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Abstract: The aim of this study is to demonstrate the attitudes and perceptions of teachers regarding
the educational inclusion of students with hearing disabilities. The study sample consisted of
128 teachers from the Canary Islands, of which 72 worked in ordinary centers and 56 in Ordinary
Centers for Preferential Educational Attention for Hearing Disability (COAEPHD). A quantitative
cut methodology was used, based on the use of the Questionnaire of Opinions, Attitudes and
Competencies of Teachers towards Disability (CACPD). The results of this study do not allow
us to affirm that the teachers showed positive attitudes towards inclusion, expressing concern
about offering a correct and adequate response to the students with hearing disabilities. They
considered that educational inclusion requires important improvements focused on the training and
specialization of teachers in the field of inclusion.
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1. Introduction

The inclusive education model has become a benchmark for those educational com-
munities that seek to implement their fundamental principles of equal opportunities and
non-discrimination, with the aim of responding to students regardless of their individual
characteristics and needs. The success or failure of the implementation of this model is
conditioned by various factors, such as the organization and infrastructures of the cen-
ter, the curricular and methodological management, and the availability of personal and
material resources. The attitude of the teacher and the perception, beliefs and humanity
attributed to the students with disabilities, acquire great value for the implementation of
inclusive education since it can facilitate or hinder the processes of integration, learning,
and participation of students. The perception and attitudes of teachers are conditioned
by factors such as training, experience, years of teaching practice, etc., and they play a
fundamental role in the success or failure of inclusive processes [1–4].

1.1. Diversity as a Value

The concept of diversity has been commonly associated with that of educational needs,
being used to refer to students who have deficits or difficulties and who require specific
actions to be able to progress in their learning [5]. This concept has varied and in this
research is meant to be a characteristic of human nature that requires quality educational
responses, differing and appropriate to individual characteristics and needs, regardless of
the presence or absence of a disability.

Attention to diversity in terms of the adequacy of the educational response to diverse
students promotes an organizational culture that turns educational centers into inclusive
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centers. In [6], the author defines inclusion as the action of “making the right to education
effective for everyone, considering equal opportunities, eliminating barriers to learning
and participation in the physical and social context” (p. 147). Inclusive educational centers
must offer responses that assure students the right of equitable access to education, taking
into account their individual characteristics and difficulties, paying special attention to
those groups or collectives which have previously been excluded from the educational
system [2,7,8].

Education for all must be promoted [9], and that in this sense we must reject the
attitudes of exclusion, discrimination, or rejection that still exist today in most schools. In
this sense, the prioritization of positive relationships and effective coexistence among all
students stands out. Inclusive schools must become educational communities that practice
respect and coexistence in the culture of diversity [10].

Furthermore, [11] states that inclusive schools must welcome all students regardless
of their educational needs, they must ensure that all the individuals who make up the
educational community feel recognized, esteemed, and active participants in it. They must
also guarantee different educational strategies, forms of organization and various modes
of teaching and evaluating, thus allowing all students to access learning and achieve their
highest level and performance possible.

Specifically, and given the nature of this study, in relation to hearing impairment,
we must consider that a student has special educational needs (SEN) due to hearing
impairment (total deafness or hearing loss in its different degrees), regardless of the type
of loss. The functionality of their hearing carries important implications in their learning,
especially in the development of their communication and language skills [12].

1.2. Educational Response of Schools to Students with Hearing Disabilities

As stated in order 7036 ORDER of 13 December 2010, which regulates the care of
students with SESN (Specific Educational Support Needs) in the Canary Islands, students
with hearing disabilities will be enrolled whenever possible in an ordinary center. If
this is not possible, the student will be enrolled in an Ordinary Center for Preferential
Educational Attention (OCPEA). To determine their schooling, the early care they have
received, their socialization, their possibilities of access to oral language, and whether
they need a complementary system of communication or Spanish sign language, will
be considered. If the educational response of the students requires human resources
and specific materials which are difficult to generalize, they will be schooled in Ordinary
Preferential Educational Attention Center (OPEAC), where the teaching staff specializing in
Hearing and Language, the specialist teaching staff to support the SESN and the interpreter
in Spanish Sign Language (ILSE) will be present in order to adapt and mediate their
educational response.

Authors [13,14] point out that one of the main demands of students with hearing
disabilities is to feel included and accepted in their school context. For this reason, apart
from the educational adaptations and methodological orientations that are carried out,
the centers must focus on improving the relationships which the students establish with
their peers and other members of the school community. The promotion of expectations
and attitudes towards diversity is directly related to positive interaction [15] and with
knowledge of the needs of diverse students and the training of teachers who do not master
communication systems or strategies such as Sign Language [16].

In this regard, [17,18] that the centers must offer an adequate educational response,
adjusting the necessary measures and resources to respond to the students, without ne-
glecting aspects such as interaction and relationship with others. Teachers recognize and
consider that it is necessary to sensitize the educational community to the needs of these
students, and for this, they require better training and qualifications [18].
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1.3. Teachers’ Knowledge and Attitudes towards Diversity

As [4] considers that the way in which each teacher responds to the needs presented
by their students, this becomes the variable with the greatest power to determine the
success of inclusion in educational centers. Authors, such as [19] say that the success or
failure of the measures which try to develop and maintain inclusion, will be affected by the
knowledge, beliefs, and attitudes of the educational community regarding disability, being
determinants of the success or failure of the inclusive process [20–24].

There are important shortcomings in teacher training on disability [20,25,26], the
lack of knowledge promotes negative attitudes and beliefs which stigmatize students
with disabilities. As [4,15,27] affirm, in relation to attitudes, the success of an inclusive
process, carried out properly, is related to the attitudes of the educational community
where it develops. Ref. [19] argues that attitudes, understood as beliefs and feelings, are
related to knowledge and involve an emotional charge, condition the individual, orienting
their behavior based on their ideas, beliefs, opinions or perceptions, and emotions that
they produce. As stated by [28–30], the attitudes of teachers determine the quality of
educational attention that students receive. In this sense, [19] states that attitudes are
modifiable and that adequate training is crucial for this. Continuous training, especially
in the field of responding to diversity [4,15,31], favors not only the improvement of the
educational response given to students but also the expectations towards the potential and
real capacities of these students [31].

Despite the increase in training aimed at teachers [29], these are not related to the
syllabus of the students for being teachers. The voluntary nature of the training offered
after the completion of the studies becomes a real handicap, which does not guarantee
either the quality of the training or the real achievement of skills to improve intervention
with these students [30].

An analysis of the situation of teachers in the Canary Islands reveals this important
lack, although Law 6/2014, of 25 July [32], states in article 64, that the initial training of
teachers must train this group so that they can face the challenges of the educational system,
making them acquire knowledge, skills, and abilities to carry out their work, including
mastery of content and psycho-pedagogical aspects. A simple analysis of the training plans
for kindergarten and primary teacher degrees at Canarian universities reveals the scant
training and specialization in the field of SESN with which students finish their studies.

Teacher training has become a fundamental pillar of the quality of the educational
response of students and the generation of attitudes and positive predisposition towards
inclusion. Ref. [4] points out that the teachers of the Early Childhood Education and
Primary Education stages have a more specific preparation than the teachers of higher
stages. This fact, manifested in a better or worse knowledge of the educational needs and
intervention strategies with students with disabilities, shows that the teachers of higher
stages have less training and worse attitudes towards the inclusion of students with SESN.
Authors such as [19,31] indicate that negative attitudes are related to a lack of training and
knowledge of students and their SESN, and that training in the field of disability improves
them. Refs. [33,34] attribute negative attitudes to ignorance about how to proceed, work,
and intervene with these students.

1.4. Infrahumanization towards Diversity

The term humanity refers to the attributes that define what it is to be human [35].
The fact of perceiving that a person has less humanity than another or oneself supposes a
categorization error, but it is a very common fact in our history and has shown the most
radical and explicit forms of intergroup humiliation. Furthermore, infrahumanization
justifies perverse and devastating actions towards different individuals or groups of the
society. Such is it that, throughout history, we have been able to contemplate atrocities
such as slavery, genocide, or terrorism, protected by the perception of being deshumanized
from others.
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Infrahumanization has a wide variety of behavioral consequences and seems to imply
not only a lack of recognition of the outgroup’s humanity but also an active resistance to
accepting members of other groups as completely human. Studies on infrahumanization
base their principal hypothesis on the attribution of secondary emotions, and affirm that
there is a stronger association between “secondary emotions” towards their own group,
compared to the outgroup, to which they restrict the possibility of experiencing these
human emotions. This differentiation is based on the fact that secondary emotions are a type
of emotion that collects exclusive emotional states of human beings, for example, happiness,
pride, or spite, while “primary emotions” are stated basic emotional feelings, such as joy,
fear or pain, present in both human beings and animals. Furthermore, infrahumanization
is independent of the valence (positive vs. negative emotions) and affirms that the ingroup
inferred more secondary emotions (either positive or negative) to themselves in contrast to
the out-group.

Infrahumanization has been shown towards groups with disabilities, specifically
down syndrome [36], but we are not aware of any research that has analyzed the hearing
disabilities group.

2. Materials and Methods

As [2] indicates, the attitude of the teacher acquires great importance in the inclusion
processes, being able to facilitate or hinder learning, participation, and the same inclusive
process in the center. For this reason, this work aims to analyze the perceptions and
attitudes that teachers have towards the inclusion of students with disabilities, focusing
especially on hearing impairment, to identify the variables that affect teachers’ attitudes
and perception.

2.1. General Objectives

Analyze the attitudes and perceptions of teachers towards the inclusion of students
with hearing disabilities.

Specific Objectives

Assess the attitudes and perceptions of teachers towards students with SEN, derived
from hearing impairment.

To demonstrate the humanity that teaching staff attribute to the students with
hearing disabilities.

Demonstrating the assessment of the training received by teachers in the field of
hearing impairment.

2.2. Sample

To select the sample for this study, an intentional random sampling procedure (se-
lection of educational centers) was carried out. The sample was made up of a total of
128 teachers from the Canary Islands, aged between 28 and 56 years. Of them, 72.7% (n = 93)
were women and 27.3% (n = 35) were men. All educational centers were ordinary public
centers (N = 72) and educational centers for children with hearing disabilities (N = 56)

Of these 128 professionals, 56.25% carry out their teaching activity in an ordinary
center and 43.75%, in ordinary centers of preferential educational attention for hearing
disabilities. Further, 50.8% (n = 65) of the teaching staff teach in Early Childhood Education
and 49.2% (n = 63) in Primary Education.

Regarding their training, of the 128 professionals, 72.7% (n = 93) completed the
diploma, 10.2% (n = 13) the degree, 7% (n = 9) a Master, and 10.2% (n = 13) have taken other
training courses. Of the sample, only 6.3% (n = 8) received training in SESN, and 93.8%
(n = 120) had not received training in SESN during their training at university (see Table 1).
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Table 1. Sample data.

Total Sample (n = 128, 100%)

n %

Age

Up to 39 years 49 38.3%

40 to 47 years 40 31.3%

More than 47 years 39 30.5%

Gender
Women 93 72.7%

Men 35 27.3%

Educational Level

Diploma 93 72.7%

Grade 13 10.2%

Master’s degree 9 7.0%

Training courses 13 10.2%

SESN training during your
initial instruction

Yes 8 6.3%

No 120 93.8%

Stage in which they teach
Early Childhood Education 65 50.8%

Primary education 63 49.2%

Center type

Ordinary 72 56.25%

Ordinary Preferential
Educational Attention for

Hearing Disability
56 43.75%

2.3. Instruments

The instrument used to collect information from the sample was the abbreviated
version of the Questionnaire of Opinions, Attitudes, and Competencies of Teachers towards
Disability (CACPD) by [15]. It is a Likert-type rating scale with 5 response levels, where the
value 1 expresses the worst opinions and attitudes towards the SESN and the value 5 best
opinions and attitudes towards the SESN. This abbreviated version consists of 36 items, its
reliability index is 0.904.

Regarding the analysis factors of the Questionnaire of Opinions, Attitudes, and Com-
petencies of Teachers towards Disability (CACPD) by [15], the 36 items were grouped as
follows: Factor 1: ‘General knowledge and attitude towards disability’ (items 8, 9, 10, 11,
12, 13), Factor 2: ‘Curricular inclusion of the SESN’ (items 16, 18, 19, 22, 24, 25), Factor 3:
‘Organization of the center to attend SESN’ (items 5, 6, 7, 23, 27, 28), Factor 4: ‘Favorable
attitude towards awareness-raising work towards SESN’ (items 29, 30, 31, 32, 34, 35),
Factor 5: ‘General competences needed in the SESN’ (items 1, 14, 15, 17, 20, 21), Factor 6:
‘Specific skills needed in the SESN’ (items 2, 3, 4, 26, 33, 36).

In addition, the Infrahumanization Scale was included, specifically the emotional
terms used on [37]. This scale analyzes the level of primary and secondary emotions
attributed to the students with hearing disabilities by the teachers. It is a 6-level Likert scale
of response in which value 1 expresses a lower perception of the emotion to the students
with disabilities and value 6, the high perception of that emotion. This scale allows us to
know the level of primary emotions (basic emotions that animals also have) or secondary
emotions (emotions that are reserved for humans) which teachers attribute to students
with hearing disabilities.

2.4. Procedure

After the selection of the instruments, the ordinary centers and the COAEPHD who
voluntarily wanted to participate were randomly selected. The difficulties arising from
the COVID 19 pandemic forced us to adapt the questionnaire to an online version using
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Google Forms, which was sent to the management teams who oversaw sending the link to
the teaching staff.

3. Results
3.1. Results on Training and Experience

It is shown that 63.3% of teachers have received training in SESN, compared to 36.7%
of teachers who have not received training. Regarding the quality of the training received,
57% of teachers consider that SESN training is insufficient compared to 43% of teachers
who consider it adequate.

Regarding training in hearing impairment, only 6.3% of teachers state that they have
had specific training, compared to 93.8% of teachers who have not received specific training.
Further, 48.4% of the teachers surveyed have had experience with students with hearing
disabilities, compared to 51.6% who have not had experience with this disability. Regarding
the perception of their qualifications to respond to students with hearing disabilities, 25%
of the teachers felt prepared to give an adequate response, compared to 75% who did not
feel prepared.

Finally, 66.4% of teachers have had experience with other types of SESN, compared to
33.6% of teachers who have not had experience with other disabilities (see Table 2).

Table 2. Results based on training.

Total Sample (n = 128)

n %

Training in SESN
Yes 81 63.3%

No 47 36.7%

Training assessment
Insufficient 73 57.0%

Adequate 55 43.0%

Hearing disability training
Yes 8 6.3%

No 120 93.8%

Hearing disability experience
Yes 62 48.4%

No 66 51.6%

Feels ready to respond to hearing impairment
Yes 32 25.0%

No 96 75.0%

Experience with other disabilities
Yes 85 66.4%

No 43 33.6%

Regarding the experience, in Table 3, the degree of experience of the teachers with the
different disabilities can be observed.
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Table 3. Results based on experience with other capabilities.

Total Sample (n = 128)

n %

Autism
Yes 52 40.6%

No 76 59.4%

Asperger
Yes 1 0.8%

No 127 99.2%

Specific Learning Disabilities (DEA)
Yes 14 10.9%

No 114 89.1%

Intellectual disability
Yes 24 18.8%

No 104 81.3%

Motor disability
Yes 13 10.2%

No 115 89.8%

Language delay
Yes 9 7.0%

No 119 93.0%

Down’s Syndrome
Yes 1 0.8%

No 127 99.2%

Attention Deficit Disorder with or without
Hyperactivity (ADHD)

Yes 5 3.9%

No 123 96.1%

Specific Language Disorder (SLI)
Yes 15 11.7%

No 113 88.3%

3.2. Infrahumanization Analysis

The humanity attributed to the students with disabilities was measured by the at-
tribution of secondary emotions to them. This result was analyzed by gender, humanity
attributed, and valence.

As is shown in the results, generally, men attribute more humanity towards the
hearing-impaired group, and teachers with no experience with groups with disabilities and
teachers from COAEPHD attribute more humanity towards the hearing impairment group.

3.2.1. Differences Based on Gender

There are significant differences based on gender regarding humanity, men attribute
more secondary emotions (humanity) to the students with disabilities in comparison with
women (see Table 4).

Table 4. Infrahumanization based on gender

Infrahumanization
Based on Gender

Results

Levene’s Test t-Test for Equality of Means

F p t df Level N x (Sd)

Attribution of
secondary emotions 2.70 0.10 −5.10 125.40

Women 62 4.67 (0.77)

Men 66 5.36 * (0.76)
* Sig < 0.05.

3.2.2. Infrahumanization Based on Experience with Other Disabilities

Teachers without experience with other students with disabilities, other than hearing
impairment, attribute more secondary emotions (see Table 5).
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Table 5. Infrahumanization based on experience with other disabilities.

Infrahumanization
Based on Experience

with other Disabilities

Results

Levene’s Test t-Test for Equality of Means

F p t df Level N x (Sd)

Secondary emotions 4.150 0.04 −4.07 84.88
Yes 85 4.82 (0.80)

No 43 5.43 * (0.79)
* Sig < 0.05.

3.2.3. Infrahumanization Based on the Type of School

Teachers from ordinary schools attribute fewer secondary emotions towards students
with disabilities than teachers from COAEPHD (See Table 6).

Table 6. Infrahumanization depending on the type of center.

Secondary Emotions

Results

Levene’s Test t-Test for Equality of Means

F p t df Level N x (Sd)

Positive 2.56 0.11 −1.20 108.28
Ordinary 72 4.94 (0.78)

COAEPHD 56 5.13 *: (0.91)

Negative 8.68 0.00 2.67 125.66
Ordinary 72 2.49 *: (0.71)

COAEPHD 56 2.18 (0.58)
* Sig < 0.05.

3.3. Results of Contrast of Dimensions (CACPD)

In this section, we present the mean values and standard deviations of each of the
CACPD factors, ordered from highest to lowest. The values and detailed values of each
of the items that make up each factor can be seen in Table 7. Low values indicate worse
opinions and attitudes and high values better opinions and attitudes (Scale value from 1 to 5).

The results have shown that teachers show interest in the inclusion of the different
SESN in the curriculum, (F2, x = 4.30; Sd = 0.75), consider having general competencies
necessary to respond to the SESN (F5, x = 4.04; Sd = 0.66), shows a favorable attitude to
work on awareness towards SESN (F4, x = 3.93; Sd = 0.92), has knowledge and a good
general attitude towards disability (F1, x = 3.73; Sd = 0.81), has the specific skills necessary
to respond to SESN (F6, x = 3.50; Sd = 0.55) and considers that the organization of the
centers to attend SESN is adequate (F3, x = 3.32; Sd = 0.76).

Below is a summary table of the descriptive statistics of the responses provided (see
Table 7).

The teaching staff values and highlights the curricular inclusion of the SESN (x = 4.30),
the favorable awareness-raising attitude carried out by teachers and other professionals
of the center towards the SESN (x = 3.93), and the general competencies necessary to
respond to SESN, as well as their acquisition (x = 4.04). However, it negatively values the
organization of the center to attend SESN (x = 3.32) as well as the specific competencies to
respond to SESN.

In short, the teaching staff values factor 2, ‘Curricular inclusion in the SESN, more
positively, while the value factor 3 more negatively, ‘Organization of the center to attend
the SESN’ (see Figure 1).
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Table 7. Factors of the Questionnaire of Opinions, Attitudes and Competences of Teachers towards
Disability (CACPD).

x Sd

Factor 1: General knowledge and attitude towards disability 3.73 0.81

8. The classmates of the student with disabilities relate to them
and treat them naturally. 3.90 1.03

9. The classmates of students with disabilities carry out
common activities, shared games, and joint projects with
students with special educational needs.

3.85 1.24

10. The disabled student’s classmates help them when they
need it. 3.85 1.09

11. Peers of a student with a disability understand that they
have special educational needs. 3.70 1.11

12. The classmates of the student with disabilities know the
type of disability of the student with SEN and their difficulties
and potentialities.

3.11 1.26

13. I believe that in my class my students are sensitive and
accept the difference. 4.00 0.87

Factor 2: Curricular inclusion ofSESN

16. I believe it is necessary to introduce specific programs
within the ordinary curriculum to encourage a change in the
attitude of their peers towards this child.

3.77 1.24

18. The introduction of transversal content within the ordinary
curriculum in matters of integration of the student with special
educational needs would favor a change of attitude of
the students.

4.20 0.61

19. Doing so would enrich my teaching experience. 4.54 0.82

22. I think it would be convenient to seek information and
guidance on how to act in the classroom with a student with
a disability.

4.66 0.92

24. I believe that positive attitudes towards integration could be
formed through curricular content. 4.20 0.92

25. If they offered me a program that would raise awareness at
the same time as the curriculum, I would be willing to apply it. 4.42 1.00

Factor 3: Organization of the center to attendSESN

5. I believe that the curriculum is organized to address the
specific educational needs of each student. 2.68 1.14

6. I believe that schools are especially sensitive to disability. 3.14 1.22

7. I believe that the curriculum addresses information and
awareness towards disability from its content. 2.95 1.20

23. The curricular content offers activities to raise awareness
about disability. 3.09 0.99

27. The rest of the teachers at my center know the
characteristics of the student with disabilities in it. 3.85 1.17

28. The attitude of the rest of the teachers towards these
children is positive. 4.19 1.11



Educ. Sci. 2021, 11, 187 10 of 17

Table 7. Cont.

x Sd

Factor 4. Favorable attitude to awareness-raising work
towardsSESN

29. The rest of the teachers accept a student with a disability
inside and outside the classroom. 4.10 1.11

30. The teachers work on and address the transversal axes and
awareness towards diversity. 3.48 1.25

31. The contents proposed in the curricular adaptations are
developed optimally in the ordinary classroom by the teacher
of said classroom.

3.48 0.83

32. There is a good climate of collaboration among all teachers
who educate students with disabilities. 4.06 1.06

34. Teachers with students with SEN accept the guidance
offered by other professionals at the center. 4.19 1.22

35. I believe that the rest of the teaching staff promote
awareness of the diversity of the students inside and outside
the classroom.

3.84 1.13

Factor 5. General skills required inSESN

1. I try to reach out to them because I know that disability
limits them. 3.84 1.27

14. I provide the student with disabilities with a material
appropriate to their special educational needs. 4.06 0.81

15. I consider that I use enough material to optimally develop
the daily activities of the classroom. 4.09 0.76

17. I have enough strategies and resources to change my
attitude towards students. 3.65 1.00

20. I believe it is necessary to have specialized training to meet
the special educational needs of a student with a disability. 4.61 0.96

21. I would be willing to attend training courses to improve my
knowledge about disability. 4.71 0.93

Factor 6. Specific skills required inSESN

2. I know how to act at all times in the event of any disability. 2.95 0.94

3. I have the necessary training and qualification to adapt the
material for students with disabilities and provide an
appropriate educational response.

3.16 1.08

4. I believe that I am able to address the disability of the student
and provide an appropriate educational response. 3.52 1.03

26. I teach my students tools and forms of correct interaction
with disabled students. 3.71 1.14

33. Their classmates support and help in the preparation of
material and search for information from the teachers who have
a student with disabilities in the classroom.

3.67 0.87

36. Your co-workers understand the SEN that a student with a
disability may have. 3.98 1.13
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Figure 1. Results of the mean of the CACPD factors.

3.4. Differences in the Opinions, Attitudes, and Competencies of the Teaching Staff

For this analysis, the Student’s t-test for independent samples in two-level variables
has been used, as well as the one-way ANOVA test for variables with more than two levels.

For the analysis, opinions, attitudes, and competencies, organized by factors, were
compared with the variables gender, stage in which they teach, age, training in SESN in
their initial instruction, and type of center.

3.4.1. Gender Differences

There are differences regarding the factors of ‘Knowledge and general attitude towards
disability’ (Factor 1), ‘Curricular inclusion of SESN’ (Factor 2), ‘Attitude favorable to
awareness work towards SESN’ (Factor 4), ‘General competences required in the SESN’
(Factor 5), and ‘Specific competencies necessary in the SESN’ (Factor 6). Men have a lower
degree of knowledge, attitudes, and skills regarding disability, as well as less willingness to
carry out awareness-raising attitudes towards SESN and their inclusion in the curriculum
(see Table 8).

Table 8. Gender differences.

Gender Differences of
the CACPD Factors

Results

Levene’s Test t-Test for Equality of Means

F p t df Level N x (Sd)

F1 7.62 0.01 −4.39 53.64
Men 35 3.22 (0.84)

Women 93 3.93 * (0.72)

F2 33.29 0.00 −3.550 126
Men 35 3.93 (1.16)

Women 93 4.44 * (0.46)

F4 13.39 0.00 −2.29 126
Men 35 3.63 (1.25)

Women 93 4.05 * (0.74)

F5 1.85 0.18 −2.57 53.47
Men 35 3.78 (0.73)

Women 93 4.14 * (0.60)

F6 0.00 1.00 −2.80 62.67
Men 35 3.29 (0.52)

Women 93 3.58 * (0.54)
* Sig < 0.05.

3.4.2. Differences by Stage in Which They Teach

Differences were observed with respect to the factors of ‘Curricular inclusion of the
SESN’ (Factor 2), ‘Organization of the center to attend the SESN’ (Factor 3), and ‘General
competencies necessary in the SESN’ (Factor 5). The teachers who teach Early Childhood
Education show a greater willingness to include content in the curriculum related to
disability, as well as a greater degree of acquisition of general skills to respond to the SESN.
The teachers who teach in the Primary Education stage produce a better assessment of the
organization of the center (see Table 9).
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Table 9. Difference depending on the educational stage in which you teach.

Differences by Stage
of the CACPD Factors

Results

Levene’s Test t-Test for Equality of Means

F p t df Level N x (Sd)

F2 11.19 0.00 2.76 79.75

Pre-School 65 4.48 * (0.38)

Primary
School 63 4.11 (0.98)

F3 0.50 0.48 3.58 123.79

Pre-School 65 3.09 (0.69)

Primary
School 63 3.55 * (0.76)

F5 23.68 0.00 3.97 120

Pre-School 65 4.25 * (0.40)

Primary
School 63 3.80 (0.81)

* Sig < 0.05.

3.4.3. Difference by Age

The results show differences depending on age with respect to the factors of ‘Orga-
nization of the center to attend the SESN’ (Factor 3), ‘General competencies necessary in
the SESN’ (Factor 5), and ‘Specific competencies necessary in the SESN’ (Factor 6). The
organization of the center to respond to the SESN is valued more positively by the older
teachers. Younger teachers value more positively the acquisition of skills and knowledge,
both general and specific (see Table 10).

Table 10. Difference of opinions, attitudes, and competences extracted from the CACPD according
to age.

Differences by Age of
the CACPD Factors

Results

Scheffé Anova of One Factor

F p< df Level N x (Sd)

F3 5030 0.02 2
Up to 39 years 49 3.06 (0.72)
40 to 47 years 40 3.4 (0.84)
More than 47 years 39 3.52 * (0.64)

F5 5873 0.01 2
Up to 39 years 49 4.20 * (0.51)
40 to 47 years 40 4.11 (0.57)
More than 47 years 39 3.72 (0.84)

F5 5873 0.04 2
Up to 39 years 49 4.20 (0.51)
40 to 47 years 40 4.11 * (0.57)
More than 47 years 39 3.72 (0.84)

F6 7413 0.00 2
Up to 39 years 49 3.72 * (0.60)
40 to 47 years 40 3.32 (0.39)
More than 47 years 39 3.40 (0.54)

F6 7413 0.02 2
Up to 39 years 49 3.72 * (0.60)
40 to 47 years 40 3.32 (0.39)
More than 47 years 39 3.40 (0.54)

* Sig < 0.05.

3.4.4. Difference for Initial Training in SESN

Differences are observed with respect to the factors of ‘Curricular inclusion of SESN’
(Factor 2), ‘Attitude favorable to awareness work towards SESN’ (Factor 4), ‘General
competencies necessary in SESN’ (Factor 5), and ‘Specific skills required in the SESN’
(Factor 6). The teachers who received training in SESN during the degree consider that
they have acquired the general and specific skills necessary to respond to students with
SESN. However, teachers who did not receive training in the SESN value more positively
the inclusion of disability in the curriculum, as well as the attitudes towards disability that
all teachers have (see Table 11).
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Table 11. Difference based on initial training in SESN.

Differences by
Training in SESN of
the CACPD Factors

Results

Levene’s Test t-Test for Equality of Means

F p t df Level N x (Sd)

F2 4.14 0.04 −7.06 119.00
Yes 8 3.83 (0.00)

No 120 4.33 * (0.77)

F4 10.71 0.00 −4.10 119.00
Yes 8 3.60 (0.00)

No 120 3.96 * (0.95)

F5 7.291 0.01 9.62 113.00
Yes 8 4.60 * (0.00)

No 120 4.00 (0.67)

F6 18.51 0.00 4.82 126
Yes 8 4.33 * (0.00)

No 120 3.44 (0.52)
* Sig < 0.05.

3.4.5. Difference by Type of Center

Differences are observed depending on the type of center in the factors of ‘Curricular
inclusion of the SESN’ (Factor 2), ‘Organization of the center to attend the SESN’ (Factor 3),
and ‘General competencies necessary in the SESN’ (Factor 5). The teachers of ordinary
schools value more positively the inclusion of content related to SESN in the curriculum,
to work on knowledge and awareness of them, as well as the search for information and
guidance to act correctly in the classroom with the students who present SESN. These
teachers positively value their general knowledge, being willing to improve it by attending
training courses, as well as the materials and aids they offer to these students. The teachers
who carry out their work in the OCPEAHD value more positively the organization of the
center to respond to the educational needs of the students who present SESN (see Table 12).

Table 12. Differences depending on the type of center.

Differences by Type of
Center of the CACPD

Factors

Results

Levene’s Test t-Test for Equality of Means

F p t df Level N x (Sd)

F2 12.51 0.00 4.00 68.89
Ordinary 72 4.54 * (0.39)

OCPEAHD 56 3.99 (0.97)

F3 0.03 0.88 −3.26 116.69
Ordinary 72 3.13 (0.72)

OCPEAHD 56 3.56 * (0.74)

F5 8.29 0.00 2.36 75.57
Ordinary 72 4.16 * (0.51)

OCPEAHD 56 3.86 (0.81)
* Sig < 0.05.

4. Discussion

In relation to knowledge and general attitude towards disability (F1), the teachers
showed a generally positive perception regarding the interaction of students with those
students with disabilities. Despite this, the teachers acknowledge that, in general, students
are not aware of the limitations and capacities of their classmates with disabilities. It is
essential for students to be aware of the disability, understand the limitations and capacities
of their classmates, as well as the way to relate or interact with them [16]. Furthermore,
as stated by [9,15,17,31], despite the fact that students have contact with classmates with
disabilities, this interaction does not imply that they know the correct way to relate and
that mere contact generates positive attitudes. Attitudes, as indicated by [19] determine
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the reality of the inclusion of students with disabilities and depend on the quality of
interactions and relationships.

In relation to the curricular inclusion of the SESN (F2), the teachers gave impor-
tance to the inclusion of content related to disability in the curriculum, affirming that it
enriches the knowledge of the students and favors positive attitudes towards disability.
Ref. [16] highlighted the importance of being aware of essential aspects about disability and
about strategies to improve the relationship and interaction with disabled students, thus
improving the perception towards it and the inclusion process of the students [15,17,31].

In the case of hearing impairment, Ref. [36] defended the need to include Sign Lan-
guage or alternative communication systems in the curriculum to improve the relationship
and communication with deaf students. Ref. [13] promoted the performance of activities in
small groups as a strategy to improve attitudes and skills towards students with disabilities.

Regarding the organization of the center to deal with SESN (F3), the teaching staff
showed disparate opinions. This coincides with what was stated by [15], whose study
reflected that the teaching staff believed it necessary to improve the awareness of the center
through enrichment of the educational curriculum, including content related to diversity.
Similarly, the teaching staff positively valued the actions that the centers carry out to
eliminate possible barriers to inclusion. It is necessary to support and promote inclusive
educational practices to avoid stigmatization of students and overcome barriers that allow
the organization of accessibility and learning appropriate to the needs of students, a
collaborative and cooperative learning climate, and an enrichment of the knowledge of the
student teachers [38].

Regarding the attitude favorable to the work of awareness towards SESN (F4), the
teachers agreed that the way each teacher responds to the diversity of their students
influences the determination of the success of the inclusion of the students. A not very
positive attitude of the teacher towards students with disabilities favors negative treatment,
which could affect their educational, personal, and social development [4,19].

Those teachers who had experience with students with disabilities or who had at least
contact with these students showed positive attitudes towards the inclusion and presence
of students with disabilities in the classroom, as did those teachers who had training or
specialization in disability [39]; Arias, et al., 2013; and [34].

Furthermore, teachers from COAEPHD perceived as more human the hearing im-
pairment group, in comparison with the teachers from the ordinary group. As it has
been commented on, in the theoretical bases of infrahumanization, this phenomenon has
different consequences for people who are infrahumanized. There are several studies
that affirm that infrahumanization interferes in helping behavior, that is, in the desire to
help the infrahumanized person [40] and also reduces empathy with them [41,42]. The
fact that there is infrahumanization in teachers is a very relevant fact and can promote
negative attitudes towards the hearing impairment group. Moreover, it is very interesting
the different infrahumanization between COAEPHD teachers and ordinary school teachers,
and future studies would be of interest to analyze the performance or emotions of the
hearing impairment group compared to the level of humanity that their teachers attribute
to them.

In general, the teachers showed affection and empathy towards the students with
disabilities. However, they pointed out that the presence, in class, of these students
generated uncertainty and concern. This fact coincides with the lack of training (36.7%) and
its low quality (57%). In this sense, it is essential to train teachers in the field of diversity to
improve inclusive processes and promote positive attitudes [19,29,31].

In relation to the general competences necessary in the SESN (F5) and specific compe-
tences necessary in the SESN (F6), the aspects most valued by teachers are related to the
importance of training and care for students with disabilities, finding themselves highly
interested in receiving training to improve their knowledge. The educational reality of
inclusion requires that teachers have adequate training for adequate support and interven-
tion. An improvement in initial training, as well as in continuous training, would allow
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teachers to acquire knowledge and develop skills and abilities that would significantly
improve the educational response to diversity [15,26,42–44].

Women showed better attitudes, knowledge, and skills compared to men, being more
willing to carry out awareness-raising processes towards SESN and their inclusion in the
curriculum. This coincides with that expressed by [15,18,34].

Early childhood education teachers showed a better attitude towards the inclusion of
content related to disability in the curriculum, as well as the acquisition and development
of general competencies to respond to the SESN. For their part, primary education teachers
valued more positively the organization of the center to respond to the SESN. The highly
positive attitudes presented by both groups coincided with that expressed by [19], who
argued that the teachers of the infant and primary education stages had better attitudes
towards inclusion. As stated by [4], teachers in the stages of early childhood education
and primary education have specific preparation, and therefore greater knowledge, than
teachers in higher stages.

Young teachers valued the acquisition of skills and knowledge more positively. As
reflected by [4], younger teachers feel better prepared to serve students with disabilities
due to the training received, which is why they value more positively the acquisition of
knowledge and skills to give an adequate response to diversity. In this sense, the teachers
who had received training in their studies valued the acquisition of the necessary general
and specific competencies more positively, they considered that they had knowledge,
strategies, and resources to respond to disability. As [26,42] indicate, teachers with previous
training have more positive attitudes towards inclusion.

The OCPEAHD faculty positively valued the organization of the center to offer a
response to diversity. As reflected in order 7036 ORDER of December 13, the OCPEAHD
have human and material resources that offer a more specialized response to students,
so the most positive assessment by the teachers who belong to these centers is common
because they are better prepared and they have more resources to carry out specific
attention to these students.

5. Conclusions

1. The teaching staff showed generally positive opinions and attitudes towards inclusion,
especially towards the curricular inclusion of the SESN and the acquisition of general
competencies to respond to the SESN.

2. The teaching staff considered that the organization of the center to attend the SESN and
the acquisition of specific competencies to respond to the SESN could be improved.

3. Women presented more favorable attitudes towards inclusion than men.
4. Younger teachers valued more positively the acquisition of general and specific skills

and knowledge in relation to SESN.
5. Teachers who had received initial training felt better prepared to respond to the needs

of students with SEN.
6. The teaching staff of ordinary centers and OCPEAHD presented similar attitudes

towards inclusion, although those who carried out their activity in ordinary centers
valued more positively the awareness and the acquisition of knowledge to respond to
the disability that their students present.

7. Teachers who had not received training in SESN consider that they are not prepared
or qualified to give an adequate educational response to students with SESN, which
generates emotions of uncertainty and concern for not being able to offer or know
how to give an adequate response to students with SESN.

8. COAEPHD teachers attribute more humanity towards the hearing impairment group.

6. Limitations of the Study

1. The alert situation and the cessation of face-to-face activity in the schools made access
to the sample difficult and the participation of the teaching staff diminished. It was
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not possible to attend the educational centers physically and the questionnaire had to
be adapted to an online version.

2. As we only have the participation of 128 teachers, we must take the results with
caution, therefore, it is recommended to expand the study by expanding the number
of participants. Expanding the sample in subsequent studies will allow us to have a
better representativeness of the sample.

3. Although the results and conclusions provided in this study may not be representative
of the reality of teachers in the Autonomous Community of the Canary Islands, they
may be of help to promote broader research or promote the development of more
inclusive initiatives and of awareness towards SESN.
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