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Abstract

:

Inclusive education caters for all students and embraces their unique characteristics, backgrounds, and abilities. While many challenges persist that prevent inclusion from being fully embraced and implemented, such as varying definitions of what inclusion is at an international, national, and intra-national level, teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion and their belief in their capabilities may play an important role. This paper examined the relationship between 208 Australian primary and secondary teachers’ beliefs in inclusive education and their levels of teacher self-efficacy using t-tests. The relationship between these factors and teachers’ years of teaching experience, age, and qualifications were also investigated. The findings show that teachers who believe inclusive education is an effective way to teach all students reported higher levels of teacher self-efficacy than those who did not. Differences across teacher demographics raised a number of questions, including the role of additional qualifications and the potential influence of social attitudes towards inclusion over time on teachers’ own beliefs, each of which warrants investigation. Recommendations from the findings suggest that professional learning which supports teachers to successfully implement inclusive teaching strategies, may assist to bolster their belief in their capabilities in inclusive classrooms and in the effectiveness of inclusive education for all.
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1. Introduction


Inclusive education (IE) is not a cursory trend: it has been on the global agenda since the Salamanca Statement and Framework for Action on Special Needs Education [1] called for students with diverse learning needs and abilities to be educated at their neighbourhood, “mainstream” school. Inclusion has continued to gain momentum and support internationally since this time and, increasingly, schools are affording the opportunity for a greater diversity of learners to attend their local school of choice [2,3,4]. However, inclusion is more than simply students’ presence in the classroom [5], and instead requires educators to be responsive to the strengths and needs of their diverse student cohort in order to provide a fair, equitable and quality education for all [3,6]. This necessitates teachers having the requisite skills, knowledge, attitudes, and self-efficacy to successfully implement an inclusive approach to teaching and learning [7], yet barriers exist. For example, understandings of what constitutes inclusion vary internationally and intranationally [3,5], including within Australia [7]. However, recent research has identified pertinent factors in the implementation of inclusion, finding that teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion and levels of belief in their teaching capabilities can predict teachers’ use of inclusive practices [8]. As such, this study examined Australian primary and secondary school teachers’ beliefs about whether an inclusive approach is an effective way to teach all students and if this was related to teachers’ self-efficacy. This study also examined whether differences in these key factors were seen across teacher demographics, including their qualifications, age, and years of teaching experience.



1.1. Inclusive Education and Teacher Attitudes


Internationally, IE is conceptualised, defined, understood, and approached differently. For example, some countries view IE as a way of including students with additional needs and disabilities into the general education setting [5]. Others see inclusion from a placement perspective, as integrating students with additional needs and disabilities into mainstream classrooms [9]. From an Australian perspective, IE is multifaceted in that it relates to specific policy documents (national and state) concerning teaching practices that benefit all learners in response to a student’s identity, sexuality, ethnicity, religion, socioeconomic status, and disability [10,11,12]. Seen in this way, inclusion proposes a holistic approach to education by fully acknowledging the evolving diversity of students in classrooms. While variations are evident, the core values are consistent in that inclusion is a principled approach to education, emphasising presence, participation, and achievement for all children and young people in schools [5,13].



Conversely, the current education system presents ongoing complexities within the umbrella term of inclusion. Specifically, the adaptation and interpretation of inclusive policy make it challenging for schools to collectively interpret, establish, and maintain effective decisions for inclusive practice in order to ensure and enable successful educative outcomes for every student [14]. This situation has impacted on general classroom teachers, resulting in a number of uncertainties about how inclusive practices can be achieved and how authentic inclusive schools and classrooms can be evidenced. Despite being fundamentally supportive of inclusion, many teachers are concerned about their ability and efficacy to implement inclusive practices, although they are more confident to do so if they are experienced teachers and are confident in their capacity to teach students with disabilities [15].



Teacher attitudes towards inclusion is a widely published topic from macro and micro perspectives (e.g., [16,17,18]). According to Woodcock and Jones [19], even though macro and micro views are important and informing, they do not fully capture “‘transformative’ inclusion which consolidates the specific categories of students into a unified, undifferentiated cohort of students; inclusion for all” (p. 585; emphasis in original). Therefore, this study builds on the important and robust research to-date in both areas of inclusion by focusing on a broader mindset that encompasses the inclusion of all students as opposed to some [20,21].



The diversity of students is now the norm in many Australian schools (government, Catholic, and independent), and so it is important to consider the varying degrees of self-efficacy that teachers possess when implementing inclusive teaching practices for all students [22]. After all, teacher beliefs about diversity and difference contribute greatly to how they operationalise their classrooms to accommodate for all [23]. Consequently, the extent of a teacher’s attitude to inclusion and their ability to teach all students in their classroom is a vital factor in ensuring effective teaching practices that meet the needs of all students [19,24].




1.2. Social Cognitive Theory


Social cognitive theory [25] provides an appropriate construct to explore teachers’ self-efficacy about inclusive education and how viewpoints impact their teaching practice. Bandura suggested that self-development and learning occur through multidirectional interactions between a person’s behaviours (e.g., inclusive teaching practices), personal factors (e.g., self-efficacy), and the environment (e.g., school and classroom). Rather than merely reacting impulsively in response to external situations or internal impositions, the dynamic interplay between personal factors, behaviour, and the environment within a triadic reciprocal relationship influences the person’s course of action [26,27,28]. Of these three factors, it is the relationship between personal cognition—that is, self-efficacy—and outcome expectations, that is central to teachers’ educational practice and success in teaching inclusively [29].



Through a social cognitive lens, Wilson et al. [30] state that “it may be that the school working environment plays a role in teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs (i.e., psychological mechanisms) and these beliefs in turn, impact behaviour” (p. 219). This continuous bidirectional cycle presents an opportunity for educators to evolve as reflective learners by consciously engaging in self-regulation and learning to adapt to changing situations. As such, social cognitive theory enables the exploration of teachers’ self-efficacy and how viewpoints impact teaching practice.




1.3. Teacher Self-Efficacy


Teacher self-efficacy is a sub-category of self-efficacy and is influenced by educators’ behaviour and environment [31,32]. Consequently, teacher self-efficacy influences decision-making in an educational context and is a determining factor in the quality and practice of teaching [33]. According to Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy [34], the investment, effort, and goals that teachers set in regard to their teaching behaviour are affected by efficacy beliefs, in that teachers will be more persistent and resilient to setbacks and challenges if they possess a high level of self-efficacy. Teachers with a higher degree of teacher self-efficacy may also be more able to adjust teaching strategies to cater to students’ particular needs [35], and believe in their ability to positively impact students’ learning and achievement [36]. Additionally, students of highly efficacious teachers have been found to have higher levels of academic performance [37]. From a mainstream classroom perspective, these are important outcomes to teaching effectively in inclusive contexts.




1.4. Teacher Self-Efficacy and the Context of Inclusion


According to Urton et al. [38], authentic school inclusion requires organisational change within the educational institution itself, along with a high sense of teacher self-efficacy at the individual and whole teaching staff level. The association between teacher self-efficacy, inclusion, and teaching practice has been explored (e.g., [21,39,40,41]). Teachers are increasingly expected to teach inclusively and, while many generally support inclusive teaching practices, to do so can be complex and challenging as they often feel underprepared and underskilled to teach a diverse range of students [42,43].



Sharma et al. [44] identified that teachers with poor self-efficacy are constrained in their capacity to implement inclusive teaching practices in their mainstream classroom because they perceive that they are limited in what they can do to cater for all students. Similarly, Gibson and Dembo [45] found that teachers with low self-efficacy use low-impact teaching strategies that hinder student learning. On the other hand, teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy more consistently reflect and alter their teaching strategies to accommodate low-achieving students by affording them opportunities to learn more effectively [19]. These teachers are more supportive and persistent, use high-quality teaching strategies, and take time to ensure that successful learning has occurred [46].



Aligning with the principles of engagement, representation, and action/expression in the universal design for learning guidelines, educators with a high level of self-efficacy develop the capacity to diminish the systemic barriers that negatively affect student learning; they use inclusive teaching methods by pre-planning, designing, and providing equitable learning opportunities for all students [47]. Overall, teachers with a high level of self-efficacy tend to use high-quality teaching practices, as they are focused on student outcomes and aim to ensure that all students can reach their full learning potential.



The current study investigated the extent to which primary and secondary teachers’ beliefs about the effectiveness of teaching all students in an inclusive classroom related to their level of teacher self-efficacy.





2. Method


2.1. Participants


The research examined teachers’ perception and competence in terms of inclusive education. Participants included 208 primary (n = 66) and secondary (n = 142) in-service teachers in Queensland, Australia. The study randomly selected 15 primary and 15 secondary schools. Of the participants involved in the study, 51 (25%) were male, 150 (72%) were female, and 7 (3%) chose not to state their gender. These numbers are similar to the ratio of teachers across Australia [48].



Of the 208 participants in the study, 5% were 25 years of age or under; 29% were between 26–35; 15% were between 36–45; 29% were between 46–55; and 22% were over 55 years of age. Of the 208 participants in the study, 5% had been teaching for less than three years; 10% between 3 and 5 years; 27% between 6 and 10 years; 18% between 11 and 20 years; and 40% had been teaching for over 20 years. Of the 208 participants, 58 (28%) had received a postgraduate qualification, while 150 had not.




2.2. Procedure


All public schools in the area of Brisbane were selected in order for a random sampling process to take place. Once the study received ethical approval from the human research ethics committee of the researchers’ institution and from the Queensland Government, schools (n = 10 primary; n = 10 secondary) were randomly selected and their principals were approached. Three principals declined to participate and the following (randomly selected) schools, in order, were then approached. Once schools had approved participation, the participants were approached by one of the research team members during a staff meeting. Teachers who decided to take part were given an information sheet as well as a survey to complete. Once completed, teachers placed the completed survey into a locked box by reception. A total of 32% of teachers participated in the study.




2.3. Instrument


The survey questionnaire comprised of three parts. The first part included a set of demographic questions regarding the participants (including gender, age, years of experience, etc.). The second part included a Likert-scale: the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) [34]. The scale included 12 statements of teachers’ beliefs in their capabilities to engage all students in learning (such as ‘how much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in school work?), manage the classroom (such as ‘how much can you do to control disruptive behaviour in the classroom’), and effectively incorporate instructional strategies (such as ‘how well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom?’). Each statement included six points ranging from 0 (not at all) through to 5 (a great deal). The greater the participant’s score, the higher the level of teacher self-efficacy they hold. The scale statements were categorised into three sub-scale variables, which resulted from a factor analysis using principal components extraction and varimax rotation. These sub-scale variables included the following: student engagement, classroom management, and instructional strategies. As can be seen in Table 1, the internal reliability scores for each of the sub-scale variables (Cronbach’s alpha) resulted in acceptable (>0.7) alpha coefficient scores.



The third part of the questionnaire included questions regarding inclusive education. One of those questions was based around participants’ beliefs about the effectiveness of inclusive education. They were asked if they believed that an ‘inclusive classroom is an effective way to teach all students. This question only offered ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answers.





3. Results


The study examined Australian primary and secondary teachers and used means, paired, and independent samples t-tests to compare their teacher self-efficacy levels in relation to their beliefs about whether inclusive education is effective for all students (n = 112) or not (n = 96). The results will firstly present the demographic comparisons and then the overall paired sample t test results, followed by the independent samples’ t test results; these compare the Australian in-service teachers who believe that an inclusive classroom is an effective way to teach all students to those who do not.



3.1. Demographic Comparisons


3.1.1. Teaching Experience Comparisons


As Table 2 shows, there are significant (small) correlations between teachers’ experiences and their level of teacher self-efficacy. More specifically, the findings show that the more years of teaching experience, the higher one’s level of teacher self-efficacy in engaging students is. Furthermore, the more years of teaching experience, the higher one’s level of teacher self-efficacy in instructional strategies is. However, there was no significant correlation between teachers’ years of teaching experience and their level of self-efficacy in managing the classroom. Overall, there were no differences between years of teaching experience and teachers’ beliefs about inclusive education for all (t = −1.691, p = 0.093).




3.1.2. Age Comparisons


As Table 2 shows, there are no significant correlations between teachers’ age and their level of teacher self-efficacy. Overall, there were significant differences between the age of teachers and their beliefs about inclusive education for all (t = −3.923, p < 0.001). As the teachers aged, their belief in inclusive education declined.




3.1.3. Qualification Comparisons


As Table 2 shows, there are no significant correlations between teachers’ qualifications and their level of teacher self-efficacy. Overall, there were no differences between qualification and teachers’ beliefs about inclusive education for all (t = −1.730, p = 0.085).





3.2. Overall Teacher Self-Efficacy


Overall, the findings show that significant differences occurred between the subscales of teacher self-efficacy (engaging all students, carrying out effective instructional strategies, and managing the classroom). As can be seen in Table 3, those teachers held higher levels of teacher self-efficacy towards managing the classroom and carrying out effective instructional strategies, in comparison to engaging students in the classroom (t = 7.291; p < 0.001; t = 5.998; p < 0.001 respectively).




3.3. Comparison of Teachers’ Beliefs in Inclusion and Their TSE


Figure 1 shows the comparison of teachers’ beliefs about inclusive education and their levels of teacher self-efficacy towards engaging all students in the classroom, carrying out effective instructional strategies, and managing the classroom. Those teachers who believe that inclusive education is an effective way to teach all students held higher levels of teacher self-efficacy towards engaging all students in the classroom (t = 6.303; p < 0.001; M = 3.92, SD = 0.71) than their counterparts who did not hold the same beliefs (M = 3.39, SD = 0.62). Furthermore, those teachers who believe that inclusive education is an effective way to teach all students held higher levels of teacher self-efficacy towards carrying out effective instructional strategies (t = 5.080; p < 0.001; M = 4.13, SD = 0.70) than their counterparts who did not hold the same beliefs (M = 3.74, SD = 0.53). Finally, those teachers who believe that inclusive education is an effective way to teach all students held higher levels of teacher self-efficacy towards managing the classroom (t = 8.023; p < 0.001; M = 4.37, SD = 0.66) than their counterparts who did not hold the same beliefs (M = 3.69, SD = 0.64).





4. Discussion


This study investigated the relationship between in-service teachers’ beliefs in inclusion as an effective way to teach all students, and their level of teacher self-efficacy in inclusive classrooms in Queensland, Australia. The results illustrate that those who believed in inclusive education showed higher levels of teacher self-efficacy than those who did not. This was seen across all three TSE domains (i.e., student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management), and the greatest difference between those who did and did not believe in inclusion was seen in their TSE levels for classroom management. The relationship between teacher demographics, their belief in inclusive education and their level of TSE provided further insight.



4.1. Belief in Inclusive Education and TSE


The primary focus of this study was the relationship between teachers’ belief in inclusive education and their level of teacher self-efficacy. Overall, the results highlighted that teachers who believe that inclusive education is an effective way to educate all students had higher levels of TSE across the three domains of student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management. Thus, teachers who believe in inclusive practice as an effective pedagogical approach held a higher belief in their capabilities to engage students by helping them value learning, to motivate students who show low interest, to help students to believe they can do well, and assist families to help their children do well in school (TSE for student engagement: see [34]). Furthermore, they held a higher belief in their capabilities to instruct students by implementing alternative teaching strategies, providing alternative explanations, developing good questions for students, and using a variety of assessment strategies (TSE for instruction: see [34]). The greatest difference between teachers who do and do not believe in the effectiveness of inclusive education for all students was seen regarding their level of TSE for managing the classroom. That is, teachers who believe that inclusive education is an effective pedagogical approach for all students showed higher belief in their capabilities to establish a classroom management system, have children follow classroom rules, calm disruptive or noisy students, and manage disruptive behaviour (TSE for classroom management: see [34]). This aligns with Urton and colleagues’ [38] study, which advises that authentic inclusion requires higher levels of TSE as this is suggested to relate to teachers’ attitudes towards including students with special educational needs. Furthermore, teachers who believe in inclusive education are more likely to accept inclusive educational ideologies and apply them to the classroom context, and those with higher TSE may utilise high-impact inclusive teaching pedagogies [21]. As this study draws on teachers’ self-reported beliefs and teacher self-efficacy, future research may investigate how these transpire in teachers’ everyday classroom practices and the implications for student outcomes.




4.2. Belief in Inclusive Education and Differences across Teacher Demographics


Regardless of whether teachers did or did not believe inclusive education was an effective practice to teach all students, there were no differences observed across their years of teaching experience nor level of qualification. Despite the expectation that additional formal and informal qualifications at or beyond an undergraduate degree would benefit teachers, Woodcock and Hardy [49] identified that additional specialised training can raise concerns for teachers around being able to cater to students’ diverse needs. Similarly, Vaz et al. [50] explain that training on how to teach students with disabilities was associated with positive attitudes towards inclusion; however, training in inclusive education was not. Even though teachers may believe that inclusion is effective, they may not feel prepared to carry out inclusive practices for the diverse range of students in their classes [42]. The ways in which to increase teachers’ understanding of how to implement inclusive practices while simultaneously supporting their teacher self-efficacy requires further investigation.



Additionally, teachers who believe that inclusive education is an effective way to teach all students tended to be younger than those who did not. Noting that teachers’ age is not the same as their years of teaching experience, teachers who were older generally displayed less belief in inclusion. This may be partially explained by the evolving nature of society over time. Attitudes towards inclusion can be influenced by cultural, societal, and historical factors, which shape and inform values amongst teachers [51]. It can be considered that older teachers have seen the ideologies of education and policy transition from segregation and integration into inclusion. That is, teachers may have grown up with, initially taught in, or be more familiar with approaches in which students with disabilities attended specialised schools or were integrated into separate units or classes in mainstream schools (see [43,52]). Furthermore, educators during the late 1980s through to the early 2000s were faced with new challenges in terms of catering to diversity in more inclusive ways, while lacking training in inclusive teaching and harbouring the fear of external judgement, potentially influencing their perception of inclusion and belief in their capabilities (e.g., [43]). In contrast, younger generations of teachers would more likely be exposed to a society that views disability as a natural form of human diversity, more so than their predecessors. For example, research is emerging which suggests that teachers who had greater confidence in their ability to teach in inclusive settings were those who had an inclusive school experience growing up in this type of educational system [53,54]. Thus, teacher attitudes and values regarding inclusion may stem from earlier experiences which influence their beliefs about disability and diversity, contributing to how they operate as a teacher in modern-day classrooms [23]. With minimal research in this field, it is recommended that further investigation is undertaken to unpack the connection between teachers’ age and their belief in inclusive education.




4.3. TSE and Differences across Teacher Demographics


Teachers’ self-efficacy in relation to student engagement and instruction were positively correlated with their years of teaching experience; however, regardless of their years of teaching experience, there was no observable relationship with their belief in their capabilities to manage the classroom. Research in this area has demonstrated mixed results regarding the association between teaching experience and TSE. For example, Gkolia and colleagues [55] did not find teaching experience to have an impact on TSE in the domain of student engagement, however, Fackler and colleagues [56] observed positive correlations between teaching experience and all three domains of TSE. It is believed that mastery experience, associated with informal incidental learning on the job, could develop high levels of TSE due to an inclination towards trialling effective actions [56].



There was no association between TSE and teachers’ age. Contrary to these findings, Wray et al. [54] identified various studies in which teachers’ age was related to their TSE; specifically, that older in-service educators had higher levels of self-efficacy for inclusive education in Australia (e.g., [15]). It was suggested that the variables of age and years of teaching experience tend to overlap, as older teachers are more likely to be associated with greater teaching experience. Both factors were found to be significant predictors of TSE for inclusion, however, this varied across studies [54].



There was no association between TSE and teachers’ qualifications. The following may shed light on this finding. Woodcock and Hardy [49] found that formal training at or beyond an undergraduate degree may convey to teachers a sense of the complexity and demands of catering to student diversity. This has the potential to impact teachers’ beliefs in their capabilities in inclusive classrooms, possibly masking the beneficial effects of further training. However, these findings contrast with others who have seen a positive relationship between teachers’ qualifications and their TSE for instructional strategies, potentially due to additional study that contributes to improved teacher capabilities, and thus, mastery experiences [56]. Different forms of qualifications (formal and informal) may have differing effects on TSE levels, and further research is needed to identify which qualification methods and which areas of focus have positive or negative impacts on TSE. Professional development and training that supports self-efficacy is important, considering that teachers with low self-efficacy may use low-impact teaching strategies (e.g., [45]), and teachers can feel insufficiently trained to teach a diverse range of students (e.g., [42,43]).




4.4. Implications and Recommendations


Teachers’ beliefs in their teaching capabilities and beliefs in inclusive education are important factors in the implementation of inclusive education for all (see [38]). For example, teachers with higher TSE may draw on inclusive teaching strategies to cater to the diversity of learners in their classroom [21], while those with lower TSE may hold more negative attitudes towards the inclusion of diverse groups of students and be less able to support students’ learning through an inclusive approach [50]. Furthermore, Capp [47] indicates that high levels of self-efficacy are linked to a teacher’s capacity to design opportunities for student success, such as through strategically structuring and implementing strategies that take into consideration how students engage, how learning material is presented, and how students express their learning. As such, it is critical that teachers understand the importance of inclusive education for all and are provided with the appropriate support in order to bolster their belief in their capabilities to teach within, and generate for their students, inclusive learning environments. Research also suggests the need for teacher education and professional development that build teachers’ understanding and self-efficacy in each of the three TSE domains (instruction, student engagement, and classroom management) (e.g., [56]).



While pre-service teachers are often provided with classroom experiences in the field with experienced older colleagues, this study raises questions about the development of pre-service teachers’ beliefs and efficacy in inclusive classrooms if older mentors’ beliefs on inclusion may be constrained. This supports the need for consistent understandings of inclusion at local, state, and national levels, such as developing guiding frameworks that unpack what it means for educators to effectively teach all students within inclusive classrooms in Australia [52]. Professional development which supports older teachers’ beliefs in inclusion may have a positive impact upon the younger colleagues they mentor and support them in becoming role models in terms of inclusive practice for students of teacher education. Furthermore, considering the influences on TSE, that is, the three-way bi-directional interaction of personal, behavioural, and environmental factors [28], research may seek to understand ways in which education systems can support teachers to build their confidence in implementing inclusive practices. Furthermore, the ways in which the amount and quality of teacher training in inclusive education that preservice teachers receive impacts upon their attitudes towards inclusion during their teaching career requires investigation.



In addition to the future research recommended earlier, further investigation into the impact that the COVID-19 pandemic and the associated pressures on the education system have had on teachers’ beliefs in their capabilities to support diverse learners in dynamic inclusive classroom environments may be necessary. Additionally, longitudinal research, particularly in countries that are in the early stages of implementing inclusive education, may assist in identifying the factors that influence teachers’ beliefs in inclusion over time and what may strengthen teachers’ belief in their capabilities to effectively teach all students in inclusive classrooms.




4.5. Limitations


In all studies, there are limitations that should be considered when interpreting the results. The participants selected were in-service teachers in Queensland, Australia, within mainstream educational settings, but inclusive policy and understandings are known to differ inter- and intra-nationally. As such, caution should be taken when generalising beyond the study sample. Additionally, participants were self-reporting their belief in inclusive education and the social desirability of inclusive beliefs may have influenced participants’ responses; however, the results of this study show that this does not seem to have limited the findings as significant differences in teachers’ beliefs in inclusion were seen across the sample.





5. Conclusions


This study illustrates that teachers’ belief in the effectiveness of inclusive education for catering to all learners in their classroom has positive associations with teacher self-efficacy. These two associated factors are both key in the implementation of inclusive education, with implications for students’ own learning experiences in inclusive classrooms, and should be bolstered across the various stages of teachers’ professional learning and career. In addition, the relationships observed between teacher demographics and their levels of both TSE and belief in inclusion raised a number of questions, including about the role of additional qualifications post-graduation and the potential influence of attitudes in society towards inclusion on teachers’ own beliefs over time; each of these require further investigation. In the ongoing quest to increase the inclusivity of all educational environments, and as we look to factors amenable to change, it is yet to be seen whether teachers’ belief in inclusion has an important role to play in relation to teachers’ self-efficacy within inclusive classrooms. Furthermore, if this is so, how best can we assist teachers to develop confidence in their capabilities to support the learning and achievement of an increasingly diverse range of students, rather than constrain them in their capacity to implement inclusive teaching practices?
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Figure 1. Comparison of teacher beliefs about inclusive education and levels of teacher self-efficacy. 
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Table 1. Reliability of subscale variables from the factor analyses results.
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	Group Variable
	Reliability Scores





	Classroom Management
	0.876 (4)



	Student Engagement
	0.748 (4)



	Instructional Strategies
	0.818 (4)
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Table 2. Teaching experience, age, and qualification, and teacher self-efficacy.
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	Years of Teaching Experience
	Age
	Qualification





	TSES Engagement
	0.175 *
	0.137
	0.015



	TSES Instruction
	0.199 *
	0.134
	0.107



	TSES Classroom Management
	0.015
	0.030
	0.097







* Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed).













[image: Table] 





Table 3. Overall comparison of subscale strategies.
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	Group Variable
	Teacher Self-Efficacy Mean Score
	Standard Deviation





	TSES Engagement
	3.649 *
	0.688



	TSES Instruction
	3.908 *
	0.733



	TSES Classroom Management
	3.994
	0.767







* Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed).



















	
	
Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.











© 2023 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






nav.xhtml


  education-13-00280


  
    		
      education-13-00280
    


  




  





media/file0.png





media/file2.png
4.5

3.5

2.5

1.5

0.5

| |

|

Student Engagement

Instructional Strategies

an@unYes em@umNO

Classroom Management





media/file1.jpg
a5

35

25

15

05

Student Engagement

Instructional Strategies

—o—Yes —o=No

Classroom Management





