed that 

between 1.2% (Student teaching for special education) and 1.4% (All student teaching and 

student teaching for teaching) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be 

attributed to their preparation through and attitudes toward their student teaching.  Student 

teaching variables only account for a very small portion of the variation in teacher attitudes.   
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Table 43 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the fourth research question that investigated the relationship between preparation through 

student teaching and teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

illustrates results for all respondents based on years of teaching experience.  The most favorable 

mean score in the survey investigating research question four was reported in the sub-category 

Student teaching for teaching for teachers with 0-4 years teaching experience at 3.81(1.43).  This 

is in the top of the somewhat disagree response band.  The least favorable mean score was in 

Student teaching for special education for teachers with 11-15 years of teaching experience with 

a mean score of 2.63(1.26).  The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All student 

teaching sub-category for teachers with 11-15 years of teaching experience.  Approximately 68% 

of the teachers’ scores for those with 11-15 years of teaching experience would fall within 1.18 

scaled score points of the mean score of 2.87 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between the 

strongly disagree and somewhat agree responses. 

Table 43 

The Relationship between Student Teaching and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Experience 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All student teaching 

0-4 years teaching  84 0.08 0.47 3.52 3.63 2.00 1.32 

5-10 years teaching 90 0.26* 0.02 2.94 2.81 1.00 1.30 

11-15 years teaching 74 -0.09 0.46 2.87 2.88 2.00 1.18 

16+ years teaching 156 0.16* 0.04 3.01 3.00 1.00 1.49 

Student teaching for special education 

0-4 years teaching  84 0.03 0.76 3.34 3.40 2.00 1.33 

5-10 years teaching 90 0.25* 0.02 2.71 2.40 2.00 1.32 

11-15 years teaching 74 -0.07 0.57 2.63 2.40 2.00 1.26 

16+ years teaching 156 0.15 0.07 2.91 3.00 1.00 1.54 

Student teaching for teaching 

0-4 years teaching  84 0.14 0.20 3.81 4.00 4.00 1.43 

5-10 years teaching 90 0.24* 0.02 3.32 3.33 5.00 1.41 

11-15 years teaching 74 -0.11 0.36 3.26 3.33 4.00 1.23 

16+ years teaching 156 0.18* 0.03 3.17 3.00 1.00 1.54 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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Table 43 shows the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

student teaching and inclusion based on years of teaching experience.  Five correlation 

coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  Three correlations were weak 

positive correlations.  Two correlations were very weak positive correlations.  The two variables 

increased together, but the relative strength of the relationships was weak or very weak.  

Teachers who had better attitudes toward their preparation through student teaching also had 

better attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question four investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and student teaching for all respondents based on years of 

teaching experience was in the sub-category All student teaching for teachers with 5-10 years of 

teaching experience.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.26.  This coefficient was 

squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for 

all sub-categories in Table 43 revealed that between 3% (All student teaching for teachers with 

16+ years of teaching experience) and 7% (All student teaching for teachers with 5-10 years of 

teaching experience) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to 

their preparation through and attitudes toward their student teaching. 

Table 44 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the fourth research question that investigated the relationship between preparation through 

student teaching and teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

illustrates results for all respondents based on teacher gender.  
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Table 44 

The Relationship between Student Teaching and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Gender 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All student teaching 

Female 388 0.12* 0.02 3.06 3.00 1.00 1.38 

Male 16 0.26 0.33 3.43 3.69 4.00a 1.16 

Student teaching for special education 

Female 388 0.10* 0.04 2.89 2.80 1.00a 1.43 

Male 16 0.31 0.25 3.28 3.40 3.00a 1.23 

Student teaching for teaching 

Female 388 0.12* 0.02 3.34 3.33 2.00a 1.46 

Male 16 0.14 0.60 3.69 4.00 4.00 1.23 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question four was 

reported in the sub-category Student teaching for teaching for male teachers at 3.69(1.23).  This 

is in the top of the somewhat disagree response band.  The least favorable mean score was in 

Student teaching for special education for female teachers with a mean score of 2.89(1.43).  The 

smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All student teaching sub-category for male 

teachers.  Approximately 68% of the male teachers’ scores would fall within 1.16 scaled score 

points of the mean score 3.43 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between the somewhat 

disagree and somewhat agree responses. 

Table 44 shows the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

student teaching and inclusion based on teacher gender.  Three correlation coefficients were 

statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  All three correlations were very weak positive 

correlations.  The two variables increased together, but the relative strength of the relationships 

was very weak.  Teachers who had better attitudes toward their student teaching also had better 

attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question four investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes inclusion and preparation through student teaching for all respondents based on 

teacher gender was in the sub-category All student teaching and Student teaching for teaching for 

female teachers.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.12.  This coefficient was squared 
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to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-

categories in Table 44 revealed that between 1.0% (Student teaching for special education for 

female teachers) and 1.4% (All student teaching and Student teaching for teaching for female 

teachers) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their 

preparation through and attitudes toward their student teaching. 

Table 45 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on the 

fourth research question that investigated the relationship between preparation through student 

teaching and teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table illustrates 

results for all respondents based on teacher role.  The most favorable mean score in the survey 

investigating research question four was reported in the sub-category Student teaching for 

teaching for inclusion special education teachers at 4.39(1.22).  This is in the middle of the 

somewhat agree response band.  The least favorable mean score was in Student teaching for 

special education for academic teachers with a mean score of 2.62(1.33).  The smallest 

dispersion measurement was found in the All student teaching sub-category for self-contained 

special education teachers.  Approximately 68% of the self-contained special education teachers’ 

scores would fall within 1.12 scaled score points of the mean score 3.53 on the 6 point Likert 

scale, which was between disagree and somewhat agree responses. 
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Table 45 

The Relationship between Student Teaching and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Role 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All student teaching 

Academic Teacher 316 0.06 0.29 2.80 2.63 1.00 1.30 

Special Education: Inclusion 67 0.15 0.22 4.20 4.25 4.00 1.16 

Special Education: Self-Contained 21 0.27 0.25 3.53 3.75 4.00 1.12 

Student teaching for special education 

Academic Teacher 316 0.06 0.31 2.62 2.40 1.00 1.33 

Special Education: Inclusion 67 0.13 0.31 4.09 4.00 4.00a 1.24 

Special Education: Self-Contained 21 0.15 0.50 3.36 3.40 4.00 1.19 

Student teaching for teaching 

Academic Teacher 316 0.06 0.31 3.10 3.00 1.00a 1.41 

Special Education: Inclusion 67 0.17 0.16 4.39 4.67 5.00 1.22 

Special Education: Self-Contained 21 0.40 0.08 3.81 4.00 4.00 1.23 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table 45 shows the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

student teaching and inclusion based on teacher role.  No correlation coefficients were 

statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  The research was not able to determine how the 

variables relate to each other.   

Table 46 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the fourth research question that investigated the relationship between preparation through 

student teaching and teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

illustrates results for all respondents based on teacher role. The most favorable mean score in the 

survey investigating research question four was reported in the sub-category Student teaching for 

teaching for teachers with graduate degrees at 3.37(1.43).  This is in the middle of the somewhat 

disagree response band.  The least favorable mean score was in Student teaching for special 

education for teachers with undergraduate degrees with a mean score of 2.84(1.36).  The 

smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All student teaching sub-category for teachers 

with undergraduate degrees.  Approximately 68% of the undergraduate degree holding teachers’ 

scores would fall within 1.35 scaled score points of the mean score 3.01 on the 6 point Likert 

scale, which was between strongly disagree and somewhat agree responses. 
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Table 46 

The Relationship between Student Teaching and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Education Level 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All student teaching 

Undergraduate 138 0.15 0.08 3.01 3.00 1.00 1.35 

Graduate 265 0.12 0.06 3.09 3.00 1.00 1.38 

Doctoral 1 Too small 

Student teaching for special education 

Undergraduate 138 0.14 0.10 2.84 2.60 2.00 1.36 

Graduate 265 0.11 0.08 2.93 2.80 1.00 1.44 

Doctoral 1 Too small 

Student teaching for teaching 

Undergraduate 138 0.15 0.08 3.31 3.33 2.00a 1.48 

Graduate 265 0.12 0.06 3.37 3.33 4.00 1.43 

Doctoral 1 Too small 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table 46 shows the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

student teaching and inclusion based on teacher role.  No correlation coefficients were 

statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  The research was not able to determine how the 

variables relate to each other.   

Table 47 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the fourth research question that investigated the relationship between preparation through 

student teaching and teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

illustrates results for all respondents based on coursework in special education. The most 

favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question four was reported in the sub-

category Student teaching for teaching for teachers with three courses in special education at 

4.02(1.39).  This is in the bottom of the somewhat agree response band.  The least favorable 

mean score was in Student teaching for special education for teachers with one course in special 

education with a mean score of 2.30(1.12).   
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Table 47 

The Relationship between Student Teaching and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Special Education Coursework 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All student teaching 

1 course  169 0.03 0.71 2.50 2.38 1.00 1.13 

2 courses 85 0.19 0.08 2.93 3.00 1.00 1.27 

3 courses 150 0.10 0.24 3.80 4.00 5.00 1.36 

Student teaching for special education 

1 course  169 0.02 0.82 2.30 2.00 1.00 1.12 

2 courses 85 0.17 0.12 2.75 2.80 1.00 1.31 

3 courses 150 0.10 0.28 3.67 3.80 5.00 1.43 

Student teaching for teaching 

1 course  169 0.04 0.59 2.83 3.00 1.00 1.31 

2 courses 85 0.20 0.06 3.22 3.33 1.00a 1.38 

3 courses 150 0.10 0.24 4.02 4.00 5.00 1.39 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the Student teaching for special 

education sub-category for teachers with one course in special education.  Approximately 68% 

of the teachers’ scores for teachers with one course in special education would fall within 1.12 

scaled score points of the mean score 2.30 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between 

strongly disagree and somewhat disagree responses. 

Table 47 shows the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

student teaching and inclusion based on coursework in special education.  No correlation 

coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  The research did not determine how 

the variables relate to each other. 

Table 48 illustrates the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents 

on the fourth research question that investigated the relationship between preparation through 

student teaching and teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

displays results for all respondents based on teacher level of special education knowledge.  
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Table 48 

The Relationship between Student Teaching and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Special Education Knowledge 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All student teaching 

Novice 97 0.05 0.60 2.64 2.50 1.00 1.21 

Intermediate 157 0.19* 0.02 2.93 2.75 2.00 1.28 

Proficient 129 -0.03 0.75 2.93 2.75 2.00 1.28 

Expert 21 -0.03 0.89 4.01 4.00 4.00a 1.39 

Student teaching for special education 

Novice 97 0.02 0.82 2.46 2.20 1.00 1.20 

Intermediate 157 0.19* 0.02 2.74 2.40 2.00 1.32 

Proficient 129 -0.01 0.88 2.74 2.40 2.00 1.32 

Expert 21 -0.11 0.64 3.85 3.80 6.00 1.51 

Student teaching for teaching 

Novice 97 0.09 0.37 2.94 3.00 1.00 1.39 

Intermediate 157 0.18* 0.02 3.24 3.33 2.00 1.39 

Proficient 129 -0.05 0.56 3.24 3.33 2.00 1.39 

Expert 21 0.11 0.62 4.29 4.00 6.00 1.35 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question four was 

reported in the sub-category Student teaching for teaching for teachers with expert level 

knowledge of special education at 4.29(1.35).  This is in the middle of the somewhat agree 

response band.  The least favorable mean score was in Student teaching for special education for 

teachers with novice level knowledge of special education with a mean score of 2.46(1.20).  The 

smallest dispersion measurement was found in the Student teaching for special education sub-

category for teachers with novice level knowledge of special education.  Approximately 68% of 

the teachers’ scores for teachers who have novice level knowledge of special education would 

fall within 1.20 scaled score points of the mean score of 2.46 on the 6 point Likert scale, which 

was between the strongly disagree and somewhat disagree responses. 

Table 48 revealed the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

student teaching and inclusion based on teacher level of special education knowledge.  Three 

correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  All three correlations 

were very weak positive correlations.  The two variables increased together, but the relative 
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strength of the relationships was very weak.  Teachers who had better attitudes toward their 

preparation through student teaching also had better attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion 

classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question four investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and preparation through student teaching for all respondents 

based on teacher level of special education knowledge was in the sub-categories All student 

teaching and Student teaching for special education for teachers with intermediate level 

knowledge of special education.  This Pearson correlation coefficient was r=0.19.  This 

coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  The resulting coefficient of 

determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 48 showed that between 3% (Student teaching 

for teaching for teachers with intermediate level knowledge of special education) and 4% (All 

student teaching and Student teaching for special education for teachers with intermediate level 

knowledge of special education) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be 

attributed to their preparation through and attitudes toward their student teaching. 

Table 49 illustrates the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents 

on the fourth research question that investigated the relationship between preparation through 

student teaching and teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

displays results for all respondents based on years of experience co-teaching inclusion. The most 

favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question four was reported in the sub-

category Student teaching for teaching for teachers with 10+ years of experience co-teaching 

inclusion at 3.62(1.63).  This is in the middle of the somewhat disagree response band.  The least 

favorable mean score was in Student teaching for special education for teachers with 4-9 years 

of experience co-teaching inclusion with a mean score of 2.80(1.48).   
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Table 49 

The Relationship between Student Teaching and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Experience Teaching Inclusion 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All student teaching 

0 years 51 0.07 0.63 3.05 3.13 1.00a 1.16 

1-3 years 162 0.14 0.08 3.01 3.00 1.00 1.31 

4-9 years 118 0.26** 0.01 2.97 2.75 2.00 1.41 

10+ years 73 -0.13 0.26 3.40 3.63 4.00 1.57 

Student teaching for special education 

0 years 51 0.03 0.82 2.88 3.00 1.00a 1.15 

1-3 years 162 0.12 0.13 2.83 2.60 2.00 1.34 

4-9 years 118 0.24** 0.01 2.80 2.40 1.00 1.48 

10+ years 73 -0.12 0.33 3.27 3.40 1.00 1.61 

Student teaching for teaching 

0 years 51 0.12 0.42 3.33 3.33 4.00 1.31 

1-3 years 162 0.15 0.06 3.32 3.67 4.00 1.41 

4-9 years 118 0.25** 0.01 3.25 3.17 2.00 1.46 

10+ years 73 -0.15 0.20 3.62 4.00 4.00 1.63 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the Student teaching for special 

education sub-category for teachers with 0 years of experience co-teaching inclusion.  

Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for teachers who have 0 years of experience co-

teaching inclusion would fall within 1.15 scaled score points of the mean score of 2.88 on the 6 

point Likert scale, which was between the strongly disagree and somewhat agree responses. 

Table 49 revealed the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

student teaching and inclusion based on years of experience co-teaching inclusion.  Three 

correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  All three correlations 

were weak positive correlations.  The two variables increased together, but the relative strength 

of the relationships was weak.  Teachers who had better attitudes toward their preparation 

through student teaching also had better attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

The strongest correlation in research question four investigating the relationship between 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion and preparation through student teaching for all respondents 

based on years of experience co-teaching inclusion was in the sub-category All student teaching 
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for teachers with 4-9 years of experience co-teaching inclusion.  This Pearson correlation 

coefficient was r=0.26.  This coefficient was squared to find the coefficient of determination.  

The resulting coefficient of determination 𝑟2 for all sub-categories in Table 49 showed that 

between 6% (Student teaching for special education for teachers with 4-9 years of experience co-

teaching inclusion) and 7% (All student teaching for teachers with 4-9 years of experience co-

teaching inclusion) of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be attributed to their 

preparation through and attitudes toward their student teaching. 

Table 50 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the fourth research question that investigated the relationship between preparation through 

student teaching and teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

illustrates results for all respondents based on teachers’ composite attitudes toward inclusion. 

The most favorable mean score in the survey investigating research question four was reported in 

the sub-category Student teaching for teaching for teachers who agree with inclusion at 

3.47(1.42).  This is in the middle of the somewhat disagree response band.  The least favorable 

mean score was in Student teaching for special education for teachers who disagree with 

inclusion with a mean score of 2.66(1.42).  The smallest dispersion measurement was found in 

the All student teaching sub-category for teachers who agree with inclusion.  Approximately 

68% of the teachers’ scores for teachers who agree with inclusion practices would fall within 

1.35 scaled score points of the mean score 3.18 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between 

strongly disagree and somewhat agree responses. 
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Table 50 

The Relationship between Student Teaching and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Composite Inclusion Attitude 

  n Pearson (r) Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All student teaching 

Disagree with inclusion 116 0.09 0.34 2.81 2.63 1.00 1.40 

Agree with inclusion 288 0.01 0.87 3.18 3.13 1.00 1.35 

Student teaching for special education 

Disagree with inclusion 116 0.12 0.21 2.66 2.40 1.00 1.42 

Agree with inclusion 288 0.00 0.99 3.01 3.00 2.00 1.41 

Student teaching for teaching 

Disagree with inclusion 116 0.04 0.69 3.05 3.00 1.00 1.50 

Agree with inclusion 288 0.02 0.68 3.47 3.67 4.00 1.42 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

Table 50 shows the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

student teaching and inclusion based on teachers’ composite attitudes toward inclusion.  No 

correlation coefficients were statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  The research did not 

determine how the variables relate to each other. 

Table 51 displays the correlational and descriptive statistics results for all respondents on 

the fourth research question that investigated the relationship between preparation through 

student teaching and teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. The table 

illustrates results for all respondents based on teacher endorsement. The most favorable mean 

score in the survey investigating research question four was reported in the sub-category Student 

teaching for teaching for teachers who hold special education endorsements at 4.36(1.25).  This 

is in the middle of the somewhat agree response band.  The least favorable mean score was in 

Student teaching for special education for teachers with general education endorsements with a 

mean score of 2.78(1.39).   
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Table 51 

The Relationship between Student Teaching and Teacher Attitudes toward Co-Teaching in an 

Inclusion Classroom: Teacher Endorsement 

  n Pearson (r)  Sig. (p) Mean Median Mode SD 

All student teaching 

SPED endorsed 63 0.02 0.90 4.17 4.00 4.00 1.16 

G. Ed endorsed 333 0.09 0.09 2.96 3.00 1.00 1.36 

Student teaching for special education 

SPED endorsed 63 -0.02 0.89 4.05 4.00 4.00 1.25 

G. Ed endorsed 333 0.09 0.10 2.78 2.60 1.00 1.39 

Student teaching for teaching 

SPED endorsed 63 0.07 0.57 4.36 4.67 5.00 1.25 

G. Ed endorsed 333 0.09 0.10 3.26 3.33 1.00a 1.45 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*.  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

The smallest dispersion measurement was found in the All student teaching sub-category 

for teachers who are special education endorsed.  Approximately 68% of the teachers’ scores for 

teachers who hold a special education endorsement would fall within 1.16 scaled score points of 

the mean score 4.17 on the 6 point Likert scale, which was between somewhat disagree and 

agree responses. 

Table 51 shows the correlation tests investigating all respondents’ attitudes toward 

student teaching and inclusion based on teacher endorsement.  No correlation coefficients were 

statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  The research did not determine how the variables 

relate to each other. 

The summary of data and analysis for research question four What is the relationship 

between student teaching experiences in inclusion and teacher preparation and attitudes toward 

co-teaching in an inclusion classroom? follows.  After assessing the relationship between 

student teaching and teacher attitudes toward inclusion, the researcher could reject the null 

hypothesis. A statistically significant positive relationship between the variables student teaching 

and teacher attitudes toward inclusion is clear.  The descriptive statistics show mean scores 

ranging from the middle (≥2.25) of the disagree band to the middle (≤4.75) of the somewhat 

agree response band depending on the sub-category and the sample from the population that is 

being analyzed.  The majority of mean scores across samples were in the somewhat disagree 
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response band.  The correlational statistics show very weak positive correlations between teacher 

attitudes toward their preparation through student teaching and their attitudes toward inclusion 

for the total population.  The strongest correlation between teacher attitudes toward inclusion 

across the preparation through student teaching variables studied in research question four was in 

both sub-categories All student teaching and Student teaching for teaching.  The Pearson 

correlation was r=0.12.  This is a very weak positive correlation.   Research question four’s 

correlations are the weakest of positive correlations found for all respondents in this study.  

Other variables significantly influence teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion besides student 

teaching.  The strongest correlations within all population samples in research question four were 

found in the All student teaching sub-category.  It was measured at r=0.26 for teachers with 4-9 

years of experience co-teaching in an inclusion classroom (n=118).  This is a weak positive 

correlation between teacher attitudes toward inclusion and their attitudes toward their preparation 

through student teaching.  By comparison, the strongest positive correlation found in the study in 

a sampled teacher group was in the same sample with the sub-category Coursework for teaching 

at r=0.55.  Teachers were also asked in the survey to respond to the following statement with 

their level of agreement: My student teaching experience has prepared me to co-teach in an 

inclusion classroom.  The resulting frequency table of teacher responses is in Appendix F.  The 

data showed that 38% of teachers responded in agreement with this statement with 19% 

reporting in the agree or strongly agree response bands.  While preparation through student 

teaching does have an influence on teachers’ attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion 

classroom, other variables also account for the variation in attitudes. 

Report of Data and Analysis for Research Question 5: Teachers’ expressed concerns 

The research tool utilized to gather data for research question 5 included a series of free 

response questions and yes/no questions.  The responses for some questions were dependent on 

the teacher response to the yes/no questions.  For some tables the sample size is smaller, whereas 

for others the sample size is closer to the total surveyed respondent sample at n=404.  Based on 

the size of the population some of the codes that were noted only account for a small percentage 

of the sample; however, they are being reported here for informational purposes at the interest 

and discretion of the researcher. 
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Before opening the free response section, teachers were asked to respond to a series of 

questions about their attitudes toward inclusion.  In this same section two questions addressed 

feelings of stress that are brought on by 1) teaching students with disabilities in a general 

education classroom; and 2) co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  Teachers were asked 

whether they agreed with the statements that these two practices increase feelings of stress for 

teachers. Table 52 reveals that 84% of teachers agreed on some level with the statement: 

Teaching students with disabilities in an inclusion classroom increases feelings of stress for 

them.  Of those, exactly 50% responded agree or strongly agree. 

Table 52 

Teaching Students with Disabilities in a General Education Classroom Increases Feelings of 

Stress for Teachers: Frequency Table 

 Frequency Percent 

Strongly disagree 8 2.0 

Disagree 22 5.4 

Somewhat disagree 36 8.9 

Somewhat agree 136 33.7 

Agree 107 26.5 

Strongly agree 95 23.5 

 

In the same way, Table 53 shows that 54% of teachers agree with the statement that co-

teaching increases feelings of stress for them.  Note here that 72 teachers (or 18% of the sample) 

who responded to the study either have no experience teaching in an inclusion classroom or are 

self-contained special educators.   

Table 53 

Co-Teaching Increases Feelings of Stress for Teachers: Frequency Table 

 Frequency Percent 

Strongly disagree 26 6.4 

Disagree 71 17.6 

Somewhat disagree 89 22.0 

Somewhat agree 104 25.7 

Agree 80 19.8 

Strongly agree 34 8.4 
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Table 54 begins to show the frequency response data for teacher responses to a 

hypothetical situation in which they are asked by their principal about their openness to teaching 

in an inclusion classroom.  Note that roughly 87% (n=351) of respondents have some prior 

experience teaching inclusion and 13% (n=51) have 0 years of experience teaching inclusion.  In 

their responses 180 of 367 teachers who responded, or 49% would be open to teaching in an 

inclusion classroom without any reservations.  Of the 187 teachers who expressed reservations or 

concern with teaching inclusion, the most frequent concerns noted were co-teaching issues (73 

responses/20%), insufficient staff and resources (29 responses/8%), and insufficient professional 

development (24 responses/7%).  Twenty-eight teachers, or 8% of teachers, responded that they 

would decline their principal’s request to co-teach in an inclusion classroom. 

Table 54 

There Has Been a Change in Staff and Your Administrator Asks You about Your Openness to 

Co-Teaching in an Inclusion Classroom Next Year, What Would You Say? Explain. Frequency 

Table 

n 367 

Open to co-teaching without reservations 180 

Co-Teaching issues and concerns 73 

Insufficient Staff/Resources 29 

Teachers would tell principal “No” 28 

Insufficient Professional Development 24 

Lack of experience  21 

Concerns about student needs 20 

Lack of trust for leader 16 

Burnout 8 

 

Next, a follow up question was asked of teachers (What would be your greatest fear? ex. 

Keeping up with pacing, addressing student needs, co-teaching issues, differentiation of 

instruction, assessment scores/student growth).  Most (361) teachers responded to this free 

response question.   
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Table 55 

What Would Be Your Greatest Fear (Ex. Keeping up with Pacing, Addressing Student Needs, 

Co-Teaching Issues, Differentiation of Instruction, Assessment Scores/Student Growth)? 

Explain. Frequency Table 

n 361 

Co-teacher Issues 105 
Insufficient time to 
collaborate 

14 

Differentiation of instruction 90 Paperwork 14 

Student growth  86 Admin Support 13 

Assessments/Scores 59 Caseload Size 13 

Student Services  58 Nothing to fear 13 

Pacing  44 
Lack of 
Knowledge/preparation 

12 

Student Behavior 39   

 

Their responses were tabulated in a frequency table and displayed in Table 55. At the top 

of teachers’ list of concerns were co-teacher issues (105 responses/30%), differentiation of 

instruction (90 responses/25%), and student growth (86 responses/24%).  Only 13 respondents or 

4% stated that they had no fears about going into a new year in a co-taught inclusion classroom.   

In the same hypothetical situation, teachers were asked if their administrator would be 

supportive in the new inclusion classroom placement.  The responses were calculated and are 

displayed in Table 56.   

Table 56 

Would Your Administrator Support You? 

n 368 

Yes 78% 

No  22% 

 

Of 368 who responded to the question, 78% affirmed that their principal would support 

them in an inclusion classroom.  Table 57 displays the responses to a follow-up free response 

question (In what ways would your administrator support you?) Because the previous question’s 

response might have indicated that the administrator would not support the teacher, the question 

was optional and 258 teachers entered free responses.  Of the ways that teachers felt they would 

be supported by their administrators the most frequent were professional development 63 

responses/24%, listening 46 responses/18%, and resources 25 responses/10%. 
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Table 57 

In What Ways Would Your Administrator Support You? Frequency Table 

n 258 

PD 63 

Listening 46 

Resources 25 

Problem Solving 22 

Support would be lacking 17 

Interventions/Student Support 15 

Scheduling 10 

Outside Support 9 

Planning Time 9 

Feedback 8 

 

Teachers were then asked whether they had the necessary professional development 

training.  Their responses were calculated and are displayed in Table 58.  Of all 376 teachers 

responding to this question, 53% responded yes that they do have the sufficient training.   

Table 58 

Do You Have the Professional Development Training Necessary? 

n 376 

Yes 53% 

No 47% 

 

Of the remaining 47% who responded that they did not have sufficient training to co-

teach in an inclusion classroom, 180 responded to a follow-up question whose answers are 

displayed in Table 59.  The greatest needs teachers report for training are for additional training 

in co-teaching models and how teachers co-teach effectively (87 responses/48%).  Following far 

behind in terms of frequencies of responses, teachers also reported needing professional 

development in instructional strategies (27 responses/15%) and behavior management (25 

responses/14%).   
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Table 59 

If Not, What Training Would You Need?  Explain. Frequency Table 

n 180 

Co-teaching/Models 87 Observation 11 

Instructional Strategies 27 Classroom Management 10 

Behavior Management 25 
Basic entry training/Any 
training 

9 

Differentiation 16 Grading  9 

Job embedded PD 16 Knowledge of disabilities 9 

IEPs 13 Legal Issues 9 

 

Table 60 displays the results of data that follows along the same line of inquiry.  

Specifically, teachers were asked whether their previous coursework provided them with 

sufficient knowledge to prepare them to co-teach in an inclusion classroom.   

Table 60 

Did Your Previous Coursework Provide You with Sufficient Knowledge to Prepare You to Co-

Teach in an Inclusion Classroom? 

n 371 

No 58% 

Yes 42% 

  

Of the 371 teachers who responded to this question, the majority (58%) responded negatively.  

Of those who responded negatively, 212 teachers completed free-response follow-up questions 

that were analyzed, tabulated, and shown in Table 61.  The exact wording of the question was, 

“If not, what was lacking from your coursework? Explain.”   
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Table 61 

If Not, What was Lacking from Your Coursework?  Explain.  

n 212 

Co-teaching 58 IEPs 14 

Real world experience/Job 
embedded 

47 Special Education 13 

Behavior Management 33 Communication 11 

Academic Interventions 31 Legal Issues 11 

Coursework wasn't 
available/Wasn't Interested 

22 Eligibility  9 

Inclusion  19 Planning/Co-Planning 5 

Modeling/Observation in 
Inclusion Co-taught Classes 

19 
  

 

Of those 212 respondents the highest frequency responses were mentioned courses that 

developed co-teaching knowledge (58 respondents/27%), real world experiences that are job 

embedded (47 responses/22%), behavior management (33 responses/16%), and academic 

interventions (31 responses/15%).     

The final series of free-response questions were related to student teaching experiences.  

The yes or no responses and follow-up question data were tabulated and were reported in tables 

62 and 63.   

Table 62 

Did Your Student Teaching Experience Provide You with Sufficient Knowledge to Co-Teach in 

an Inclusion Classroom? 

n 255 

No 68% 

Yes 32% 

 

Teachers were asked whether their student teaching experiences provided them with sufficient 

knowledge to co-teach in an inclusion classroom.  Unfortunately, only 255 responses were 

entered for this question.  Of those who responded, 68% reported that their student teaching 

experiences did not prepare them with sufficient knowledge to co-teach in an inclusion 

classroom.  Of the items identified, teachers reported that they were lacking experiences in 

inclusion (100 responses/43%), special education (61 responses/26%), and co-teaching (58 

responses/25%).  
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Table 63 

If Not, What was Lacking from Your Student Teaching Experience? Explain.  

n 234 

Inclusion 100 

Special Education  61 

Co-teaching 58 

Graduated before inclusion standard practice 36 

Experience/Exposure 17 

Disabilities 16 

Did not student teach 15 

 

In summary, for the data and analysis in support of research question five, “What 

concerns do teachers express regarding a co-teaching assignment in an inclusion classroom,” a 

number of concerns that teachers would express to their school leaders about a co-teaching 

inclusion classroom assignment were determined.  While all respondents who participated in the 

survey generated a mean favorable attitude toward inclusion of 4.38(0.96) (see Appendix A) or 

somewhat agree with inclusion as the best practice for students, the fifth research question’s data 

showed that 51% of teachers have concerns that they would express to their administrator if 

given the news that they would be teaching in an inclusion classroom the next year.  An 

overwhelming majority of teachers (78%) report that their administrators would support them 

through professional development, listening, and providing necessary resources.  In the area of 

professional development, 47% of teachers report that they need more professional development 

in co-teaching models/effective relationships and management, behavior management, and 

instructional strategies.  On the topic of coursework, the majority of teachers, 58%, hold the view 

that their coursework did not prepare them sufficiently for co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

Coursework typically lacks co-teaching experiences, real world experience in the classroom, 

behavior management, and instructional interventions.  Finally, on the matter of student teaching 

experiences, 68% of teachers reported that their experiences did not prepare them for co-teaching 

in an inclusion classroom because there was little exposure to inclusion classrooms, special 

education classrooms, and co-teaching classrooms.   
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Additional Data and Analysis in Support of Research Questions 

When teachers were asked to select the variable that had the “most impact” on their 

preparation and attitude toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom, they responded and the 

results of their responses were displayed in Table 64. 

Table 64 

Select the One that has had the Most Impact on Your Preparation and Attitude toward Co-

Teaching in an Inclusion Classroom... 

 Frequency Percent 

Other, please specify 144 35.6 

Experience 91 22.5 

Professional development 90 22.3 

Leadership support 85 21.0 

Student teaching experience 46 11.4 

Coursework 39 9.7 

Co-teacher/co-teaching 23 5.7 

 

Table 64 outlines teacher responses.  The majority of teachers selected the option “Other, 

please specify,” (n=144).  Of those teachers who selected a variable that was not one 

investigated by the study, analysis of free-response data determined that experience had the 

greatest impact on their preparation and attitudes at 22.5%.  Of the variables studied, almost 

equal percentages of teachers selected professional development (22.3%) and leadership support 

(21.0%).  At nearly half of each of these numbers, very close percentages of teachers also 

selected student teaching experience (11.4%) and coursework (9.7%).   

Data summary 

The data and analysis for this research study investigating teacher preparation and 

attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom were reported in Chapter 4.  The results 

show that only a small percentage of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion can be 

attributed to their leadership attitudes and behavior, preparation through professional 

development, coursework, or student teaching.  The two variables of those investigated that 

correlate the strongest with positive teacher attitudes toward inclusion are leadership in the area 

of special education and professional development for teaching.  These two sub-categories each 
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separately only account for about 8% of the total variation in the total sample’s attitudes toward 

inclusion.   

All teachers’ mean scores toward inclusion were in the somewhat agree range 4.38(0.96).  

On the whole though, 51% of teachers’ expressed concerns that the idea of co-teaching in an 

inclusion classroom was not connected with their beliefs about what was best practice for 

students.  The data show that 

1-53% reported having sufficient preparation through professional development;  

2-42% reported having sufficient preparation through coursework; and 

3-32% reported having sufficient preparation through student teaching. 

The data and analysis revealed that while teachers somewhat agree with inclusion for 

students, over half would have concerns about co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  These data 

will be further discussed and developed in Chapter 5.  Chapter 5 will further develop the data and 

analysis into findings, implications, and suggestions for future research.  The findings will be 

placed in the context of existing literature in an effort to confirm or contradict prior educational 

research studies and contribute to the body of research. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

FINDINGS, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

Introduction/Restatement of Purpose 

Chapter five includes the findings based on the data, implications based on the findings, 

connections to prior research that extended, confirmed or contradicted prior research, 

recommended ideas for future research, and reflected on lessons learned through the completion 

of this study.  There was five findings and five implications.  Each finding corresponded to one 

of the research questions.  The findings were related to practice through implications.  The 

implications were written, based on the findings, to make suggestions on what behaviors 

practitioners, educational leaders, teacher preparation programs, and schools of higher education 

should change in order to influence teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an 

inclusion classroom.  The recommendations for future research reflected on the methodology, 

scope, instrumentation, and prior research and determined what steps should be taken in the 

future to contribute to the body of knowledge in this area of study.   

The purpose of this mixed methods study was to determine which variable produced the 

strongest relationship effect on teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

Both special and general education teachers were surveyed in all elementary schools in an urban 

division in Virginia. The independent variables were:  

1) Leadership support and attitudes for teaching and special education 

2) Coursework in special education as preparation for teaching and special education 

3) Professional development experiences as preparation for teaching and special 

education 

4) Preservice experiences in student teaching as preparation for teaching and special 

education 

The dependent variable was teacher preparation attitudes toward co-teaching in an 

inclusion classroom.  These variables were selected based on the body of research.  These 

variables were seen to have a positive impact on teacher attitudes (Bondurant, 2004; Tortu, 2015; 

Maddas, 2014; Wagner et al., 2006; Mullings, 2012).   
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The research question is: What variable has the strongest relationship effect on teacher 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom? In addition, the study 

examines the following questions: 

1) What is the relationship between school leadership support and leader attitudes and 

teacher preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom? 

2) What is the relationship between coursework in special education and teacher 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom? 

3) What is the relationship between professional development and teacher preparation 

and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom?  

4) What is the relationship between student teaching experiences and teacher preparation 

and attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom?  And, 

5) What concerns do teachers express regarding a co-teaching assignment in an 

inclusion classroom? 

Findings 

Finding one: Teachers responses indicated that their attitudes toward inclusion 

were influenced by leadership behaviors.  All correlation analyses tests in Table 12 showed 

that there were statistically significant positive relationships between leader behavior and teacher 

attitudes toward inclusion.  The result for All leadership across all respondents was r=0.23.  The 

result for Leadership for teaching in the total sample was r=0.15.  The strongest correlations in 

the sampled populations were in the area of Leadership for special education.  This relationship 

produced the highest correlation in the study for the total sample of all respondents.  The 

relationship was still a weak positive correlation at r=0.29 (Table 12).   

The majority of teachers, 78%, felt that their leaders would support them co-teaching in 

inclusion classrooms (Table 56).  Other variables accounted for much of the variation in teacher 

attitudes toward inclusion.  As teachers reported higher levels of agreement with their leader’s 

attitudes and behavior in special education, they also produced higher levels of agreement with 

inclusion.  The relationship between the two variables was weak. It only represented about 8% of 

the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion (based on the coefficient of determination 𝑟2).  

The mean score for teacher attitudes toward leader behavior and attitudes toward special 

education was 4.35(1.05).  Leadership variables for the total sample had stronger relationships 
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than other independent variables, specifically coursework and student teaching. Table 64 

revealed 21.0% of those surveyed determined that leadership support had the greatest impact on 

their preparation and attitude toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.   

The findings from this study also supported results from previous studies on leadership’s 

effect on teacher attitudes toward inclusion.  Friend and Pope (2005) reviewed current literature 

and found that across multiple studies, leadership support was necessary for the success of any 

initiative, including co-teaching for inclusion.  Across a variety of studies leadership support was 

critical to the initiative’s success (Friend & Pope, 2005).  Leadership support provided a 

framework for the on-going professional development, planning, and coaching that is needed to 

implement co-taught inclusion (Friend & Pope, 2005).  Thomas (2013) determined that when the 

leader demonstrated a clear vision for collaboration and professional practice, the teachers felt 

better prepared to co-teach in inclusion classrooms.  This study confirmed the findings of Friend 

and Pope (2005) and Thomas (2013).   

This study also extended current research findings.  This study developed deeper 

meaning behind the variables through asking open response qualitative questions on each of the 

variables.  The free responses established that teachers felt leaders support their work in 

inclusion classrooms through providing necessary professional development, listening, and 

providing resources (Table 57).   

Finding two: The influence of leadership on teacher attitudes toward inclusion was 

also impacted by teacher experience and background.  Throughout all analyses of data in 

research question one, the Leadership for special education variables consistently were more 

strongly related to teacher attitudes toward inclusion than All leadership or Leadership for 

teaching.  The reported results in this finding, unless otherwise noted, will be based on results 

from the Leadership for special education sub-category due to this strength.  Demographic and 

background information in this finding will be grouped based on the teacher experience 

variables, teacher level of preparation in special education, and other variables of interest. 

Teacher experience variables did alter the level of strength of the relationship between 

their Leadership for special education and attitudes toward inclusion.  With respect to teacher 

years of experience, teachers with 5-10 years of teaching experience and 16+ years of teaching 

experience produced the strongest relationships.  The results were r=0.36 and r=0.35 

respectively (Table 13).  This study also evaluated teacher years of experience co-teaching in an 
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inclusion classroom.  Teachers with 0 years of experience (r=0.35) produced a relatively strong 

relationship that dropped for the teachers with 1-3 years of experience co-teaching (r=0.20).  For 

teachers with 4-9 years of experience co-teaching inclusion, the relationship recovered (r=0.36).  

The group with 10+ years of experience co-teaching did produce a slightly weaker correlation 

(r=0.33) (Table 19).   

The level of teacher preparation and knowledge in the field of special education also 

changed the relationship between Leadership for special education and inclusion variables.  

Leadership for special education and teacher attitudes toward inclusion were influenced by the 

number of courses teachers completed in special education.  There was an increase in the 

strength of the relationship from 1 course (r=0.26) to 2 courses (r=0.31).   The results for 3 

courses however were the same (r=0.31) as those for 2 courses (Table 17).  The relationship 

between teachers with special education endorsements (r=0.32) was slightly stronger than those 

with general education endorsements (r=0.28) (Table 21).  Teachers also rated themselves based 

on their knowledge level of special education.  When these variables were tested, the strongest 

result was found in the sub-group that rated themselves as novices at r=0.32 (Table 18).  

Intermediate (r=0.23) and proficient (r=0.27) teachers also produced statistically significant 

weaker positive correlations.  

A variety of other variables of interest were also used to analyze the relationship between 

Leadership for special education and attitudes toward inclusion.  In teacher tests based on 

gender, female teachers produced a relatively strong correlation at r=0.31 (Table 14).  The male 

teacher group did not produce a statistically significant result.  With respect to teacher role, the 

relationship was the same between academic teachers and inclusion teachers at r=0.29 (Table 

15).  As teachers education level increased from undergraduate to graduate level there was an 

increase in the strength of the relationship.  The teachers with undergraduate degrees produced a 

result of r=0.22.  Teachers with graduate degrees reported a stronger relationship at r=0.33 

(Table 16).  Teachers were tested based on their composite attitudes toward inclusion.  The 

correlations were stronger for teachers who disagreed with inclusion (r=0.30) than those who 

agreed (r=0.20) (Table 20).   

As noted in finding one, these findings support the previous research that has found that 

there is a relationship between teacher attitudes toward leadership and teacher attitudes 

concerning inclusion.  Friend and Pope (2005) and Thomas (2013) confirmed this connection in 
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previous studies.  This study further extends previous research by quantifying the relationship 

between leadership and teacher attitudes toward inclusion based on a variety of background 

variables.  

Finding three: Teachers responses indicated that their preparation through 

coursework influenced their attitude toward inclusion.  The research analyzed teacher 

responses in three sub-categories: All coursework, Coursework for special education, and 

Coursework for teaching.  The Coursework for special education correlation across the total 

sample resulted in a correlation coefficient of r=0.23.  Coursework for teaching variables when 

compared to teacher attitudes toward inclusion generated an r=0.25.  The strongest correlation 

coefficient was measured between All coursework and teacher attitudes toward inclusion at 

r=0.26 (Table 22).   

The majority of teachers, 58%, did not feel that their coursework prepared them to co-

teach in an inclusion classroom (Table 60).  Other variables accounted for much of the variation 

in teacher attitudes toward inclusion.  As teachers reported higher levels of agreement toward 

their preparation through coursework, they also produced higher levels of agreement with 

inclusion.  The connection between the two variables was weak.  The test found that the 

relationship only accounted for about 7% of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion 

(based on the coefficient of determination 𝑟2).  The mean score for the All coursework variable 

was in the somewhat disagree response range at 3.77(1.19). Additionally, Table 64 reported that 

9.7% of teachers maintained that their coursework was the variable that prepared them the most 

for co-teaching inclusion.  This was the smallest reported percentage among the researched 

variables in the study.   

 This finding confirmed the findings of previous research.  Hsien, Brown, and Bortoli 

(2009) conducted a research study with the coursework variable and teacher attitudes toward 

inclusion in Australia.  They surveyed 36 teachers (23 with special education endorsements). The 

findings determined teachers strongly agreed with coursework as a variable that prepared them to 

co-teach in inclusion classrooms (Hsien, Brown, & Bortoli, p. 3, 2009).  Teachers felt that 

coursework helped them feel “more confident” to teach in an inclusion classroom (Hsien, 

Brown, & Bortoli, p. 3, 2009).  Kantor (2011) studied general education teacher preparedness for 

teaching in inclusion classrooms.  Kantor implied that additional coursework improved attitudes 
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through preparing teachers for teaching in inclusion classrooms (Kantor, 2011).  This research 

expanded on the body of research by quantifying the relatively weak nature of this relationship.  

This study also extended the body of knowledge in this area through a mixed methods 

methodology.  The majority of teachers reported that their coursework did not prepare them for 

co-teaching in an inclusion classroom. Of those areas that lacked from their previous 

coursework, teachers responded they needed more coursework on co-teaching models, theory 

and practices, real world experiences/job embedded feedback, and behavior/instructional 

strategies (Tables 49 & 50).  

Finding four: The influence of preparation through coursework on teacher attitudes 

toward inclusion was also impacted by teacher experience and background.  Throughout all 

analyses of data in research question two, the All coursework variables produced the strongest 

correlations with teacher attitudes toward inclusion.  The reported results in this finding, unless 

otherwise noted, will be based on results from the All coursework sub-category due to this 

strength.  There were some exceptions where Coursework for teaching produced a stronger 

correlation than All coursework.  Coursework for special education consistently across all sub-

samples produced the weakest statistically significant correlations.  Demographic and 

background information in this section will be examined based on teacher experience variables, 

teacher level of preparation in special education, and other variables of interest. 

Teacher experience variables did alter the level of strength of the relationship between 

their preparation through coursework and attitudes toward inclusion.  Teacher years of teaching 

experience was assessed.  Teachers with 5-10 years of teaching experience and 16+ years of 

teaching experience produced the strongest relationships.  The coefficients were r=0.41 and 

r=0.29 respectively (Table 23).  Relationships were also tested based on teacher years of 

experience co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  Teachers with 4-9 years of experience 

(r=0.52) produced a moderately strong positive relationship.  Coursework for teaching was 

similar in strength with a minor increase for the same sub-sample of the population (r=0.55).  

The strength of the relationship dropped for the teachers with 1-3 years of experience co-

teaching (r=0.17).  The groups with 0 and 10+ years of experience co-teaching did not produce 

statistically significant results (Table 29).   

The level of teacher preparation and knowledge in the field of special education also 

changed the relationship between preparation through coursework and inclusion variables.  The 
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number of courses a teacher completed in special education changed the strength of the 

relationships.  There was an increase from 1 course (r=0.29) to 2 courses (r=0.36) in 

relationship strength.   The result for 3 courses however was not statistically significant (Table 

27).  The relationship results altered based on teacher self-rated knowledge of special education.  

The strongest result was found in the sub-sample that rated themselves as intermediate at r=0.28 

(Table 28).  Novices (r=0.21) and proficient (r=0.19) teachers’ tests also resulted in statistically 

significant positive correlations.  Tests for teachers with special education endorsements and 

those with general education endorsements generated different relationship findings.  The 

teachers with special education endorsements correlation was not statistically significant.  

Teachers with general education endorsements produced a correlation coefficient of r=0.24 

(Table 31).   

A variety of other variables were also used to analyze the relationship between 

preparation through coursework and attitudes toward inclusion.  Teacher assessments based on 

gender found that female teachers produced a weak positive relationship at r=0.26 (Table 24).  

Teacher role tests determined the relationship was stronger for inclusion teachers (r=0.36) than 

their academic teacher counterparts (r=0.22) (Table 25).  When teachers were separated based 

on their agreement with inclusion, teachers who agreed with inclusion (r=0.18) generated a very 

weak positive relationship.  The group who disagreed with inclusion did not produce statistically 

significant results on the coursework research variables (Table 30).  The teachers with 

undergraduate degrees produced a result of r=0.31.  Teachers with graduate degrees generated an 

r=0.26 correlation coefficient (Table 26).   

As noted in finding three, these findings support the previous research that has found that 

there is a relationship between teacher attitudes toward preparation through coursework and 

teacher attitudes concerning inclusion.  Kantor (2011) and Hsien, Brown, and Bortoli (2009) 

affirmed this connection in previous research.  This study further extends earlier research by 

quantifying the relationship between coursework and teacher attitudes toward inclusion based on 

a variety of background variables. 

Finding five:  Teachers responses indicated that their preparation through 

professional development influenced their attitudes toward inclusion.  The study 

investigated professional development variables in three categories: All professional 

development, Professional development for special education, and Professional development for 
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teaching.  The All professional development variable across the total sample correlated positively 

with teacher attitudes toward inclusion at r=0.26.  When assessed, the Professional development 

for teaching variable across the total sample resulted in a correlation coefficient of r=0.23.  The 

Professional development for teaching analysis created one of the strongest positive correlations 

in the studied variables.  The correlation coefficient was r=0.29 (Table 32).  The test produced a 

weak positive correlation.   

A slight majority of teachers, 53%, affirmed they had sufficient professional development 

to co-teach in an inclusion classroom (Table 58).  Other variables also account for much of the 

variation in teacher attitudes toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  As teachers’ 

preparation through Professional development for teaching ratings increased, so did their 

attitudes toward inclusion.  The connection between the two variables was weak.  The 

relationship only accounted for about 8% of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion 

(based on the coefficient of determination 𝑟2).  The mean score for the total population for 

Professional development for teaching was in the somewhat disagree range at 3.80(1.22).  On 

average, the teachers did not agree that their experiences in professional development prepared 

them to co-teach in an inclusion classroom.  Their ratings for Professional development for 

special education were lower with a mean score of 3.55(1.32).  Simultaneously, the research also 

found that 22.3% of teachers felt that professional development had the most impact on their 

preparation and attitudes toward co-teaching inclusion.  Additionally, another 22.5% reported 

that on the job experience or the act of teaching inclusion in the classroom had the greatest 

impact on their preparation and attitude toward co-teaching in an inclusion classroom (Table 64).   

This finding aligned with previous research studies.  Research determined that 

professional development training impacted teacher attitudes toward inclusion.  McLean (2010) 

found that two days of intense professional development had a significant impact on 

differentiating instruction in a mixed-ability classroom.  Research from Chicago found that in a 

simple research experiment (without a control group) professional development resulted in an 

increase in teacher attitudes toward inclusion (Dickens-Smith, 1995).  One hundred general and 

special education teachers were provided with one day of professional development training 

(Dickens-Smith, 1995).  The teachers were given an attitudes toward inclusion survey before and 

after the training (Dickens-Smith, 1995).  The study found that the key to success in inclusion 

was professional development (Dickens-Smith, 1995).  Bondurant (2004) surveyed 36 middle 
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school teachers in California.  The study determined that while teachers largely had positive 

attitudes toward inclusion, the majority or 69% disagreed or were unsure if they would receive 

the necessary training to teach in an inclusion classroom.  This study confirmed previous 

research studies findings.  Preparation through professional development did have a positive 

relationship with teacher attitudes toward inclusion.  This research expanded on the body of 

research.  The study measured the weak nature of the relationship between professional 

development and teacher attitudes toward inclusion. 

This study expanded upon the body of research through the mixed methods approach.  

Again, a slight majority of teachers, 53%, felt they did have sufficient professional development 

training to implement co-taught inclusion.  Much of what was lacking from experiences in 

coursework was also lacking from professional development.  Teachers reported needing more 

experience in co-teaching models, practices, and expectations as well as behavior management 

and instructional strategies.   

Finding six: The influence of preparation through professional development on 

teacher attitudes toward inclusion was also impacted by teacher experience and 

background.  Throughout all analyses of data in research question three, the Professional 

development for teaching variable produced the strongest correlations with teacher attitudes 

toward inclusion.  The reported results in this finding, unless otherwise noted, will be based on 

results from the Professional development for teaching sub-category.  There were some 

exceptions where All professional development variables generated a correlation equal to or 

slightly stronger than Professional development for teaching.  Professional development for 

special education consistently across all sub-samples resulted in weaker correlations.  

Demographic and background information in this section will be examined based on teacher 

experience variables, teacher level of preparation in special education, and other variables of 

interest. 

Teacher experience variables did alter the level of strength of the relationship between 

their preparation through professional development and attitudes toward inclusion.  Teacher 

years of teaching experience was assessed.  Teachers with 5-10 years of teaching experience and 

16+ years of teaching experience produced the strongest relationships.  The coefficients were 

r=0.28 and r=0.41 respectively (Table 33).  Relationships were also tested based on teacher 

years of experience co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  Teachers with 4-9 years of 
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experience (r=0.47) produced a moderately strong positive relationship.  All professional 

development was equal in strength for the same sub-sample of the population (r=0.47).  The 

strength of the relationship dropped for the teachers with 1-3 years of experience co-teaching 

(r=0.18).  The groups with 0 and 10+ years of experience co-teaching did not produce 

statistically significant results (Table 39).   

The level of teacher preparation and knowledge in the field of special education also 

changed the relationship between preparation through professional development and inclusion 

variables.  The number of courses a teacher completed in special education changed the strength 

of the relationships.  There was a decrease from 1 course (r=0.32) to 3 courses (r=0.27) in 

relationship strength.   The result for 2 courses however was not statistically significant (Table 

37).  The relationship results altered based on teacher self-rated knowledge of special education.  

The strongest result was found in the sub-sample that rated themselves as intermediate at r=0.28 

(Table 38).  Novices (r=0.25) and proficient (r=0.21) teachers’ tests also resulted in statistically 

significant positive correlations.  Tests for teachers with special education endorsements and 

those with general education endorsements generated different relationship findings.  The 

teachers with special education endorsements correlation was r=0.35.  Teachers with general 

education endorsements produced a weaker correlation coefficient of r=0.26 (Table 41).   

A variety of other variables were also used to analyze the relationship between 

preparation through professional development and attitudes toward inclusion.  Teacher 

assessments based on gender found that female teachers produced a weak positive relationship at 

r=0.30 (Table 34).  Teacher role tests determined the relationship was stronger for inclusion 

teachers (r=0.43) than their academic teacher counterparts (r=0.24) (Table 35).  When teachers 

were separated based on their agreement with inclusion, teachers who agreed (r=0.21) and 

disagreed with inclusion (r=0.22) both generated weak positive relationships.  The teachers with 

undergraduate degrees produced a result of r=0.40.  Teachers with graduate degrees generated an 

r=0.25 correlation coefficient (Table 36).   

 As noted in finding five, these findings support the previous research that has found that 

there is a relationship between teacher attitudes toward preparation through professional 

development and teacher attitudes concerning inclusion.  McLean (2010), Dickens-Smith (1995), 

and Bondurant (2004) established this connection in previous research studies and literature.  
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This study further extends earlier research by quantifying the relationship between professional 

development and teacher attitudes toward inclusion based on a variety of background variables. 

Finding seven: Teachers responses indicated that their preparation through student 

teaching influenced their attitudes toward inclusion.  Although positive, the correlations for 

student teaching variables were very weak.  The correlational analysis was also separated into 

three categories: All student teaching, Student teaching for special education, and Student 

teaching for teaching.  Results for the Student teaching for special education generated a 

correlation coefficient of r=0.11.  The correlation coefficients for All student teaching and 

Student teaching for teaching were both r=0.12 (Table 42).  This was the most weak of all 

relationships measured in this study.   

The majority of teachers, 68%, noted that their student teaching experiences did not 

prepare them for co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  Other variables accounted for a 

significant portion of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion.  As teacher attitudes 

toward their preparation through student teaching increased, so did their attitudes toward 

inclusion.  The connection between the two variables was very weak.  The relationship only 

accounted for about 1% of the variation in teacher attitudes toward inclusion (based on the 

coefficient of determination 𝑟2).  The mean scores for All student teaching were in the bottom of 

the somewhat disagree response band at 3.07(1.38).  Table 64 displayed the weak nature of the 

correlation.  In Table 64, the study found 11.4% of teachers reported student teaching was the 

variable with the most effect on preparation for co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.   

The study confirmed and extended previous research in the area of preparation through 

student teaching experiences.  Previous research determined the insufficiency of preparation for 

teaching through student teaching experiences (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000; Moon et 

al., 1999). Avramidis, Bayliss, and Burden (2000) conducted research in Australia that found 

teachers in their preparation programs of study needed more exposure to academically diverse 

students.  Moon (1999) released findings from a three year study of student teachers with 

mentors.  The study found that the frequency of quality feedback provided during student 

teaching experiences reduced the negative impact on teacher attitudes toward differentiating to 

address student needs in a general education classroom setting (Moon, 1999).  This study 

expanded upon previous research.  This research quantified the very weak nature of the 

relationship between preparation through student teaching and attitudes toward inclusion.   
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This research added to the previous body of research through examining teacher 

preparation through student teaching experiences.  The mixed methods approach here brought 

deeper meaning to the research through the examination of free responses that were analyzed and 

categorized.  Again, the majority of teachers, 68%, noted that their student teaching experiences 

did not prepare them for co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  Teachers noted that lacking 

from their student teaching were preparation through experiences in inclusion, special education, 

and co-teaching (Tables 51 and 52).   

Finding eight: The influence of preparation through student teaching on teacher 

attitudes toward inclusion was also impacted by teacher experience and background.  

Throughout all analyses of data in research question four, all three sub-category variables (All 

student teaching, Student teaching for special education, and Student teaching for teaching) 

produced similar results when compared with teacher attitudes toward inclusion.  Several tests 

produced no statistically significant findings.  In those cases the tests will be referenced, however 

significance cannot be determined.  Demographic and background information in this section 

will be examined based on teacher experience variables, teacher level of preparation in special 

education, and other variables of interest. 

Teacher experience variables did alter the level of strength of the relationship between 

their preparation through student teaching and attitudes toward inclusion.  Teacher years of 

teaching experience was assessed.  Teachers with 5-10 years of teaching experience and 16+ 

years of teaching experience produced the strongest relationships.  In the sub-category of All 

student teaching, the coefficients were r=0.26 and r=0.16 respectively (Table 43).  Relationships 

were also assessed based on teacher years of experience co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

Also in the All student teaching sub-category, teachers with 4-9 years of experience (r=0.26) 

produced a weak positive relationship.  The other tested sub-samples (0 years, 1-3 years, and 10+ 

years) were not statistically significant (Table 49).   

The level of teacher preparation and knowledge in the field of special education also 

changed the relationship between preparation through student teaching and inclusion variables.  

The number of courses a teacher completed in special education did not produce any statistically 

significant results (Table 47).  The relationship results did report one significant finding based on 

teacher self-rated knowledge of special education.  In the test of the variable All student 

teaching, the only statistically significant result was found in the sub-sample that rated 
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themselves as intermediate at r=0.19 (Table 48).  Tests for teachers with special education 

endorsements and those with general education endorsements generated no statistically 

significant findings (Table 51).   

A variety of other variables were also used to analyze the relationship between 

preparation through student teaching and attitudes toward inclusion.  In the All student teaching 

sub-category, teacher assessments based on gender found that female teachers generated a very 

weak positive relationship at r=0.12 (Table 44).  Teacher role tests determined the relationship 

was also not statistically significant for any variables (Table 45).  When teachers were separated 

based on their agreement with inclusion, the tests also did not generate any statistically 

significant results (Table 46).   

As noted in finding seven, these findings support the previous research that has found 

that there is a relationship between teacher attitudes toward preparation through student teaching 

and teacher attitudes concerning inclusion.  Avramidis, Bayliss, and Burden (2000) and Moon 

(1999) found this connection in previous research studies.  In many tests across this study, the 

relationship between preparation from student teaching and teacher attitudes toward inclusion 

could not be determined due to lack of a statistically significant relationship.  At the same time, 

this study further extends earlier research by quantifying the relationship between student 

teaching and teacher attitudes toward inclusion based on a variety of background variables.   

Finding nine: The teachers somewhat agreed that inclusion was best for students but 

had concerns relating to co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  Half of teachers (51%) 

expressed concerns related to co-teaching in an inclusion classroom (Table 54).  Teachers 

overwhelmingly agreed, 84%, with the statement that teaching students with disabilities in a 

general education classroom increased their feelings of stress (Table 52).  The majority of 

teachers, 54%, also felt that co-teaching increased feelings of stress for them (Table 53).  Almost 

half of teachers n=180, or 49% of respondents, reported that they would be open to co-teaching 

without any reservations (Table 54).  The other 51% of teachers highlighted a variety of areas for 

concern including (from highest to lowest frequency) co-teaching issues, insufficient staff and 

resources, lack of professional development, lack of experience, and student needs (Table 54).  

Teachers felt that their greatest fears would be (from highest to lowest frequency) co-teacher 

issues, differentiation of instruction, student growth, assessments and student performance, 

student services, pacing, and student behavior (Table 55).   
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The study built upon previous research literature through deeper understanding of 

phenomenon influencing teacher attitudes.  Bondurant (2004) developed a study protocol where 

there was one free response question at the end of a survey instrument.  In the 

implications/suggestions for future research, Bondurant recommended to explore additional 

phenomenon influencing teacher attitudes toward co-taught inclusion through the use of more 

free response survey questions (Bondurant, 2004).  Logan and Wimer (2013) had a similar 

conclusion to their research on teacher attitudes toward inclusion.  Their research recommended 

future research should allow teachers to create narratives providing opportunities for deeper 

investigation (Logan & Wimer, 2013). 

Implications 

Implication one: School leaders should support co-teachers in inclusion classrooms 

through their beliefs, actions, and leadership in special education.  Finding one determined 

that Leadership for special education generated one of the strongest positive correlations with 

preparation and attitudes toward inclusion.  School leadership at the building and division levels 

must provide support for inclusion and special education.   

In addition, based on the concerns teachers raised in finding nine with co-teaching 

relationships, leaders should make efforts to support teachers by considering the need for co-

teachers to work well together.  Leaders should consider teacher experience levels and teacher 

personality profiles when making inclusion classroom teaching assignments.  Based on free 

response data, leaders must support teachers through providing common time for teachers to 

participate in professional development on co-teaching models.  The co-teaching arrangement 

and relationship was an accepted limitation of this study.  The limitation was identified due to 

staffing shortages. 

Implication two: School leaders should consider a variety of background and 

experience factors when leading schools that practice co-taught inclusion. This implication is 

associated with finding two.  Finding two determined that as teachers acquired experience in the 

classroom and experience co-teaching, the relationships changed.  The changes did not increase 

with experience in a linear model.  There are other influences besides years of teaching 

experience that leaders should consider when assigning teachers to inclusion classrooms.  A 

large number of teachers (n=91) reported (Table 64) that experience was the variable that 



147 

 

prepared them the most for co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  These data combined with the 

results from finding two support the implication that leaders should take teacher past experience 

factors into consideration when making co-teaching classroom selections.  

Leaders should consider their behavior in support of special education as it relates to 

teacher past experience in special education.  The influence of leader behavior did not 

significantly increase the strength of the relationships across teacher groups.  Leadership for 

special education did not significantly increase the strength of the relationship for teachers based 

on their previous coursework, their level of knowledge of special education, or holding a 

teaching endorsement in general/special education.   

Leaders should understand that the relationship between leadership support in special 

education changes based on teacher qualifications.  Teachers with graduate degrees responses 

toward their leader behavior and inclusion produced stronger results than teachers with 

undergraduate degrees.  Academic teachers and inclusion teachers produced equal correlation 

results.   

Implication three:  Teacher preparation programs should provide teachers with 

embedded experiences in instructional and behavior management strategies for struggling 

students.  Based upon the data and finding three, teacher preparation programs should partner 

with local school divisions to revise coursework delivery and expectations.  A focused effort 

should build teaching candidates experience level through rich clinical classroom teaching 

experiences with requirements of experience in co-teaching, instructional strategies for 

struggling students, behavioral modifications for effective management, and special education 

for all educators.   The teacher preparation program should provide teacher candidates with the 

opportunity to teach students and receive feedback from a mentor or evaluator frequently.  

Teacher preparation programs should do this in collaboration with local school boards.  The need 

for the particular strategies was reported by teachers in the free response section (Table 61). 

Implication four: Teacher preparation programs should adjust and refine practices 

to support the preparation of teacher candidates for co-teaching based on the background 

and experiences of current teachers in previous coursework.  This implication is associated 

with finding four.  Finding four explained that as teachers acquired experience in the classroom 

and experience co-teaching, the relationships changed.  The changes did not increase with 

experience in a linear model.  There are other influences besides years of teaching experience 
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that leaders should consider when assigning teachers to inclusion classrooms.  A large number of 

teachers (n=91) reported (Table 64) that experience was the variable that prepared them the most 

for co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  These data combined with the results from finding 

four support the implication that teacher preparation programs should infuse teacher coursework 

with rich clinical experiences in co-taught inclusion.  

Teacher preparation programs should consider their behavior in support of special 

education as it relates to teacher past experience in special education.  The influence of an 

additional course in special education did slightly increase the strength of the relationship 

between All coursework and teacher attitudes toward inclusion.  All coursework did not 

significantly increase the strength of the relationship for teachers based on their level of 

knowledge of special education or holding a teaching endorsement in general/special education.   

Teacher preparation programs should understand that the relationship between 

coursework changes based on teacher qualifications.  Teachers with undergraduate degrees 

responses toward their coursework and inclusion produced a stronger result than teachers with 

graduate degrees.  When compared with academic teachers, inclusion teachers produced stronger 

correlation result between All coursework and teacher attitudes toward inclusion.   

Implication five: School leaders should support co-teachers in inclusion classrooms 

through relevant professional development opportunities, including those that develop 

teacher experience in co-teaching inclusion.  Finding five determined that professional 

development was one of the variables with the most influence on teacher preparation and 

attitudes toward inclusion. School leadership at the building and division levels must refine 

practices with a focus on experiential professional development.  Teachers in finding five 

(Table64) reported that experience in co-taught inclusion and professional development together 

account for the largest percentage (44.8%) of preparation for co-teaching inclusion.   

Leaders at the building and division levels must clearly outline, through on-going 

professional development, what roles and responsibilities are in the classroom.  Based on the 

qualitative data and findings from research question five, many teachers go into the new co-

teaching relationship with expectations that weren’t aligned with best practices. Teachers 

reported needs for additional training in this study.  Leaders should provide quality professional 

development on behavior management, instructional strategies, and understanding of special 

education needs for general education teachers.  Because of low mean score ratings in all areas 
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of professional development, building and school level leaders must improve the quality and 

mode of delivery for professional development.   

Implication six: School leaders should support teachers in their continuous growth 

through providing professional development that respects teacher background and 

experience. This implication is associated with finding six.  Finding six explained that as 

teachers acquired experience in the classroom and experience co-teaching, the relationships 

changed.  The changes did not increase with experience in a linear model.  There are other 

influences besides years of teaching experience that leaders should consider when crafting 

professional development plans that meet teacher needs.  A large number of teachers (n=91) 

reported (Table 64) that experience was the variable that prepared them the most for co-teaching 

in an inclusion classroom.  These data combined with the results from finding six support the 

implication that leaders should infuse on-going professional development programs with 

opportunities for teachers to develop their experience working together and teaching struggling 

students (Tables 52, 53, 55).  

Leaders who develop professional development should consider the teachers’ past 

experiences in special education.  The influence of two additional courses in special education 

did slightly decrease the strength of the relationship between Professional development for 

teaching and teacher attitudes toward inclusion.  Professional development for teaching did not 

significantly increase the strength of the relationship for teachers based on their level of 

knowledge of special education.  When compared with a general education endorsement, a 

special education endorsement did generate a stronger relationship between Professional 

development for teaching and teacher attitudes toward inclusion.   

Leaders should understand that the relationship between professional development 

changes based on teacher qualifications and teacher role.  Teachers with undergraduate degrees 

responses toward their Professional development for teaching and inclusion produced a stronger 

result than teachers with graduate degrees.  When compared to academic teachers, inclusion 

teachers produced stronger correlation results between Professional development for teaching 

and teacher attitudes toward inclusion.   

Implication seven:  Teacher preparation programs should provide teachers with 

experiences in co-taught inclusion during student teaching.  This implication is associated 

with data presented in finding seven, teacher preparation programs should partner with local 
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school divisions to revise student teaching programs.  A focused effort should build teaching 

candidates experience levels up through rich clinical classroom student teaching experiences.  

Student teaching should have requirements of experience in co-teaching inclusion classrooms. 

Finding four revealed various levels of disagreement across many teacher groups with their 

preparation through student teaching items (tables 31-40).  Teacher preparation programs must 

provide clinical supervisors who work closely with candidates in the development of 

instructional strategies for struggling students and behavioral modifications for effective 

management. 

Implication eight: Teacher preparation programs should adjust and refine 

practices to support the preparation of teacher candidates for co-teaching based on the 

background and experiences of current teachers in student teaching. This implication is 

associated with finding eight.  Finding eight explained that as teachers acquired experience in the 

classroom and experience co-teaching, the relationships changed.  The changes did not increase 

with experience in a linear model.  There were many holes in the data due to lacking statistical 

significance.  This lack of data combined with the results from finding eight, support the 

implication that teacher preparation programs should infuse student teaching with experiences in 

co-taught inclusion.  

Teacher preparation programs should consider their programming in support of special 

education based on teacher past experiences in student teaching.  None of the statistically 

significant findings that relate to research question four, student teaching, when analyzed for 

patterns or themes show statistically significant changes between sample groups.  The 

insufficient statistical significance is a telling an indication of the lack of preparation through 

student teaching that teachers reported.  Teachers were asked what was missing from their 

student teaching experiences.  They responded that inclusion, special education, and co-teaching 

were all components that were lacking from their past experiences in student teaching (Table 

63).  Teacher preparation programs should be advised of these data and update accordingly the 

student teaching requirements to include experiences in inclusion.   

Implication nine: Leadership should be identify ways to address the concerns that 

teachers continue to have about teaching students with disabilities in co-taught inclusion 

classrooms.  Finding nine determined whereas teachers agree with inclusion, 84% of teachers 

reported agreement with teaching students with disabilities increases feelings of stress for them.  
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Also, 54% of teachers agreed with the statement that co-teaching increased feelings of stress for 

them.  The blending of the quantitative findings one through four and qualitative finding five was 

critical to this study’s findings and implications.  Based on this review of multiple sources of 

data, school leaders should understand the curious nature of the relationship between teachers’ 

beliefs and behavior in this area are complex.  While teachers philosophically agreed with 

inclusion for students, a majority expressed concerns about or did not feel prepared to co-teach in 

an inclusion classroom.  The current efforts of teacher preparation programs through coursework 

and student teaching, and on-going professional development for teachers were currently 

insufficient at addressing teacher concerns.  Their specific concerns in order of importance 

(highest to lowest frequency) were co-teaching issues, lack of personnel support, and lack of 

experience and professional development (Table44).   

Recommendations for future research 

This study was conducted by surveying n=1009 elementary general and special educators 

in an urban division in Virginia.  The response rate was 40%.  A total of 404 teachers responded 

to the survey.  Based on the sample size being rather large, statistical significance was achieved.  

If this study is replicated with a smaller sample it will be difficult to achieve statistical 

significance.  Any further research should also sample large groups of teachers.  However, if a 

future research study was conducted with a sample smaller than n=100, I would recommend 

refraining from analyzing sub-samples of the population.  

This study should be replicated in other urban, suburban, and rural school divisions 

within the state of Virginia and in other countries that practice inclusion.  Through replication of 

this study in other schools with different practices, the knowledge base will expand and 

understanding of the phenomenon will grow.  Because of the high military population in our 

school division, we review a lot of transfer student IEPs.  Service delivery in inclusion settings is 

becoming more frequent and common around the nation.  Years ago we were providing 

commensurate services for students in inclusion settings who transferred in with self-contained 

setting IEPs.  We are now seeing more students being provided the majority of their services in 

inclusion settings.  Inclusion is becoming more of the primary service delivery practice.  The 

strengthening of the implications from this study through replication of this study in other 

divisions will be beneficial.  
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The survey was originally intended for an elementary audience, but adjustments could 

make the survey relevant in secondary schools.  The background section of the instrument would 

need to be changed to address all of the different types of endorsements at the secondary level.  

In addition, the questions may change from initial eligibility to focus more on the reevaluation 

process and exiting students from special education.  These changes could be addressed in an 

expansion of the free response section of the survey, or in a few more Likert scale questions. 

Future research should also investigate deeper the phenomenon found in this study. This 

study determined that there was a disconnect between teacher attitudes toward inclusive practices 

and their concerns about teaching students with disabilities in a co-taught classroom.  Because of 

this disconnect between teacher attitudes and their practical concerns, replications of this study 

could expand upon the components of the study and further refine the instrument to deepen 

understanding of the variables that truly do influence teachers attitudes most significantly.   

Reflections  

I was very pleased with how the research has come together in support of the research 

questions.  I had originally hoped that one of the correlations for the total population would be 

stronger than the others.  In addition, I had hoped that the correlations would be stronger in the 

moderate to strong range rather than the weak/very weak range.  If this had been the case, the 

study could have found clearly which variables leaders should focus on to have the most impact 

on teacher attitudes.  Unfortunately, the correlational data did not support that.  Because the 

survey included the mixed methods qualitative analysis, I was able to examine both forms of 

data. I found that there was a perplexing lack of connection between the mean teacher attitude 

toward inclusion in the somewhat agree range and their continued concerns relating to the 

practice of co-teaching for inclusion.   

If I were to complete my study again, I would include an option for “0 courses” in the 

background section of the survey instrument for courses in special education.  I would also 

further explain the first leadership item in the instrument.  Rather than using the wording “visits 

my classroom regularly.”  I’d recommend making it more specific “visits my classroom bi-

monthly” or “weekly” to measure a more specific response.  I recommend developing the teacher 

attitudes questionnaire portion of the survey.  I’d include inclusion attitude questions about 

teacher attitudes toward teaching students in inclusion classrooms and not simply the inclusion 
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classroom being the appropriate or best placement for students.  This instrument and analysis 

measured teachers’ beliefs on the rights of students to access an education in the least restrictive 

environment.  It should have developed more data in teacher willingness to provide that 

classroom setting for students.   
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APPENDIX A 

TEACHER PREPARATION AND ATTITUDES TOWARD INCLUSION 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Purpose of the study:  This study examines teacher attitudes and preparation for co-teaching in 

an inclusion classroom.  This survey asks you to evaluate your past experiences in the following 

areas:  professional development training, coursework in special education, leadership support 

and attitudes, and preservice training in a co-taught inclusion environment. The survey hopes to 

measure your attitudes toward those experiences.  Specifically, the goal is to determine how each 

of your experiences have helped you feel prepared to co-teach in an inclusion classroom. The 

results of this study may help educational leaders determine how to better support and prepare 

educators to teach students with disabilities through co-teaching in an inclusion classroom.  

Thank you for your participation and sharing your experience! 

 

Background Information 

 

Years of completed teaching experience: 

 0-4 

 5-10 

 11-15 

 16+ 

 

Gender 

 Male 

 Female 

 

Professional role: 

 Academic Teacher (reading, writing, math, science, social studies) 

 Special Education Teacher (collaborative inclusion setting) 

 Special Education Teacher (special education setting) 

 

Highest degree earned: 

 Undergraduate 

 Graduate 

 Doctorate 
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Endorsement (Select all that apply): 

 Elementary Primary PK-3 

 Elementary Education PK-6 

 Elementary Grades 4-7 

 Middle Grades 4-8 

 Specific Learning Disabilities K-12 

 Intellectual Disabilities K-12 

 Emotional Disturbance K-12 

 School Counselor PK-12 

 Admin & Supervision PK-12 

 Vocal/Choral/Instrumental Music PK-12 

 Visual Arts PK-12 

 Health/Physical Education PK-12 

 Audiology/Speech Language Pathology 

 Other, please specify ____________________ 

 

Coursework in special education: 

 1 course 

 2 courses 

 3 or more courses 

 

Level of experience in special education (self-reported):  

 Novice 

 Intermediate 

 Proficient 

 Expert 

 

Experience teaching inclusion: 

 0 years 

 1-3 years 

 4-9 years 

 10+ years 
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School Leadership 
 

Please reflect on experiences with your school administrator(s) during your career and answer 

the following... 

 

The school administration... 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Visits my classroom 

regularly 
            

Values teacher input             

Creates a positive 

school climate 
            

Accepts teacher input 

in developing 

professional 

development 

            

Promotes an 

environment of 

continuous 

professional growth 

            

Endorses full inclusion 

of students with 

disabilities in the 

general education 

classroom 

            

Involves staff in 

decisions about 

inclusion classroom 

teaching assignments 

            

Considers teacher 

experience in 

decisions about 

inclusion classroom 

teaching assignments 

            

Supports collaborating 

teachers in inclusion 

classrooms 

            

(All leadership 1-9; Leadership for teaching 1-5; Leadership for special education 6-9) 
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Special Education Coursework 

 

Coursework. Written or practical work done by a student during a course of study, usually 

assessed in order to count toward a final mark or grade (Oxford English Dictionary, 

2016).     Please reflect on your experience taking college level courses in special education and 

answer the following…    

 My coursework in special education prepared me with an understanding of… 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

The Individuals with 

Disabilities Education 

Act 

            

The various types of 

educational 

disabilities 

            

The eligibility process             

Special Education 

paperwork (ex. IEPs, 

Prior Written Notice, 

Meeting Requests) 

            

Legal issues with 

special education 
            

How to instruct 

students with 

disabilities 

            

How to instruct 

struggling students in 

a general education 

setting 

            

Co-teaching practices             

(All coursework 1-8; Coursework for special education 1-5; Coursework for teaching 6-8) 
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Professional Development 

 

 Professional Development. The continuation of a teacher's professional development beyond 

their initial training, qualification, and induction. This may take many forms, including 

attendance on short courses for updating skills or knowledge; longer programs of study such as 

diplomas and postgraduate degrees in education; staff development events held within the 

teacher's own institution; conferences; mentoring; and peer assessment (Oxford Dictionary of 

Education, 2016).     Please reflect on your experience participating in professional development 

in all forms (self-study, school level, division level, state/national levels) and answer the 

following… 

 

My professional development experiences have prepared me with an understanding of… 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

The Individuals with 

Disabilities Education 

Act 

            

The various types of 

educational 

disabilities 

            

The eligibility process             

Special Education 

paperwork (ex. IEPs, 

Prior Written Notice, 

Meeting Requests) 

            

Legal issues with 

special education 
            

How to instruct 

students with 

disabilities 

            

How to instruct 

struggling students in 

a general education 

setting 

            

Co-teaching practices             

(All professional development 1-8; Professional development for special education 1-5; 

Professional development for teaching 6-8) 

 

 

 

 

 



168 

 

 

Preservice/Student teaching 

 

Preservice teaching. A period of guided, supervised teaching.  The preservice teacher begins as 

an observer and finishes the preservice teaching experience as a competent professional. 

(Virginia Wesleyan College, ND)  The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (the 

original Individuals with Disabilities Education Act) became law in 1975.  Collaborative 

inclusion settings are a more recent practice.  Despite changes in methods over time, please 

reflect on your experiences in student teaching and answer the following... 

 

My experiences during student teaching have prepared me with an understanding of... 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

The Individuals with 

Disabilities Education 

Act 

            

The various types of 

educational 

disabilities 

            

The eligibility process             

Special Education 

paperwork (ex. IEPs, 

Prior Written Notice, 

Meeting Requests) 

            

Legal issues with 

special education 
            

How to instruct 

students with 

disabilities 

            

How to instruct 

struggling students in 

a general education 

setting 

            

Co-teaching practices             

(All student teaching 1-8; Student teaching for special education 1-5; Student teaching for 

teaching 6-8) 
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Teacher attitudes toward inclusion 

 

Please answer the following with your professional attitudes toward inclusion... 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

Students with 

disabilities should be 

served in an inclusion 

setting to the 

maximum extent 

possible. 

            

Inclusion instruction 

benefits general and 

special education 

students. 

            

Inclusion instruction is 

an improvement over 

self-contained 

instruction 

            

Inclusion classrooms 

should be the primary 

place for students with 

academic disabilities 

            

Inclusion classrooms 

should be the primary 

place for students with 

mild behavioral 

disabilities 

            

Teaching students with 

disabilities in a general 

education setting 

increases feelings of 

stress for teachers 

            

Co-teaching increases 

feelings of stress for 

teachers 

            

My coursework has 

prepared me to co-

teach in an inclusion 

classroom 

            

(Inclusion composite score 1-5) 
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Teacher attitudes toward inclusion, continued… 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

My student teaching 

experience has prepared 

me to co-teach in an 

inclusion classroom 

            

My professional 

development 

experiences have 

prepared me to co-teach 

in an inclusion 

classroom 

            

My school 

administration’s support 

has had an impact on 

my attitude toward co-

teaching in an inclusion 

classroom 

            

 

 

Select the one that has had the most impact on your preparation and attitude toward co-teaching 

in an inclusion classroom... 

 Coursework 

 School Leadership support 

 Student Teaching Experience 

 Professional Development 

 Other, please specify ____________________ 

 

There has been a change in staff and your administrator asks you about your openness to co-

teaching in an inclusion classroom next year, what would you say? Explain 

 

What would be your greatest fear (ex. keeping up with pacing, addressing student needs, co-

teaching issues, differentiation of instruction, assessment scores/student growth)? Explain 

 

Would your administrator support you?  

 Yes 

 No 

 

If yes, in what ways?  Explain. 
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Do you have the professional development training necessary to co-teach in an inclusion 

classroom? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

If not, what training would you need?  Explain. 

 

Does your previous coursework provide you with sufficient knowledge to co-teach in an 

inclusion classroom? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

If not, what was lacking from your coursework? Explain. 

 

Did your student teaching experience provide you with sufficient knowledge to co-teach in an 

inclusion classroom?  

 Yes 

 No 

 

If not, what was lacking from your student teaching experience? Explain. 

 

END 

 

  



172 

 

APPENDIX B 

HUMAN SUBJECTS PROTECTION CERTIFICATE 
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APPENDIX C 

IRB APPROVAL MEMO 
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APPENDIX D 

APPROVAL TO INTERVIEW TEACHERS LETTER 

 
Thu 8/25/2016, 8:11 AM 
Daniel White, Virginia Tech 
 
Dear Mr. White, 
  
Congratulations on reaching the dissertation milestone, and preliminary proposal in research to improve 
teacher attitudes toward co-teaching inclusion. 
 
The proposal indicates you will investigate educational practice variables to improve teacher attitudes 
toward co-teaching inclusion and extends prior research, I.e. beyond--"what are teacher 
attitudes toward inclusion."  This refined focus distinguishes your dissertation study and value to 
educational practice. 
 
We do not allow district-wide dissertation research surveys to teachers or students.   This helps to 
mitigate "survey fatigue/saturation," and negative impact on response rates.  However, your teacher 
survey would be limited to 35 elementary schools' teachers. 
 
We note you are following Fowlers (2009) work; however, we limit to one follow-up survey reminder, 
but may allow one additional depending on response rate.   ____ does not guarantee survey response.   
 
Preliminary survey question-item constructs appear/in alignment development to address the research 
questions.   
 
At this time, preliminary approval is granted for conducting your study in____, with final approval 
pending copy of finalized survey instrument and university IRB approval before the survey may begin. 
 
Let me know if you require this preliminary approval on____ letterhead or have any questions, 
 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Gail Flanagan, Educational Research 
Dr. Karren P. Bailey, Chief Accountability & Information Officer 
Assessment, Research & Accountability 
 
Wed 11/2/2016, 10:08 PM 
You've done thoughtful, thorough approach--now what that they say at NASA---go! 
 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Gail Flanagan, Educational Research 

Dr. Karren P. Bailey, Chief Accountability & Information Officer 
Assessment, Research & Accountability 
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APPENDIX E 

ALL ATTITUDES TOWARD INCLUSION/DEPENDENT VARIABLE ACROSS ALL 

SUB-SAMPLES OF THE POPULATION 

Descriptive statistics: All attitudes toward inclusion/dependent variable across all sub-samples of the population 

 n Mean Median Mode SD 

All respondents 404 4.38 4.40 5.00 0.96 

0-4 years teaching 84 4.34 4.40 5.00 0.86 

5-10 years teaching 90 4.20 4.40 4.60 1.02 

11-15 years teaching 74 4.31 4.50 5.00 1.08 

16+ years teaching 156 4.54 4.60 5.00 0.90 

Female teachers 388 4.38 4.40 5.00 0.95 

Male teachers 16 4.25 4.40 4.40 1.14 

Academic teachers 316 4.33 4.40 5.00 0.96 

Special education: Inclusion teacher 67 4.62 4.80 5.00 0.93 

Special education: Special education setting 
teacher 

21 4.39 4.60 4.80 1.00 

Undergraduate degree 138 4.49 4.60 5.00 0.93 

Graduate degree 265 4.32 4.40 5.00 0.97 

1 course in special education 169 4.28 4.40 5.00 0.96 

2 courses in special education 85 4.40 4.40 5.00 0.83 

3 courses in special education 150 4.48 4.60 5.00 1.02 

Special education novice 97 4.24 4.20 5.00 0.91 

Special education intermediate 157 4.27 4.60 5.00 0.99 

Special education proficient 129 4.27 4.60 5.00 0.99 

Special education expert 21 4.83 5.00 5.60 1.10 

0 years teaching inclusion 51 4.13 4.00 4.00 0.84 

1-3 years teaching inclusion 162 4.32 4.50 5.00 0.98 

4-9 years teaching inclusion 118 4.40 4.40 5.00 0.93 

10+ years teaching inclusion 73 4.65 4.80 4.00a 0.99 

Disagree with inclusion 116 3.20 3.40 3.80 0.66 

Agree with inclusion 288 4.85 4.80 5.00 0.57 

SPED endorsed 63 4.45 4.40 5.00 0.94 

G. Ed endorsed 333 4.36 4.40 5.00 0.96 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
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APPENDIX F 

MY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION'S SUPPORT HAS HAD AN IMPACT ON MY 

ATTITUDE TOWARD CO-TEACHING IN AN INCLUSION CLASSROOM: 

FREQUENCY TABLE 

 
My school administration's support has had an impact on my attitude toward co-teaching in an 
inclusion classroom: 
Frequency table 

 Frequency Percent 

Strongly disagree 37 9.2 

Disagree 49 12.1 

Somewhat disagree 59 14.6 

Somewhat agree 106 26.2 

Agree 107 26.5 

Strongly agree 46 11.4 

 

My coursework has prepared me to co-teach in an inclusion classroom: Frequency Table 

 Frequency Percent 

Strongly disagree 62 15.3 

Disagree 89 22.0 

Somewhat disagree 87 21.5 

Somewhat agree 82 20.3 

Agree 63 15.6 

Strongly agree 21 5.2 

 
My professional development experiences have prepared me to co-teach in an inclusion classroom 

 Frequency Percent 

Strongly disagree 48 11.9 

Disagree 87 21.5 

Somewhat disagree 67 16.6 

Somewhat agree 103 25.5 

Agree 83 20.5 

Strongly agree 16 4.0 

 
My student teaching experience has prepared me to co-teach in an inclusion classroom: Frequency table 

 Frequency Percent 

Strongly disagree 94 23.3 

Disagree 93 23.0 

Somewhat disagree 65 16.1 

Somewhat agree 75 18.6 

Agree 59 14.6 

Strongly agree 18 4.5 

 


