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ABSTRACT
Evidence suggests preschool age students with disabilities (SWD) benefit
from inclusive settings. Inclusive education has positive impacts on students’
social–emotional, language, and cognitive skills. Yet, preschool age SWD
continue to have limited access to inclusive education, and research suggests
numerous reasons, including teacher practice. The setting of this study, a K-12
school district in Southern California, had not met expectations related to the
percentage of children participating in inclusive settings and the percentage of
children demonstrating improved developmental growth.
Relevant literature suggests that teacher attitudes and beliefs are the most
frequently reported barriers to inclusion of preschool age SWD. To this end, this
study examined the differences between early childhood education and early
childhood special education teachers’ attitudes and beliefs and student growth
outcomes across the special education program continuum, and it investigated
whether teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusion impact the social–
emotional, language, and cognitive outcomes of their students.
For this study, 39 teachers completed a survey that investigated their
attitudes and beliefs related to social–emotional benefits, academic benefits,
outcomes of inclusive practices, and implementation of inclusion. In addition to
teacher surveys, student assessment data (using the Desired Results
Developmental Profile, 2015) of 182 students were analyzed to determine
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student growth in one year. Mean comparisons and multilevel modeling were
used to determine if teacher attitudes and beliefs influenced student assessment
outcomes.
The analysis revealed that early childhood special education teachers had
more positive attitudes toward the social–emotional benefits of inclusion of SWD
than did early childhood education teachers. They also had more positive
attitudes toward the implementation of inclusive practices. SWD participating in
coteaching, inclusive models demonstrated higher social–emotional, literacy and
language, and cognitive development growth outcomes than SWD participating
in self-contained models. There was a correlation between teachers’ attitudes
and beliefs related to the social–emotional benefits and academic benefits of
inclusion. Student participation in inclusion was a marginally significant predictor
of higher social–emotional growth, and inclusion of students with speech and
language impairments was a marginally significant predictor of higher cognitive
growth.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Inclusive early education can positively impact children’s development in
the areas of cognition, language, and social–emotional skills (Diamond & Hong,
2010; Guralnick, Neville, Hammond, & Connor, 2008; Kohler & Strain, 1999). In
inclusive settings, young children with disabilities can benefit and develop skills
modeled by typical peers, and preschool children with disabilities may better
develop social interactions, manners, and dialogue when provided with
supported instruction in inclusive education (Gena, 2006). Early literacy skills of
children with disabilities have been demonstrated to increase when instructional
supports are provided in inclusive settings (Green, Terry, & Gallagher, 2014).
Embedded learning opportunities and strategies used in inclusive environments
can provide the learning support needed by children with disabilities in meeting
the learning standards in inclusive programs (Grisham-Brown, Pretti-Frontczak,
Hawkins, & Winchell, 2009).
Despite the evidence demonstrating the benefits of inclusion, preschool
age students with disabilities (SWD) continue to have limited access to inclusive
education (Muccio, Kidd, White, & Burns, 2014). Questions remain as to why
inclusive practices are not more common. Some have suggested that cultural
dispositions of school practice and relationships among classroom teachers and
service providers, limited quality teacher training and funding access, and poor
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policy implementation continue to plague the educational system and inhibit
progress in providing young children with inclusive opportunities (DeMatthews &
Mawhinney, 2013; Gargiulo, Sluder, & Streitenberger, 1997; Lee, Yeung, Tracey,
& Barker, 2015; McMaster, 2013; Odom, 2000; Vakil, Welton, O’Connor, & Kline,
2009).
Successful implementation of inclusion often relies on the provider
practice and collaboration. Specialized service providers and early childhood
educator relationships take form in a variety of practices, from itinerantconsultative models to fully integrated practices of coteaching models. No matter
what might be the practice, relationships among teachers and providers play
critical roles in inclusive education of young children (Odom, Buysse, &
Soukakou, 2011). Furthermore, teachers who feel supported and have trusting
relationships with providers are more likely to encourage both the successful
integration and classroom achievements of young children with disabilities. The
service models used to support the inclusion of young children with disabilities
require a comprehensive system of supports that begin with effective
professional development to enhance collaboration (Lieber et al., 2000; Moore,
2013).
Teacher training and professional development practice are often
irregular, fragmented, or have little connection to the practices of classroom
teaching. Adult learning must go beyond passive learning methods and provide
quality professional enhancement that results in increased student achievement
(Kloes, 2015; Snell, Forston, Stanton-Chapman, & Walker, 2013). Quality
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professional development can have profound impacts on teacher efficacy in
teaching SWD in inclusive classrooms. When teachers feel qualified or
knowledgeable about a particular concept, they are likely to demonstrate
confidence and have a positive attitude toward the implementation strategies
used in the classroom (Muccio et al., 2014; Owens-Twaites, 2013; Stowers,
1993). Professional development begins with broad agreement among
stakeholders regarding a common goal or shared vision of inclusive practice.
Early childhood inclusion and the successful implementation of staff training or
development begins with the national and state level policies that clarify who
benefits from inclusion and how (DEC NAEYC, 2009).
It is important that the focus of this study is also understood within the
context of broader challenges and barriers to preschool students’ access to
inclusion, which begin with federal and state level policies. Relevant to preschool
children with disabilities, Title I funding through the Every Student Succeeds Act
of 2015 (ESSA) can be used to support disadvantaged children, and each state
interprets the funding policy guidelines differently, which impacts the supports
preschool programs receive from the state. Currently, federal funding of
preschool special education has not increased despite the rise in enrollment.
Lack of federal financial support leaves continued pressure on the state systems.
The current California Local Control Funding Formulas place additional funding
for students with “high-needs,” including low-income students, English learners,
and foster children (Adams, 2016).
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Funding policies for early childhood education are inherently different from
those that support the K-12 system. Though there are some federal policies
supporting the funding of early childhood education, limitations exist tied to
specific purpose and intentions, like that of Head Start and state preschool
programs. Head Start is a federally funded program with the purpose of
delivering high-quality, comprehensive services to low-income families. Funded
through state-specific policies and bills, state preschool programs also provide
the quality instruction and services to children and families with income
requirements that are similar to those of Head Start. Furthermore, policy
regulations of preschool programs further impact quality standards and
licensures and thus the consistency and accountability of preschool teachers.
(Hustedt & Barnett, 2011).
California Department of Education Title 5 requirements and Title 22
licensure standards have different expectations for teacher education, class size,
and student/teacher ratio. With class size expectations varying from maximum 16
to no limit and child–adult ratios ranging from 8:1 up to 12:1, preschool programs
differ from program to program. More importantly, teacher educational
expectations range from a minimum of 12 Early Childhood Education (ECE) units
to 24 or more ECE units with a state children’s center permit. It is these
differences in college preparation and training that may further impact the
successful implementation and practice of preschool inclusion programs. Limited
educational preparation and training may have profound impacts on teacher
attitudes and beliefs regarding inclusion of SWD. Research emphasizes the need
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to increase the educational quality for early childhood educators. Teacher
candidates who are better prepared to teach are more likely to be successful in
implementing teaching strategies that address the diverse needs of all young
learners (Jean-Sigur, Bell, & Kim, 2016). Recent policy expectations have been
created to support the practice of inclusion and to outline the need for change.
For example the U.S. Department of Health and Human services partnered with
the U.S. Department of Education to produce a policy statement that emphasizes
the need for all young learners with disabilities to have access to high-quality
inclusive education (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2015).
Despite the obvious barriers of policy and funding that create challenges
for inclusive preschool practice, the most frequently reported barrier to increasing
the availability of inclusive environments for young children are teacher attitudes
and beliefs about the inclusion of young children with disabilities (Barton & Smith,
2015). It has been noted that teacher attitudes and beliefs regarding the inclusion
of children with disabilities play a significant role in the provision of access
(Mogharreban & Bruns, 2009; Odom et al., 2004; Shady, Luther, & Richman,
2013). Teacher attitudes and beliefs continue to impact the successful integration
and inclusion of SWD in preschool programs, influencing teacher practice and
disposition toward students (Barton & Smith, 2015; Hebbeler, Spiker, & Kahn,
2012). Furthermore, early childhood teachers’ beliefs about young children with
disabilities have an influence beyond instructional practice and behaviors that
may impact student achievement (Wossenie, 2014). If ECE teachers do not
believe their SWD can benefit from being educated alongside typical peers, they
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may be unwilling to develop the skills needed to support SWD in their classrooms
(Shady et al., 2013).
Background of the Problem
Compulsory education and the requirement to educate all students in the
United States began in 1918. However, it was not until the enactment of the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EHA) in 1975 that children with
disabilities were guaranteed access to public schools (Ball & Green, 2014). The
EHA required that all children with disabilities have access to education in the
least restrictive environment (LRE). Before EHA, many schools simply
determined children with significant impairments to be uneducable or
nontrainable (Gartin & Murdick, 2005; Kavale & Forness, 2000). Such children
were often institutionalized (Martin, Martin, & Terman, 1996).
Segregation was not limited to SWD, however, as racial discrimination
was also a common practice. In the landmark case of Brown v. Board of
Education of Topeka (1954) the Supreme Court declared racially segregated
schools to be in violation of the equal protection clause. The litigation that
addressed racial segregation opened the door to advocates who fought for equal
educational opportunities for those with disabilities. By the early 1970s, cases
such as PARC v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1971) and Mills v. Board of
Education of District of Columbia (1972), extended the argument against racial
segregation in educational settings to children with disabilities. With school
segregation issues beginning to change public school policy, so too did the
deinstitutionalization movement, which called for all children to be provided
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educational opportunities in the public education system regardless of their
abilities (Odom, 2000).
The EAHCA was reauthorized in 1990, becoming the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA; P.L. 101-476). Prior to this change, individuals
with special needs were perceived as needing specialized placements and care.
The language of the 1990 reauthorization reflected a cultural shift in how
individuals with disabilities were perceived, giving SWD increased educational
opportunities (Collins, 2003; Kavale & Forness, 2000; Pugach, Blanton, &
Correa, 2011). In 2004, the IDEA was amended, becoming the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA). This reauthorization called for
major changes in special education practice. For example, public schools must
now consider LRE, access, equity, and inclusive opportunities within the
educational settings for all children. Schools are responsible for providing access
to general education learning environments and must consider the learning
environments or educational setting in which students learn. This was intended to
align special education expectations with that of general education practices
(Pazey, Heilig, Cole, & Sumbera, 2014). More recently, IDEA 2004 ensured
special education for all eligible students and, more importantly, continued to
emphasize the federal commitment that all students are entitled to a free and
appropriate education (FAPE; CFR, §300.103) in LRE (CFR, §300.114).
State Expectations
As the federal requirements define FAPE and LRE, the State of California
has the obligation to abide by federal policy. It is because of the federal
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mandates the California State Department of Education has expectations for
children ages 3 to 5 with identified disabilities. The California State Department of
Education’s quality assurance program monitors regulations, policies, and
procedures. The state performance plan (SPP) and annual performance report
(APR) are part of the Department’s general supervision systems, which utilizes
collected data to assure compliance and corrective action for findings. The
Department’s SPP/APR indicators (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A)) include both
preschool LRE (Indicator 6) and preschool assessment (Indicator 7):
Indicator 6: Percent of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a:
A.

Regular early childhood program and receive the majority of special
education and related services in the regular early childhood
program; and

B.

Separate special education class, separate school or residential
facility.

Indicator 7: Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs
who demonstrate improved:
A.

Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B.

Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early
language/communication and early literacy; and

C.

Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs

Indicator 6 above issues the expectation that less than 34% of SWD
receive services in separate schools or self-contained settings. In Urban SELPA, 1
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This name is a pseudonym to maintain the privacy of the participants.
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the site of this study, the 2014-2015 data show that approximately 70% of
preschool SWD receive services in separate schools or classes, demonstrating
that the expectation has not been met, as more than half of preschool age SWD
are in self-contained settings. Furthermore, Indicator 7 expects improvement in
developmental outcomes, measured by Desired Results Developmental Profile
(DRDP) 2015 assessments, in social–emotional skills, early literacy and
language skills, and adaptive skills. Currently, Urban SELPA 2014-2015 data
provided by the state suggest that preschool age children growth measures have
not been met.
Least Restrictive Environment
The IDEA of 2004 provided definition and guidelines regarding the
education of individuals with disabilities in LRE. Hallahan and Kauffman (2000)
found that the beginning practices of special education in community schools
continued to lack purpose and depth, as SWD continued to experience
segregation within the school facilities. Progress in teaching practice and local
development of special education policies have given profound perspective to the
meaning of LRE and inclusive educational practice (Idol, 2006).
Though the LRE mandate does not use the term inclusion, it does
describe the environments that are least restrictive as those that give exposure to
the community education program that all children can receive (Burstein, Sears,
Wilcoxen, Cabello, & Spagna, 2004; DeVore & Russell, 2007). Least restrictive
environments are now viewed from the perspective of each individual student’s
needs. For example, a student with a disability may need a self-contained setting
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in which the strategies are highly specialized and the teacher-to-student ratio is
lower. This is considered LRE for this student. Another student may receive
benefit from an educational setting in which there are typical peer models and
less specialized strategies and will not be negatively impacted by a higher
teacher-to-student ratio. It is because of this that the LRE is perceived by some
as no longer restricted to the general education classroom. Educational
communities have come to recognize the need for educational environments that
practice effective strategies, accommodating all students while maintaining
varied inclusive options (Cronis & Ellis, 2000).
Debates exist about the term and practice of LRE as it relates to inclusion.
There exist opposing views of professionals in the field, with one group believing
LRE is always the general education environment and another adhering to the
philosophy that LRE is the environment in which a student’s needs are best
addressed (Marx et al., 2014). In addressing preschool practice, Mogharreban
and Bruns (2009) argue that LREs in preschool learning environments that are
inclusive enable children to develop vital learning skills that benefit elementary
age learning. Bruder (2010) further shares the importance of early interventions
providing natural, or least restrictive, learning settings in order to optimize a
child’s learning potential. Considering a child’s strengths and needs is a vital
aspect of determining the learning environment where a child’s needs will be
most appropriately met. I personally believe that most young children with
disabilities are best served in inclusive preschool environments, rather than being
segregated.
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Problem Statement
The broad problem this study addresses is the inclusion of children with
disabilities in general ECE classrooms. More specifically, this study examines
how teacher attitudes and beliefs about inclusion may facilitate or impede social–
emotional, language, and cognitive outcomes for children in early education
programs. Currently state data demonstrates that Urban SELPA is not providing
inclusive options to more preschool age SWD. Conducting the study at Urban
SELPA may provide feedback and evidence that will allow Urban SELPA to be
better equipped to create valuable professional development, teacher
preparation, and teacher support programs that can directly impact staff mindset
and culture regarding the inclusion of young children with disabilities.
Purpose Statement
High-quality, inclusive preschool education continues to remain difficult for
students to access in today’s preschool programs (Barton & Smith, 2015). The
purpose of my dissertation is to survey attitudes and beliefs of preschool
educators assigned to both inclusive and segregated educational classes and to
compare the relationship of these attitudes and beliefs to students’ growth in
cognition, language, and socio-emotional development. I propose that teachers’
attitudes and beliefs toward inclusion of young children with disabilities in
mainstream preschool classrooms may be influenced by their own mental
models or “deeply held internal images of how the world works, images that limit
us to familiar ways of thinking and acting” (Senge, 2006, p. 163). All teachers
have images and assumptions about the practice of inclusion that may influence
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their attitudes and beliefs, which may be from personal experience or word of
mouth. Nonetheless, it is these attitudes and beliefs that can influence their
possible practices and students’ outcome in early childhood education.
Research Questions
The research will address the following questions:
1.

Do ECE and ECSE teacher attitudes and beliefs about inclusion of
SWD vary?
a. H1: ECE and ECSE teachers will have statistically significant
different attitudes and beliefs about the benefits, practices, and
implementation of inclusion of SWD.
b. H2: ECSE teacher attitudes and beliefs about benefits, practice,
and implementation of inclusion of SWD will be more positive
than ECE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs.

2.

How do SWD’s social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development vary among inclusion itinerant-consultative,
inclusion coteaching, self-contained dually enrolled, and selfcontained programs?
a. H0: Student social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development growth will not be statistically
significantly higher for those SWD participating in inclusive
programs than for those in self-contained programs.
b. H1: Student social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development growth will be statistically significantly
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higher for those SWD participating in inclusive programs than
for those in self-contained programs.
3. Do ECE and ECSE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about the benefits,
practices, and implementation of inclusion influence SWD’s social–
emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive development growth?
a. H0: When ECE and ECSE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about
the benefits, practices, and implementation of inclusion are
more positive, these attitudes and beliefs will not have positive
and significant effects on SWD’s social–emotional, literacy and
language, and cognitive development growth.
b. H1: When ECE and ECSE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about
the benefits, practices, and implementation of inclusion are
more positive, these attitudes and beliefs will have positive and
significant effects on SWD’s social–emotional, literacy and
language, and cognitive development growth.
Significance of the Study
It is important to keep in mind that along with the state APR indicators’
expectation of increased opportunities of inclusion, just as important, is the
expectation that all children with disabilities demonstrate improved skill
development. Many school communities have begun the practice of increasing
inclusion opportunities for preschool age children, but unfortunately, despite the
process of implementing inclusion practices for the sake of equitable education,
children with disabilities continue to struggle to successfully access and
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demonstrate skill development in general education due to the lack of
collaborative efforts among general education and special education entities
(Cronis & Ellis, 2000; Hemmeter, Santos, & Ostrosky, 2008). Teachers
participating in inclusive environments face challenges not only when trying to
accommodate the differences of each young learner, but they must also work
with other support providers to implement successful inclusion (Dinnebeil, 2014;
Odom et al., 2011). Relevant literature indicates that early childhood educators
and the early childhood special educators face challenges when attempting to
find a common ground for understanding the expectations of one another’s roles
(Allday, Neilsen-Gatti, & Hudson, 2013; Barton & Smith, 2015). Additionally, highquality, early childhood inclusion is dependent upon the perspectives of teachers
toward inclusion, according to Nguyen and Hughes (2012).
If districts are to truly create and shape the practice of inclusion for young
children, educational organizations must seek to go beyond the vision directed by
policy and law. A vision must be shared by truly committed individuals at all
levels, not simply for the sake of compliance but due to the connections a shared
vision has to one’s personal vision (Senge, 2006). Also, if an organizational
vision is to increase the practice of inclusion, it may benefit the organizational
leaders to assist teachers with surfacing their perceptions of inclusion, in order to
outline the attitudes and beliefs by which they practice. Bringing mental models
to the surface is important as it not only allows an individual to reflect and have
personal awareness about their perceptions, but it also further allows an
organization to have reflective inquiry and open dialogue that must take place in
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order to work toward a common vision (Senge, 2006). From the national level to
local education agencies and their communities, inclusive education must have
meaningful and personal connection to all involved. Educational leaders must
have a comprehensive practice of dialogue with school personnel, teachers, and
community members alike, to develop understanding and give meaning to a
shared vision.
Scope of the Study
The scope of the study is to examine relationships between teacher
attitudes and beliefs and student outcomes. Various controls will be used in
analysis, such as classroom models; however, many factors can impact student
outcomes that are not included in the study. Despite the limited scope, the
findings are relevant and applicable, as Urban SELPA’s current practices of
inclusive preschool education are similar to those of surrounding school districts
in the southern California region.
Assumptions of the Study
I expect to find that there will be relationships among teacher attitudes and
beliefs, program models, and student assessment outcomes. I assume that the
less positive teacher attitudes and beliefs, the less progress there will be on
student assessment outcomes, because teacher efficacy impacts student
attitudes and beliefs toward their perspectives and, in turn, impact pedagogical
practice and student learning. The survey questions involved in this study are
designed to capture teacher attitudes and beliefs.
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Study Delimitations
The study will include all ECE teachers and Early Childhood Special
Education (ECSE) teachers in Urban SELPA. Both ECE and ECSE teachers will
be asked to participate in a survey. Data from fall and spring assessments by
those teachers who participated in the survey will be collected and analyzed. The
results of this study may be generalized to populations or other districts with
similar demographics.
Study Limitations
The surveys will be distributed via school district email accounts, and
teachers may choose to opt out of participation, impacting the sample of data
needed to analyze. Teachers who participate in the survey will not be identified
and responses will remain confidential in order to encourage respondents’
candor. The use of surveys compared to the qualitative approach of interviews
may further impact teachers’ understanding of the survey questions, as
interviews may have allowed for clarification of information being requested. But
the use of surveys allowed me to include all ECE and ECSE teachers in the
district, whereas interviews may have been impacted by study timelines and
individual teacher time constraints. There is the possibility that some teachers
recognized my name as a researcher and skewed answers based on their
knowledge of who I am or work interactions they have had with me.
Due to the DRDP 2015 being introduced for utilization among both ECE
and ECSE programs for the first time in the 2015-2016 school year, this study is
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limited to using the data within these timelines, as assessments used in previous
years contained different measures for student with disabilities.
Definitions of Key Terms
Annual Performance Report (APR). Annual performance reports are a
series of reports that outline specific data and calculations for the results of local
special education programs.
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). The Code of Federal Regulations are
the general and permanent rules, also known as the administrative law,
published in the federal registry by the executive departments and registries of
the United States.
Desired Results Developmental Profile 2015 (DRDP). The DRDP is a
formative assessment instrument developed by the California Department of
Education for use with families and to inform instruction.
Early Childhood Education (ECE). Early childhood education is a broad
term used to describe programs and teachers that serve general education
children in the preschool years.
Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE). Early childhood special
education refers to special education preschool programs and teachers.
Education for all Handicap Children Act (EAHCA). The EAHCA is a public
law enacted in 1975 that expanded and ensured special education services to all
school-age children in public education.
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Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE). A component of IDEA
assuring that each student with an identified disability is provided with an
education at no cost to the parent and designed to meet an individuals needs.
Individualized Education Plan (IEP). An IEP is a plan or program
developed to ensure that students with identified disabilities receives specialized
instruction and related services.
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act was enacted in 1990 to replace the EHA law to ensure
SWD are provided specialized educational and services throughout the nation.
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA). The
IDEIA is the 2004 reauthorization of IDEA, noting changes in the identification of
students with learning disabilities, early intervening services, highly qualified
teachers, discipline, and accessibility of standards.
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE). A requirement of IDEA that says
SWD have an opportunity to be educated alongside typical peers in community
programs.
Quality Assurance Process (QAP). The QAP process is the practice of the
state creating expectations and regulations of Local education agency special
education programs.
State Performance Plan (SPP). An SPP is the state plan that outlines the
performance expectations of school programs in order to assure quality, growth
and outcomes.
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Students with Disabilities (SWD). Students identified as SWD are those
students who are eligible for special education and related services under one of
the 13 eligibility categories according to the IDEA criteria.
Organization of the Dissertation
Chapter 1 of this study provided a background of the topic researched,
including the problem, purpose, research questions, significance of the study,
scope of the study, and definitions of key terms. Chapter 2 provides an in-depth
review of relevant literature related to the theoretical frameworks of teacher
attitudes and beliefs and concludes with a look at the conceptual framework
guiding the research. Chapter 3 identifies and describes the research design and
methodology being utilized for this study. Chapter 4 presents and discusses an
analysis of the data collected. The study concludes with Chapter 5 presenting the
study’s final findings, implications, and recommendations.

20

CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Concerns regarding students’ successful integration and inclusion and
teacher attitudes and beliefs could pose a major barrier to successful inclusion
practices (Barton & Smith, 2015; Hebbeler et al., 2012). The purpose of this
study is to examine the relationships and possible influences of teacher attitudes
and beliefs about inclusion of SWD, on preschool growth scores in the areas of
socioemotional, cognition, and language development. In this chapter, I will
discuss the theoretical foundations of this study. I will follow with an in-depth
review of the empirical research on inclusion models of ECSE, social–emotional
outcomes of inclusion, cognitive outcomes of inclusion, language outcomes of
inclusion, and facilitators and barriers to inclusion. I will then propose a
conceptual framework and conclude with a summary of the historical and
theoretical foundations, conceptual framework, and empirical research
discussions.
Theoretical Foundation
Self-Efficacy Theory
The theoretical foundations of this study are grounded on Bandura’s selfefficacy theory (Bandura, 1977). In this study, I use self-efficacy theory as a way
to understand how teacher attitudes and beliefs about inclusion can impact
student development. Bandura discusses the concept of self-efficacy beliefs as

21
an assessment of a person’s capabilities to accomplish and create needed
results. Self-efficacy beliefs are further defined by one’s capability to meet
specific demands and overcome given challenges in order to succeed. A strong
sense of self-efficacy results in one’s ability to persist and demonstrate a strong
sense of commitment, increasing and sustaining efforts in order to produce the
expected outcomes (Bandura, 1977, 1989, 1993; Bandura, Barbaranelli,
Caprara, & Pastorelli, 2001). Therefore, teacher self-efficacy can reflect attitudes
and beliefs about one’s practice.
Bandura argues that self-efficacy beliefs have diverse effects through four
major processes: cognitive, motivational, affective, and selective (Bandura, 1977,
1989). These processes impact an individual’s perception of how they can
motivate themselves and will impact them in either self-enhancing or selfdebilitating ways. Teachers who believe they can be successful in teaching
students will have enhanced skills, such as better cognitive skills to plan what
they teach, increased motivation to put forth the effort needed, and refined
affective disposition or capability to cope and adjust through stress, and will
demonstrate the selective processes that allow teachers to meet challenges and
further develop new competencies (Bandura & Locke, 2003). Self-efficacy
impacts one’s attitudes and beliefs and contributes to positive or negative
instructional practices. According to Bandura, “Faculties’ beliefs in their
collective instructional efficacy contribute significantly to their schools’ level of
academic achievements” (1993, p. 177). Teachers with positive attitudes and
beliefs regarding their own teaching skills and abilities can demonstrate effective

22
teaching strategies and impacting student learning. The attitudes and beliefs
teachers have about inclusion may have impacts on their teaching in inclusive
environments and further impact student outcomes.
Attitudes and Beliefs Related to Teacher Self-Efficacy
Teacher self-efficacy beliefs, described by Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer
(2004) as “high internal locus of control and positive attitude toward overcoming
difficult situations,” are closely related to teacher practices and increased student
achievements (p. 322). Bandura explains personal efficacy as a person’s
confidence or belief in what they are capable of doing or can do and outcome
efficacy as the expected actions one takes. Bandura further proposes the theory
that self-efficacy is a combination of personal efficacy and outcome efficacy and
a person’s confidence in their abilities can produce an outcome that is the result
of personal efficacy. An individual’s estimation of their own capabilities can
further influence action and practice of a skill (Bandura, 1977, 1993; Goddard,
Hoy, & Hoy, 2004). A teacher’s positive personal beliefs and attitudes toward
their own abilities provides the needed confidence to practice and implement
useful strategies for students, also known as outcome efficacy.
Teacher attitudes, dispositions, and perspectives are a range of terms
used interchangeably to describe teacher efficacy beliefs. Clearly defining
teacher beliefs can be complicated by several factors (Pajares, 1992), such as
definitional problems, weak conceptualizations, and differing understandings of
both beliefs and belief structures. For the purpose of this study, teacher selfefficacy describes a construct that captures teacher perceptions, attitudes, and
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beliefs (Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004). In further studying attitudes and beliefs
about inclusion, the field can continue to examine how these beliefs influence
self-efficacy (Hart, 2004; McHatton & Parker, 2013; Pajares, 1992).
Preschool Teachers’ Attitudes and Beliefs Toward Inclusion
Teachers’ inclusive preschool educational practices play an important role
in the success of the classroom dynamics as a whole. inclusive education brings
another layer of challenges to pedagogical practices and classroom
management. Preschool teachers have significant impacts on student learning
and student outcomes. Wossenie’s study aimed to identify teachers’ sense of
self-efficacy beliefs in their teaching and student achievement. His findings
suggest that student learning is affected by teacher practice, further suggesting
high self-efficacy has impacts beyond program implementation and more direct
implications for student success (Wossenie, 2014). Highly efficacious teachers
demonstrate confidence that they can impact and effectively work with students
with special needs and learning challenges. It is these teachers who are less
likely to refer students to special education (Leyser, Zeiger, & Romi, 2011).
Preschool inclusion teachers may demonstrate more positive practices when
they perceive their own capabilities as effective and have the means to manage
the classroom.
According to Nguyen and Hughes (2012), high-quality early childhood
inclusion is dependent upon the educator’s perspectives of inclusion. Inclusion is
more likely to be successful when teachers are trained, skilled, and
knowledgeable about the strategies needed to teach young children with
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disabilities (Guralnick et al., 2008). Personal beliefs or attitudes about inclusive
education can be facilitators of or barriers to the success of an inclusive
educational program (Barton & Smith, 2015; McHatton & Parker, 2013).
Preschool teachers might be faced with students who exhibit both learning
and social–emotional difficulties. Working in ECE and ECSE can be challenging,
as teachers must find ways to address the different needs of all learners in the
classrooms. General early childhood teachers and ECSE teachers may find that
beliefs and attitudes toward working with SWD may depending upon the
classroom model or type of inclusive practice and the intensity of behavioral or
learning challenges students exhibit (McHatton & Parker, 2013; M. Smith &
Smith, 2000). Additionally, preschool teacher stress levels increase as a result of
challenges faced when working with children with social–emotional and
behavioral challenges (Friedman-Krauss, Raver, Morris, & Jones, 2014). When
teachers are under stress and lack the skill and knowledge to effectively work
with SWD, lowered confidence and teacher self-efficacy may further impact
teacher beliefs and attitudes (Dinnebeil, 2014). There is an obvious reciprocity of
self-efficacy or beliefs and attitudes towards inclusion. Teachers are more likely
to have a positive attitude and believe that children can succeed in inclusive
classrooms when self-efficacy is elevated. Though teacher preparedness is a
vital component to increasing self-efficacy, positive attitudes of ECE and ECSE
teachers also impact the successful implementation of inclusion (Muccio et al.,
2014).
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Enhanced preparedness to teach young children with disabilities plays a
pivotal role in one’s beliefs and attitudes toward educating students in inclusive
practices. Quality teacher support and preparatory programs encompass
consideration for both depth and breadth of learning needs. That is, both preservice and in-service training are equally important to the development of selfefficacy in the acquisition of knowledge and skills (Dunst & Bruder, 2014).
A study conducted in North Carolina attempted to implement trainings and
social supports systems for preschool teachers in order to determine how the
training and support impacted teacher efficacy and practices. The findings
suggest that social support from coworkers with related experiences increased
teacher success. Furthermore, teacher beliefs and attitudes played a critical role
in student learning experiences (Gebbie, Ceglowski, Taylor, & Miels, 2011).
Teachers’ Attitudes and Beliefs Impacts on Outcomes
Teachers who are confident and prepared develop skills and abilities that
are conducive to successful practices. When teachers anticipate they will be
successful, they are likely to sustain efforts through difficult tasks (TschannenMoran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Self-efficacy is not static and changes as knowledge
increases; personal efficacy and outcome efficacy are reciprocal (Bandura,
1977). Educational programs must allow for continued growth in knowledge
specific to all development and learning domains as indicated on state
assessment indicators (J. Sadler, 2005).
Studies indicate teacher self-efficacy beliefs have an influence beyond
instructional practice and classroom behaviors (Bandura, 1993; Guo, Connor,
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Yang, Roehrig, & Morrison, 2012; Leyser et al., 2011). Teachers’ self-efficacy
impacts student achievement and motivation. Furthermore, teachers who
demonstrate higher self-efficacy tend to be more willing to make the needed
adjustments to meet the needs of students with learning difficulties (Wossenie,
2014). Bandura’s self-efficacy theory outlines a high level of internal control over
challenging aspects of teaching and findings, clarifying that teachers can control
the outcomes of both practice and student learning (Bandura et al., 2001; Erdem
& Demirel, 2007; Gebbie et al., 2011).
The theory of a child’s identity of self follows Bandura’s theory of one’s
belief in ability (Bandura, 1993). Preschool children develop self-efficacy when
adults support and maintain positive relationships and interactions. Unlike grade
school teachers, preschool teachers must engage in the pivotal role of
developing positive self-efficacy of young learners, which impacts later school
success. In order for preschool age children to develop positive self-efficacy,
preschool teachers’ self-efficacy must also be positive (Senol & Ergun, 2015).
Epstein and Willhite (2017) further confirm that teachers influence the selfefficacy of young children. In preschool, children learn and develop as a result of
positive interactions with and instructions from teachers.
In conclusion, I propose that the theoretical foundations of self-efficacy
provide a lens through which teacher attitudes and beliefs can be seen as related
to inclusion practices and outcomes in early childhood education and special
education. Increased self-efficacy directly impacts teacher attitudes and beliefs
toward positive inclusion practices. Teachers exhibiting positive attitudes and
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beliefs toward inclusion will engage in sustained efforts to create positive learning
experiences, thus increasing student learning. When considering teacher
attitudes and beliefs and student outcomes, it is important to consider the
relevance of various models of ECSE that will be discussed in the following
review of the literature.
Review of the Scholarly Empirical Literature
Service Delivery Models in ECSE
Continued arguments in the field of ECSE center around special education
placements and the IEP team decision to place young children in noninclusive or
inclusive settings (Hebbeler et al., 2012; Peterson et al., 2013). The mandates of
IDEA stipulate the need for individuals with disabilities to have program plans
that meet each student’s individual needs. Local education agencies must
provide a comprehensive system of services for preschool age children that
provide specialization in daily instruction in order to mitigate the deficits caused
by an individual’s disability (Hibel, Farkas, & Morgan, 2010)
Special education placement decisions are complex, involving the
consideration of student strengths, student needs, parent and staff involvement,
and school resources that will support the development of the student (Hanson et
al., 2001). Multiple authors clarify the language of IDEA, noting the decision to
place young children in specialized, self-contained classrooms should only be
considered if the benefits of the specialized placement outweigh the risk of not
being placed in inclusive education. That is, when all accommodations and
resources are available in an inclusive setting, the educational benefit will be
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appropriately met, and student’s development does benefit. It is with these
considerations that IEP teams make decisions regarding special education and
related services (Hibel et al., 2010; Odom, 2000; Ryndak et al., 2014). The
models discussed in the following sections discuss a review of literature related
to non-inclusive models and inclusive models based on the program settings
related to this study.
Noninclusive models of ECSE. The intention of self-contained settings in
ECSE is to provide services to young children with the most significant needs
who require high levels of specialization and instructional modifications (Hallahan
& Kauffman, 2000). These settings can reflect the intensity of student need by
practice of low teacher–student ratios, presence of specialized equipment, and
the practice of specialized curriculum and instruction. The need for specialized,
self-contained setting is determined and justified by the IEP team members
(Hanson et al., 2001). As an example, a young child with multiple disabilities and
medical needs may require the use of specialized adaptive equipment and need
to be closely monitored or have continuous direct instruction or prompting.
Sexton, Snyder, Lobman, and Daly (2002) highlight the possibilities that
theoretical and philosophical foundations differ among the fields of ECE and
ECSE as the reasons for continued practice of noninclusive models.
Nonetheless, Kleinhammer-Tramill’s 2003 findings suggest that children in
specialized self-contained settings perform no better in special education
classrooms than in regular education classrooms. In fact, researchers in the
fields of ECE and ECSE contend that, with the provisions of resources, quality
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instruction, and adequate accommodations and supports, all students can learn
in inclusive settings (Barton & Smith, 2015; Bruder, 2010; DEC/NAEYC, 2009;
Odom et al., 2011; Timberlake, 2014). Inclusive models in the setting related to
this study provide inclusive service opportunities with local community and district
preschool programs.
Inclusive models of ECSE. Terminology describing the inclusion of
preschool students with or without disabilities has existed for over 25 years.
Inclusive education preschool programs may offer opportunities for services to be
delivered within the context of a child’s preschool experiences and those services
that come from a variety of professional and specialized providers (McLean,
1990; Odom et al., 1999). Preschool settings have distinct differences from that
of the K-12 system, including student–teacher ratio and physical classroom
setting. It is because of this that Odom (2000) specifically defines “inclusion” of
preschool age children through a different lens: organizational context and
service delivery models. Organizational context defines the setting or facility,
such as community-based, Head-Start, or other funded preschool models.
Service delivery models involve the practice by which the special education
service is provided to the preschool student. For example, within Urban SELPA,
the setting for this study, inclusion facilities are located in each of the district’s
preschool programs and at some neighboring school community programs.
These facilities deliver specialized support providers (special education teacher,
language and speech pathologist, etc.) who go to each center to provide service
support to students and staff. This is also known as the itinerant-consultative
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model. This district also provides a coteaching, blended classroom service
delivery model in which special education teachers and general education
teachers share teaching responsibilities for all students, both with and without
IEPs. In contrast to that of K-12 practices, preschool-related curriculum and
pedagogy focus on the development of the whole child, which includes cognitive,
socioemotional, communication, and motor and adaptive development (Odom,
2004).
Because preschool education is not mandatory and school districts may
not offer universal preschool programs, LEAs may develop relationships and
collaborate to design programs with local early childhood programs. Preschool
programs located in K-12 school communities may include private for-profit
preschool programs, such as Montessori and church-based childcare. Federal
and state preschool programs offer opportunities for inclusion of local preschool
age SWD in local school districts. Inclusion of SWD in the Head Start program is
part of the federal mandates that require the participation of at least 10% of
SWD. The unique organizational context or designs of individual preschool
programs offered in school communities influence the LEAs’ continuum of
inclusive practices and models in an attempt to meet the needs of preschool
student populations (Bradley & Kibera, 2006; Holahan & Costenbader, 2000;
Odom et al., 2004; Ryndak, Ward, Alper, Storch, & Montgomery, 2010).
Itinerant-consultative model. In the itinerant-consultative model,
particular service providers are the case managers of SWD. This model can be
used to provide an isolated direct service to a child participating in a general
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education preschool inclusion program. Providers that may support students are
numerous, such as education specialists, language and speech specialists,
Occupational therapists, and physical therapists, to name a few (Odom et al.,
1999, 2004). Some students may receive the support of numerous providers
through the itinerant-consultative model. Itinerant services may be a direct
service approach where the itinerant professional serves as a teacher, support
provider, or direct therapist. The practice involves the provider going into the
general education setting and providing a direct instructional strategy that
enables students with IEPs to make progress toward their goals (F. Sadler,
2003).
In order to provide a continuum of itinerant-consultative services and
continue to support inclusion of SWD, it is important to differentiate approaches
to itinerant service delivery (Dinnebeil, Pretti-Frontczak, & McInerney, 2009). An
itinerant-consultative service approach may also involve both direct service to the
student and consultation to the general education preschool team and/or teacher
(Wolery & Odom, 2000). In this services approach, the itinerant service
professionals consult with and support educators and provide feedback regarding
ideas and strategies that may be useful in helping students meet their IEP goals.
In practice, coaching may include modeling, demonstration, and feedback for the
general education teacher (Dinnebeil et al., 2009).
Coteaching blended classrooms. The practice of coteaching in early
childhood programs presents as the collaboration of two team members blending
their unique differences of expertise in order to meet the needs of all learners in
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the classroom (Dinnebeil, 2014; Odom et al., 1999; Wolery & Odom, 2000).
Coteaching, or any other blended team teaching approach, involves the
intentional practice of ECE and ECSE teachers working alongside one another in
a classroom containing both typically developing students and those with
disabilities. Unlike the itinerant-consultative models, coteaching models tend to
have increased numbers of students with IEPs in the classroom. This model is
unique in practice, requiring the continuous communication and collaboration of
all team members involved (Odom et al., 2004).
Equally important to the practice of coteaching is the impact that cohesive
teaming has on the success of inclusion. When ECE and ECSE teachers work
together in a positive and well-integrated manner, student learning and outcomes
are improved (Odom et al., 2011; Shady et al., 2013; Taylor & Moniz-Tadeo,
2012)
Outcomes of Inclusive Education
Bruder (2010) emphasizes the practice of early intervention as
conceptualized from an ecological model of human learning and development.
That is, the complex process of intervention involving the child and family
functions as the environmental interactions that will impact development. The
understanding of service delivery as the “heterogeneity of children who may
benefit from intervention adds a dimension of complexity” (p. 340) requires some
caution. Unlike the practice of K-12 special education teachers that focus their
credential on mild moderate or moderate severe special education, ECSE
services students from birth to five years of age, and specializes in students with
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mild to severe disabilities. Bruder indicates that natural and inclusive learning
environments are indicators for quality instructional approaches when providing
services (2010). The existing literature overwhelmingly argues that children with
disabilities have greater potential to develop social and academic competencies
when given an opportunity to experience peer-to-peer interactions with children
that are typically developing (Diamond & Hong, 2010; Guralnick et al., 2008). In
fact, preschool inclusive programing may have benefits which spill beyond the
boundaries of those with learning differences and infiltrate the cultural differences
of young children who are typically developing (Justice, Logan, Lin, & Kaderavek,
2014). Inclusive education and natural learning environments provide the
opportunity for select activities and routines to occur, further eliciting the practice
of skill development. Children participating in inclusive education in preschool
have demonstrated positive social–emotional, cognitive and language outcomes
(Grisham-Brown et al., 2009; Guralnick et al., 2008; Hibbert & Sprinthall, 1995).
Social–emotional skill development. Increased and positive social
interactions are considered among the important outcomes of inclusion for young
children (Cross, Traub, Hutter-Pishgahi, & Shelton, 2004; Yang & Rusli, 2012).
Inclusive preschool classrooms, along with teacher-mediated peer interactions,
provide the optimal context in which SWD can develop social skills (Kwon,
Elicker, & Kontos, 2011). Interacting with teachers and typical peer models in
inclusive settings provides opportunities for children with disabilities to
experiences complex interactions involving reciprocity in turn taking and problem
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solving. Kishida and Kemp (2009) validate higher levels of peer interactions for
students in inclusive settings compared to those in segregated settings.
Children’s development of self-efficacy involves the understanding and
recognition of their abilities. Inclusive practices have been noted to allow
students the opportunities to practice independence while increasing abilities and
skills, as SWD tend to refer to peer-modeling and are less controlled or prompted
by teachers (Bronson, Hauser-Cram, & Warfield, 1997; Diamond & Hong, 2010).
Gena (2006) confirms that, with the support of systematic instruction and
strategic prompting to build appropriate social responses of students’ with
autism, inclusion of SWD in general education preschool classrooms provide the
social opportunities that further increase student social initiations with typical
peers.
Cognitive skill development. A study focusing on skill development
related to early learning standards of prewriting determined positive cognitive
outcomes linked to intensive embedded instruction during daily activities in
inclusive settings (McCloskey, 2012). Grisham-Brown et al. (2009) explain that
preschool teachers working in blended classrooms with the use of intensive
instructional strategies had positive impacts toward development of individualized
skills. These results lend to the concept that it is both effective and efficient to
provide intensive instruction in naturally occurring classroom activities, further
suggesting less need to segregate SWD from typically developing peers (2009).
Others have found students with more significant impairments who
participated in inclusive placements with typically developing peers gained
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cognitive outcomes (Ryndak et al., 2010; Strain & Bovey, 2011). In another study
among the three settings (autism-only, mixed disability, or inclusive),
cognitive scores and outcomes were higher for students in inclusive settings
compared than those students who experienced education in a mixed disability
(self-contained) setting (Nahmias, Kase, & Mandell, 2014). Some considerations
of these findings also lead to consideration of the importance of young children
having some baseline of language skills. This suggests that students with autism
demonstrate cognitive growth in inclusive environments as long as they have an
adequate baseline of language skills (Nahmias et al., 2014).
Language skills. Children begin to develop language in infancy as they
navigate their world and learn to communicate basic wants and needs, leading to
the communication of more abstract thoughts and ideas (Mashburn, Justice,
Downer, & Pianta, 2009). Preschool age children with disabilities may experience
difficulties with receptive and expressive communication, creating challenges
with the development and processing of experiences in their environment.
Children’s early language development is greatly affected by peer-to-peer
interactions. The language gaps which exist among typical children and those
with language delays can be greatly reduced by elementary school years if
quality preschool peer interactions are provided (Guralnick et al., 2008; Lin,
Justice, Paul, & Mashburn, 2016; Tremblay, 2013). Mashburn and colleagues
(2009) note, “Peers with better expressive language skills are a more valuable
source of language stimulation for children” (p. 689). Children with disabilities
receive peer-modeled benefits within the classroom structure and routines of
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quality preschool classrooms. Additionally, teachers who promote and scaffold
the interactions among children with typical language and those with language
delays further increase the benefits of peer-modeled language.
Facilitators of and Barriers to Successful Inclusion
Because the concept of inclusion is centered on the purpose of supporting
all children learning in shared, integrated environments, it is important to
understand those aspects that either facilitate or impede successful inclusive
practices. Researchers suggest multiple elements of successful inclusion.
Though these dimensions cannot be generalized to all inclusive settings, experts
continue to strive to highlight the most frequently occurring themes that appear in
the research of successful inclusive practices (Guralnick, 2000; Odom et al.,
2004; Odom et al., 2011; Odom & Diamond, 1998; Yang & Rusli, 2012).
Lieber and colleagues conducted a multisite investigation of inclusion in
early childhood settings and identified personnel, shared vision, policies, training
and support, organizational structure, and community influence as facilitators or
barriers applied to the initiation and implementation of successful inclusion
(Lieber et al., 2000). In an effort to better understand the factors and elements of
successful preschool inclusion, Purcell, Horn and Palmer identified two additional
factors to the previous study: collaborative relationships and family partnerships
(2007). Muccio and colleagues conducted a mixed method study to identify the
factors that facilitate inclusion and those that serve as barriers. The study
focused on attitudes and beliefs of teachers toward inclusion, family and parent
perceptions, professional development, class environment (materials, resources
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and personnel), and teacher knowledge or practices (Muccio et al., 2014). The
attitudes and beliefs of teachers and care providers are identified as factors in
the facilitation of successful inclusion of SWD related to the environment layout,
play facilitations, and group dynamics (Wong & Cumming, 2010).
There are currently no empirical studies to date that have determined the
full range of factors impacting inclusive educational practices in preschool
settings (Muccio et al., 2014; Odom et al., 2011). The research continues to
demonstrate that attitudes and beliefs toward inclusive practices continue to have
a significant impact on the successful practices of inclusion (Kopke, 2016; Lieber
et al., 2000).
Experts in the field call for a continued investigation or examination of
attitudes and beliefs and their impacts toward successful inclusion of all children
with disabilities (Barton & Smith, 2015; Muccio et al., 2014; Purcell et al., 2007).
For these reasons, the following discussion of the literature is organized through
a synthesis provided by the research based on the most frequently discussed
factors as they relate to attitudes and beliefs.
Relationships among service providers, practices, and resources. All
educators, related services providers, and parents must understand their roles
and responsibilities valuable to each child’s success in inclusive educational
settings (Frankel, Gold, & Ajodhia-Andrews, 2010; Odom et al., 2004; F. Sadler,
2003). Parents and general education preschool teachers look to and depend
upon the expertise of therapists and special education teachers. Special
education-related service providers transfer the positive dispositions and
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attitudes towards others, giving children access to participation in more inclusive
environments (Dinnebeil et al., 2009). Positive attitudes toward the inclusion of
SWD exhibited and practiced by service providers positively influence the
mindset of those who may have less experience working with SWD.
In a study examining friendship formations of SWD participating in
inclusive education, teacher roles were determined as highly reliable toward the
facilitation and support of friendship formation. Conclusive findings determined
the social ecology of the classroom environment, and teacher facilitation of peer
interactions within the environment impacted the engagement of SWD with
typically developing peers (Buysse, Goldman, & Skinner, 2003).
Teacher skills and practices within the early childhood inclusive
environments serve as a foundation to success. Teachers who believe they can
influence student learning during play and social interactions will be more likely to
support and nurture SWD during their play (File, 1991). When adequate
resources, such as strategies and skilled staff, are present and available to
general education preschool staff, inclusion of SWD is increased. Service
providers who not only come into classrooms to directly service students but also
go further to provide modeling and consultation of appropriate strategies to all
educators, influence staff attitudes and beliefs (Estes-Jones, 2013; TrepanierStreet, Adler, & Taylor, 2007).
Shared vision of inclusion. The attitudes and beliefs about success of
early childhood inclusion programs further depends on the shared vision and
collaboration of philosophies of inclusive education practices (Dunne, 2002;
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Sexton et al., 2002). A shared vision of expectations for program outcomes and
staff roles begins with the understanding and belief that can be successful in
inclusive environments (Soodak et al., 2002). The development of a shared
vision begins with understanding the philosophical backgrounds of both ECE and
ECSE providers and finding value in the roles these philosophical differences
play in the inclusion of SWD (Hebbeler et al., 2012; Odom, 2000; Odom &
Diamond, 1998). When ECE teachers, ECSE teachers, and other support
providers align perspectives and attitudes regarding the use of strategies,
curriculum, and teaching practices, increased positive attitudes and beliefs are a
result.
Professional partnerships must be built and nurtured. Partners need a
shared vision of what inclusive education looks like. One of the most interesting
findings in the literature was that children adapted very rapidly to their new
classmates and situation, while adults did not. Staff members in traditional
preschool classrooms were not comfortable in adapting the environment for
children with disabilities. Special education preschool teachers and staff were
more accustomed to self-contained classrooms (Mogharreban & Bruns, 2009). It
is for this reason that successful inclusive practice begins with the development
of the shared vision that supports all members of the inclusive team and this
begins with administrative staff and school systems (Purcell et al., 2007).
Policy and administrative systems. The advocacy, clarification, and
meaning of inclusive practices begins with persuading the professional
associations, federal policy plans, and local education agencies to shift the
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culture of practice and attitudes and beliefs toward SWD in inclusion (Barton &
Smith, 2014). There are obvious challenges as demonstrated by the slow
progress or lack of increased inclusive practices. This is indicative of the need for
federal, state, and local system supports. If federal and state policy are
emphasizing the need for inclusive practices, then so too will the local education
systems (Cronis & Ellis, 2000).
School administrators are often seen as the change agents influencing
practices within school classrooms. Administrators who demonstrate a
willingness to learn and implement positive inclusive practices can have profound
impacts toward increasing the positive attitudes and beliefs of teachers (Cook,
Semmel, & Gerber, 1999). Flexibility and willingness are vital in order to have a
successful inclusion program, as program development can take time. The
flexibility and creativity of administrators seems to serve as facilitators. “The
individual flexibility of team members was noted as an important strategy in
supporting inclusive practices. This flexibility was noted by researchers as being
critical to the effectiveness of the team.” the organizational context of programs
may serve as barrier and facilitators of inclusion (Odom et al., 1999, p. 196).
Training and staff development. When teachers are not comfortable or
equipped with strategies, they fail to use of informed practices, which serves to
create significant barriers toward each child’s success within the classroom
(Shady et al., 2013). A potential barrier to an inclusive educational program is
that teachers in general education programs, although accepting of students with
special needs in their classrooms, lack knowledge, specialized training, and
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confidence (Dinnebeil et al., 2009). General education teachers are not required
to have the same credential as special education teachers, yet they provide
instruction to young children with disabilities, sometimes for longer periods of
time than do the special education teacher and service providers (Kaderavek,
2009; Muccio et al., 2014). Teachers in both general education and special
education are responsible for the education of all children (R. Smith & Leonard,
2005).
Training of not only special education providers but also the early
education providers may have profound impacts on teachers’ understanding their
role and better providing quality education and instruction. A review of the
empirical literature reveals that it is essential for undergraduate students in early
education teaching programs be equipped with confidence, skills, and knowledge
that will best serve their role as early childhood education teachers (Dunn,
Harrison, & Coombe, 2008). Based on additional research, a well-supported
teacher preservice and in-service system can positively impact teacher attitudes
and beliefs toward the inclusion of SWD. When teachers are provided the
knowledge to understand disabilities and the training to implement strategies to
work with SWD, their attitudes and beliefs demonstrate a willingness to work in
inclusive environments (Barton & Smith, 2015; Shady et al., 2013; Wong &
Cumming, 2010).
In summary, the attitudes and beliefs of all stakeholders, from policy
makers to classroom educators have a direct impact on the facilitation of
inclusive education (McCrummen, 2015; Odom et al., 2004). It is the support and
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training provided to ECE and ECSE team members that will further impact
successful inclusive practices (Dinnebeil, 2014; Purcell et al., 2007; Wong &
Cumming, 2010). Educational equity and access begins with communication and
collaboration to develop shared visions for inclusive program practices to ensure
success for all children with disabilities (Christman, 2010; García & Guerra, 2004;
Timberlake, 2014).
Equity and Access
Access. Seemingly contrasting findings in the research present a
nuanced argument that preschool age students are best serviced in inclusive and
LREs, but they must also continue with specialized self-contained settings to
comply with the LRE mandates of IDEA. Providing a continuum of placement
options for preschool age children assures compliance with IDEA (Hibel et al.,
2010; Odom et al., 2011c; Peterson et al., 2013). Debates and questions
continue as special education providers struggle to understand and implement
the practice of access as defined by IDEA. There is no clear and absolute rule
that defines the mandate of access. Access to general education curriculum can
be interpreted differently depending on school and individual teacher
interpretations and support (Anastasiou & Kauffman, 2012; Isola & Maniates,
2013; Morrier & Gallagher, 2011). There is continued uncertainty among
educators regarding LRE mandates and their applicability to early childhood
education. Though early intervention and inclusive opportunities are critical for
development and progress, preschool school systems’ inclusive education may
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be limited because of state mandates and public preschool funding challenges
(DeMonte, 2010).
Equity. The discussion of inclusion often parallels that of equity. Equity in
early childhood special education refers to providing the supports and access
determined by what each student needs to make progress, “promoting their
social inclusion, developing their positive identity, and creating a barrier-free
society (Anastasiou & Kauffman, 2012, p. 139). Educational equity in ECSE
ensures that SWD have the same opportunities to be educated in quality
preschool programs as do their typically developing peers (Diamond & Tu, 2009;
Isola & Maniates, 2013). Therefore, the term inclusion describes the education
of young children with disabilities in classrooms and school activities alongside
typically developing peers.
Terminology describing the inclusion of preschool students with or without
disabilities has existed for over 25 years. Odom and his colleagues indicate that
inclusive models look different in practice through the investigation of preschool
programs (Odom et al., 1999). Through their research they describe a “two
dimensional model”;
The first dimension, organizational context of classroom setting, is defined
as the primary administrative or programmatic agency or agencies with
which the inclusive classroom exists. The second dimension,
individualized service models, is defined as the manner in which
educational and related services are designed to address IEP objectives
of children with special needs in the inclusive program (p. 188).
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Inclusive education is varied in its practice and settings. Odom and colleagues
investigated preschool inclusive settings along the West Coast, East Coast,
Southeast, and Northwest regions of the United States. The results defined a
two-dimensional model clarifying classroom settings and individual service
models (Odom et al., 1999). The study, which was part of a larger investigation of
ecological systems, used the following terms to describe these preschool
settings: community-based child care, Head Start settings, public school early
childhood education, public school–Head Start combination, public school–child
care, dual enrollment, itinerant teaching–direct service model, itinerant teacher–
collaborative/consultative model, team teaching model, early childhood teacher
model, early childhood special education, and integrative/inclusion activities
(Odom et al., 1999).
In order to provide a continuum of services and continue to support
inclusion of SWD, it is important to differentiate approaches to itinerant service
delivery (Dinnebeil et al., 2009). A consultative service approach may have
inconsistent understanding of the roles and responsibilities across stakeholders.
The itinerant service delivery model describes the location where services are
provided rather than the nature of the service provided. Itinerant services usually
take place in the school or community-based classrooms. Itinerant services may
be a direct service approach, where the itinerant professional serves as a
teacher, tutor, or direct therapist. In the consultative services approach, the
itinerant service professionals may occasionally work directly with the students,
but the majority of services are provided indirectly as a coach to the adults
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helping students to meet their IEP goals. Coaching may include modeling,
demonstration, and feedback (Dinnebeil et al., 2009).
Inclusive education preschool programs may offer opportunities for
services to be delivered within the context of a child’s preschool experiences and
those services that come from a variety of professional and specialized
providers. Kaderavek (2009) presents a scholarly review of literature, discussing
the various service providers: speech and language pathologist, occupational
therapist, physical therapist, and early childhood special educators (ECSE). This
review further clarifies the mandates of how students receive these services, as
access to the general education curriculum must be considered in the provision
of services.
Current issues of equity and access with inclusion. Studies have
demonstrated that all children benefit from the experiences an inclusive
education provides (Odom & Diamond, 1998). Young children with disabilities
must be given access to the general education curriculum as a means of
providing opportunities equal to those that are provided to typically developing
children (Dinnebeil et al., 2009). Many school communities have embraced this
notion, but unfortunately, in systems implementing inclusion practices for the
sake of equitable education, children with disabilities continue to struggle for
access to general education because of the lack of collaborative efforts among
general education and special education entities (Cronis & Ellis, 2000; Hemmeter
et al., 2008).
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Timberlake (2014) explains street-level bureaucracy as teacher practice
based on their “professional and personal perceptions” surrounded by
conceptualization of “justice and fairness” (p. 86). Practice based on familiar
theories of child development are based upon Piagetian theory (Flavell, 1996).
The implication that children develop along a particular continuum of milestones
implies SWD may experience the same development, though at a slower pace
(Murray, 1996). With this belief that all children develop along the same
continuum, school cultures continue to struggle to provide equitable access.
Some research reveals the inadequacy of this theoretical model in special
education, as there is little consideration given to possible social–cultural factors.
The assumption that all children develop in the same way persuades educators
to expect all children to fit into a norm, thus further isolating and segregating
those children with disabilities (Maynard, 2008).
Often, administrators simply lack the cultural and social justice
proficiencies needed to plan and implement inclusive education for young
children. Special education knowledge is a vital component for school
administrators, as there is always a possibility of litigious backlash due to the
inequitable treatment of SWD. Pazey and Cole (2013) stress the importance of
school leaders demonstrating preparedness to apply social justice to the
application of school models that will embrace the diversity of students in their
schools. Education of school leaders must not simply touch upon the teaching of
disabilities within one college course but must also support cultural proficiency in
inclusive education throughout their educational and work experiences (Bakken
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& Smith, 2011). Pazey and Cole (2013) state, “Schools that abide by social
justice principles embrace the belief that practice of inclusion of SWD within the
school community leads to positive outcomes for every student” (p. 259). Bruder
(2010) explains the need for childhood special education to adopt “a culture of
accountability across all dimensions of services.” (p. 339).
Conceptual Framework
Early childhood special education is built on the long-standing principles of
equity and access, standards of preschool teaching and expectations, and
practices that may influence inclusive educational outcomes. The theory of selfefficacy promotes the idea that teacher attitudes and beliefs are closely related to
self-efficacy of the teacher. The conceptual framework that I propose for this
study provides the possibility that teacher attitudes/beliefs about inclusion impact
one’s self-efficacy, and the reciprocal influence of self-efficacy on one’s
attitude/beliefs, in turn, impacts teaching practices. Attitudes and beliefs influence
teaching practices, further impacting outcomes for students, including
assessment outcomes. The classroom models (inclusion and self-contained) are
encompassed in teaching practices that are both influenced by attitudes and
beliefs of teachers and impact teaching practices, influencing outcomes. The
conceptual frameworks of teacher attitudes/beliefs on student assessment
outcomes, is further examined with consideration of multiple factors (Figure 1).

48

Figure 1. Conceptual framework.
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Chapter Summary
Bandura’s teacher self-efficacy is the epistemological base this study uses
to define how teacher attitudes and beliefs toward SWD in inclusion impact
student development (Bandura, 1977). Preschool teachers with increased selfefficacy positively impacts one’s attitude and beliefs toward their own teaching
skills and abilities. Preschool teachers with positive attitudes and beliefs toward
the inclusion of SWD, demonstrating the willingness and confidence of teaching
students with learning challenges that further increase teaching practice and
student learning (Bandura et al., 2001; Erdem & Demirel, 2007; Gebbie et al.,
2011; Wossenie, 2014). As experts in the field call for future research, this study
further investigates preschool teacher attitudes and beliefs toward the inclusion
of SWD (Barton & Smith, 2015; Muccio et al., 2014; Purcell et al., 2007).
In consideration of equitable education, preschool SWD must be provided
access the general education opportunities (Dinnebeil et al., 2009). Studies
continue to demonstrate that preschool SWD have increased social–emotional,
cognitive and language outcomes (Grisham-Brown et al., 2009; Guralnick et al.,
2008; Hibbert & Sprinthall, 1995). Varied inclusive models in early childhood
present unique challenges, and lack of collaboration among general education
and special education entities impact successful implementation of inclusive
education of preschool SWD (Cronis & Ellis, 2000; Hemmeter et al., 2008).
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD OF INQUIRY
I argue that special education preschool age children must be provided
equitable access to general education learning environments. Access to inclusion
is one way to provide students with quality learning experiences that positively
impact their social, cognitive, and language outcomes. The purpose of this study
was to examine the influence of teacher attitudes and beliefs toward inclusion on
student outcomes, specifically social, cognitive, and language development.
Given that research suggests teacher attitudes and beliefs toward inclusion will
facilitate or impede inclusive practices (Barton & Smith, 2015), the results of this
study can provide recommendations for further research, planning for
professional development, policy, and higher educational teacher preparatory
programs to positively impact the inclusion of young children with disabilities.
In this study, I surveyed the attitudes and beliefs of preschool educators
who taught in inclusive and/or self-contained educational classes. Further, I
compared the relationship of these attitudes and beliefs to students’ growth in
cognition, language, and socioemotional development. I hypothesized that
teacher attitudes and beliefs toward inclusion of young children with disabilities in
mainstream preschool classrooms would influence students’ developmental
outcomes. This hypothesis was examined in three research questions below.
The study addressed the following research questions and hypotheses:
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1.

Do ECE and ECSE teacher attitudes and beliefs about inclusion of
SWD vary?
a.

H1: ECE and ECSE teachers have statistically significant
different attitudes and beliefs about the benefits, practices,
and implementation of inclusion of SWD.

b.

H2: ECSE teacher attitudes and beliefs about benefits,
practice, and implementation of inclusion of SWD will be
more positive than ECE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs.

2.

How do SWD’s social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development vary among inclusion itinerant-consultative,
inclusion coteaching, self-contained dually enrolled, and selfcontained programs?
a.

H0: Student social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development growth will not be statistically
significantly higher for those SWD participating in inclusive
programs than for those in self-contained programs.

b.

H1: Student social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development growth will be statistically significantly
higher for those SWD participating in inclusive programs
than for those in self-contained programs.

3.

Do ECE and ECSE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about the
benefits, practices, and implementation of inclusion influence

52
SWD’s social–emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive
development growth?
a.

H0: When ECE and ECSE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs
about the benefits, practices, and implementation of
inclusion are more positive, these attitudes and beliefs will
not have positive and significant effects on SWD’s social–
emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive development
growth.

b.

H1: When ECE and ECSE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs
about the benefits, practices, and implementation of
inclusion are more positive, these attitudes and beliefs will
have positive and significant effects on SWD’s social–
emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive development
growth.

In this chapter, I first present the methodology for this study, including a
discussion of the philosophical foundations of post-positivism. Next, I give a
description of the quasi-experimental research design and survey methods.
Following the research design, I present the research methods used for this
study. The description of research methods includes information about the
setting, population, sample, data collection and management, data analysis and
interpretation, and the role of the researcher. This chapter concludes with a
summary of the research proposed.
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Quantitative Methods
The use of quantitative research methods involves the identification of
problems related to trends or an attempt to explain the occurrence of events
(Creswell, 2012). Quantitative research is best suited to test specific hypotheses
regarding predefined variables of interest. Particular and purposeful steps are
taken when creating a hypothesis and collecting and analyzing data. Reporting
quantitative results involves the use of procedures to ensure personal bias, and
opinions were minimized and do not influence results (Creswell, 2012; Vogt,
2006).
My research relied on postpositivist perspectives of research, based on
critical realist ontology. In this paradigm, the epistemological perspective is that a
reality exists although there are no perfect or completely accurate ways of finding
the reality. Researchers may recognize and attempt to control background
knowledge to maintain distance or influence toward the outcomes of the data. A
postpositivist lens acknowledges that complete measurement of reality is not
possible but still argues for the value of empirical research in being meaningful
for understanding the unmeasurable reality. To measure and test relationships
between different variables, researchers define a null and alternative hypothesis
that is tested in analysis (Henderson, 2011; Killam, 2013). Specifying clear and
testable hypotheses allows for future research to replicate prior research and
build a strong body of evidence supporting a given hypothesis.
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Strengths of Quantitative Research
Quantitative research often includes a high number of participants, which
can help improve the generalizability of the findings to similar populations.
Further, quantitative research uses statistical analyses, a reliable method used to
determine probable cause or the likelihood that relationships exist among
variables (Creswell, 2012; Vogt, 2006). Walker (2005) further explains that a
strength of quantitative research is that it “involves a strict application of
standardized procedures to reduce systematic bias and eliminate erroneous
conclusions” (p. 574). The use of standardized empirical research methods in
quantitative research can reduce or eliminate the need for researchers’ personal
conclusions, opinions, or guesses regarding collected data. Instead, statistical
results are based on collected data, and the results can be compared to the
results from past literature (Creswell, 2012; Vogt, 2006; Walker, 2005).
Limitations of Quantitative Research
Despite the strengths of quantitative research, there are some important
limitations. For example, quantitative research, may not always find statistical
relationships. When there are nonsignificant relationships and inadequate
statistical power, it may not be clear why the independent variables did not have
the predicted effects or relationships. It could be due to poor measurement, Type
II errors, which reject an alternative hypothesis in favor of a null hypothesis, or a
true null effect. Furthermore, the causal links or effects of the independent
variable(s) toward the dependent variable could be limited due to the lack of
inclusion of all possible variables or external factors not considered (Bryman,
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2007; Creswell, 2008; Gelo, Braakmann, & Benetka, 2008). Without a true
experimental design, there is limited causal evidence for relationships. When
data is collected through survey methods, sample participation may be limited
due to lack of willing participants (Fink, 2012). Though data collection and
analysis is numerically or statistically based, there exists a degree of qualitative
judgment in how constructs are designed and measured, that is, the underlying
assumptions for which the particular elements of data represent (Creswell, 2012).
Research Design
This study used statistical analysis to test for relationships between the
dependent variable and independent variables (i.e., student assessment
outcomes and teacher attitudes and beliefs and program model). Using a quasiexperimental design and cross-sectional sample, this study tested the
hypotheses with analysis of variance (ANOVA) and a multilevel regression
(modeling students nested within teachers). A series of t-tests were also used to
compare teacher attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions of inclusion.
A true experiment involves random assignment to condition to create an
equal probability of assignment of a participant to a particular group.
Experimental design is used to determine the possible causal relationship
between the dependent variable and independent variables. This study utilized a
quasi-experimental design, as the subjects were in preexisting treatment groups
and could not be manipulated to randomly assign to treatment groups (Creswell,
2012). Due to the limitation of not being able to access larger populations of
subjects and data in other districts or LEAs, convenience sampling was used
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(Vogt, 2006). Specifically, data were accessed from the district where the
researcher was employed.
In this study, a one-time survey was used to measure teacher perceptions
about the inclusion of SWD. Additionally, the survey for this study was field
tested to improve reliability and validity of question design and expectations
(Fowler, 2013). Student assessment data were collected to examine the growth
scores based on program participation and impacts of teacher perspectives
toward student outcomes.
Research Methods
This section describes the setting, population, and sample of the study.
Next, I discuss the data collection and management, which involves
instrumentation, procedures, data management and considerations for missing
data. Data analysis and interpretation follows, giving close attention to the
validity and limitations of this study.
Setting
The research was conducted in a large, urban, special education local
plan area (SELPA) in southern California, which will be referred to as Urban
SELPA. This district was selected because there are currently state performance
expectations that have not been met within this district. This research will provide
feedback about the continuum of placement options for SWD.
Table 1 reports the demographic composition of Urban SELPA. There are
two cities with distinctly different demographic characteristics and three different
zip codes. City One, composed of one zip code, has mostly Asian residents
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(51%), while City Two has mostly Hispanic residents (76% and 55% in two zip
codes). Residents in City One, on average, have higher incomes, property
values, and educational attainment levels. The residents of City One have an
average individual gross income of $77,601, and an average home value of
$525,400. Residents of City Two have, on average, individual gross incomes of
$37,000 and average home values of $254,000. The education backgrounds of
residents in City One and City Two are distinctly different. Approximately 90% of
City One residents have at least a high school education and 48% have a
bachelor’s degree or higher. In contrast, approximately 60% of residents of City
Two have at least a high school education, and only 16% hold a bachelor’s
degree or higher. It is evident that the two cities in the Urban SELPA have
distinctly different demographic characteristics.
During the 2014-2015 school year, Urban SELPA enrolled 25,311
students in 42 schools. Of all the students, 36% of the students were English
learners and 87% of the students received free or reduced-price meals. The
student racial and ethnic composition was predominately Hispanic (85%),
followed by 5% African American; 4% white; 5% Asian, and 1% “All Other”
(American Indian/Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, not reported,
or two or more races) (see Table 2).
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Table 1
Urban SELPA District Description

Population

City One

City Two

ZIP code 1

ZIP code 2 ZIP code 3

46,457

71,599

48,068

20%

74%

66%

Black

4%

5%

9%

White

22%

9%

16%

Asian

51%

10%

7%

Othera

3%

2%

2%

Average gross income

$77,601

$36,974

$37,435

Home value

$525,400

$255,600

$253,800

High School or higher education

92.0%

63.3%

69.8%

Bachelor’s degree or higher

48.5%

16.1%

16.7%

6.8%

13.3%

12.6%

Ethnicity
Hispanic

Unemployed

Note. Urban SELPA provided data with the condition of maintaining anonymity.
Data source can be disclosed with the approval of the district.
aOther

includes American Indian, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, “other”
race, and two or more races reported.
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Table 2
Urban SELPA K-12 Student Demographic Characteristics (2014-2015)
Urban SELPA students
N (25,311)

%

Gender
Female

12,158

48

Male

13,153

52

961

4

21,512

85

African American

1,227

5

Asian

1247

5

364

1

English learner

9,092

36

Fluent English Proficient

6,205

24

728

3

8,759

35

333

1

Ethnicity
White
Hispanic/Latino

All Othera
English language learners

Redesignated Fluent English Proficient
Languages of English learners
Spanish
Otherb
Note. Ed Data (2016)
aAll

Other includes American Indian/Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander, not reported, and two or more races reported.
bOther

includes Cantonese, Filipino, Mandarin, Vietnamese.
In the school year 2014-2015 (Table 3), Urban SELPA had 1,739

teachers, with 72% of the teachers being female (N = 1260) and 28% teachers
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as male (N = 28). The teachers’ ethnic and racial composition was 32% white
(N = 553), 38% Hispanic Latino (N = 664), 13% African American (N = 221), and
17% are “other” race or not reported (N = 292). Teachers in Urban SELPA had
an average of 15 years teaching experience and 9% (N = 158) of all the teachers
were in their first two years of experience.
Table 3
Urban SELPA K-12 Teacher Demographic Characteristics (2014-2015)
N (1,739)

%

Gender
Female

1260

72

479

28

White

553

32

Hispanic/Latino

664

38

African American

221

13

Other/not reporteda

292

17

Male
Race/Ethnicity

Average years of teaching experience

15

Note. Ed Data (2016)
aOther/not

reported includes American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Filipino,
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, not reported, and two or more races reported.
In 2014-2015 school year, there were 200 special education teachers in
Urban SELPA servicing approximately 3,000 students in a continuum of program
models. For programs targeting young children, there were 17 ECSE teachers
providing services to approximately 270 SWD during the 2015-2016 school year.
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Program models for the preschool special education population in Urban SELPA
include inclusion itinerant-consultative, inclusion coteaching, dually enrolled selfcontained students, and self-contained only.
Population. Table 4 describes the continuum of special education service
delivery models and the distribution of SWD and ECE teachers and ECSE
teachers within each model. It is important to note that ECE teachers teaching in
program Model A, are also represented in program Model C. ECSE teachers
providing services to students participating in Model D are also represented in
Model A, as they may have additional students on their caseloads receiving
services in this setting. Additionally, these same ECSE teachers may also have
students that participate in general education dually enrolled Model (C).
ECE teachers. There were 61 ECE teachers in Urban SELPA teaching in
preschool programs distributed across most of the district’s elementary school
sites. The programs are funded by the Los Angeles Universal Preschool, Head
Start, and state preschool programs. All ECE teachers were targeted for
participation, as they often have SWD that participate in inclusive programs. The
ECE teachers are employees of the Urban Unified School District’s Child
Development Department. Minimum requirements for teaching in the child
development program are having a Baccalaureate degree and child development
permit authorized through the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing.
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Table 4
Distribution of Teachers and Students Across Special Education Instructional
Models at Urban SELPA
C = Selfcontained dually
enrolled

A = Inclusion w.
itinerant-consultative

B = Inclusion
coteach

26

30

ECE
teachers

59
(same as Model C)

2

59
(same as Model
A)

ECSE
teachers

15
(same as Models C
and D)

2

15
(same as models
A and D)

SWD

34

D = Selfcontained only
190

15
(same as
Models A and
C)

Notes.
A. ECSE teacher and other service providers support students and/or consult
with teachers of general education program, with less than 21% of time out of
the classroom for special education services
B. ECSE teachers collaborate with ECE teachers for SWD in their general
education class for planning and teaching the same group of students
throughout the day, with less than 21% of time out of the general education
classroom for special education services
C. ECSE teacher provides specialized services in self-contained separate
classrooms in which students receives their services. The students also
attend a general education preschool classroom at a separate time of day
without specialized services. Students spends 100% or more of the
instructional day in a specialized setting
D. ECSE teacher provides services for SWD in a specialized program, students
do not participate in any general education preschool models. Students spend
100% of the instructional day in a specialized setting
ECSE teachers. There were 17 ECSE teachers across nine school sites.
All ECSE teachers are also employees of Urban USD and are required to have a
Baccalaureate degree with a preliminary or clear ESCE teaching credential. The
ECSE teachers provide services to SWD in a continuum of inclusion programs,
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such as, itinerant-consultative (Model A), coteaching (Model B), and dually
enrolled (Model C), and self-contained only (Model D)
ECSE students. Early childhood special education students (designated
as SWD) are those who receive specialized academic instructional services in
accordance with IDEA 2004 mandates. The process of identifying SWD is guided
by the California Education Code that mandates all LEAs comply with federal
regulations of “Child Find” (CFR, §300.111) (Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act, 2004). In the Urban SELPA, children age 3–5 with suspected
delays or disabilities are assessed by the special education team to determine
eligibility for specialized education and related services. The same base battery
of comprehensive assessments is performed to identify any concerns related to a
child’s cognitive, speech, language, and academic and physical development.
For the 2015-2016 school year, children age 3–5 years with disabilities, received
services under the following eligibilities: autism, intellectual developmental
delays, speech and language impairments, orthopedic impairments, other health
impairments, visual impairments, deaf and hard of hearing impairments. In 20152016, approximately 280 ECSE students received services.
The Urban SELPA special education department provides ECSE students
with specialized services through a continuum of placements, ranging from
inclusion settings to self-contained settings. Decisions on where to place
students are based on the outcomes of IEP discussions and plans. Ideally, IEP
teams consider the educational setting with regards to LRE or those
environments that are among typical peers. In reality, others have documented
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how a multitude of factors influence placement decisions (Odom, 1999), including
parental preferences and funding limitations. Currently, the Urban SELPA is
limited in providing services in LRE placements, such as itinerant and coteaching
program models, by availability and space that is based on district preschool
funding models limited to federal Head Start and state preschool regulations.
Sample
Teacher participants. Teacher participants consisted of those teaching in
ECE classrooms and ECSE continuum models. Of the population of ECE and
ECSE teachers (N = 78), 72% responded to the request to participate (n = 56).
Of the 61 ECE teachers, 65% responded (n = 40), and of the 17 ECSE teachers,
94% responded (n = 16).) Five teacher respondents declined to participate in the
survey, and two completed less than half of the survey and were excluded from
the analytical sample, resulting in 49 completed responses from ECE and ECSE
teachers (N = 34 ECE teachers and N = 15 ECSE teachers).
This study sought to examine teacher attitudes and beliefs based on
teachers’ experiences working with SWD in the 2015-2016 school year. Thus,
the analytical sample excluded teachers who indicated they did not have SWD.
Thirty-five ECE and ECSE reported having SWD, 13 did not have SWD, and one
was unsure. Interestingly, when teacher survey data was merged with students’
assessment data, there were five teachers who reported not having SWD but did
indeed have SWD, one teacher who reported having a SWD but did not, and one
teacher who was unsure and did not have SWD. Their response was corrected to

65
reflect the actual student placement. The final analytical sample represents 49%
(n = 39) of the population (ECE [n = 25] and ECSE [n = 14]).
Of the 39 teacher participants, most (95%) reported being female, one
was male (2.5%) and one preferred not to answer (See Table 5). When asked to
identify if they were considered a general education (ECE) or special education
(ECSE) teacher, 64 % identified as ECE teachers (n = 25), and 36% as ECSE
teachers (n = 14). Forty-nine percent (n =19) had a bachelor’s degree, 33% had
a master’s degree (n = 13), and 18% had a graduate degree with certificate or
credential (n = 7). Fifty-nine percent of teachers reported their racial/ethnic
composition as Hispanic or Latino (n = 23), 26% white (n = 10), 5% black or
African American (n = 2), and 10% are classified as Other (n = 4). Due to the
small study sample, Asian subgroups were subsumed under the label “Other”.
Based on teacher responses, the average time teaching in preschool programs
was 14.3 years (SD = 10.82) (range 42–2 years).
Table 5 compares Urban SELPA population of teachers with the analytical
sample. The analytical sample is similar to the population for the average years
of teaching experience but different in distribution of gender, race/ethnicity and
degree earned. Teachers in Urban SELPA population had an average of 15
years teaching experience, and teachers in the analytical sample had an average
of 14 years teaching experience. The majority of teachers in the analytical
sample were female compared to the population that had more than a quarter
male.
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Table 5
Comparison of Demographic Characteristics of Teachers (District vs. Analytical
Sample)
District Population Study Sample
N

%

1730

99

N

%

Teacher
Urban SELPA
General education (ECE)

61

25

64

Special education (ECSE)

17

1

14

36

1260

73

37

95

470

27

1

2.5

1

2.5

Gender
Female
Male
No Answer
Degree earned
Bachelor’s degree
Certificated/Credential
Master’s degree

19

49

7

18

13

33

Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic/Latino

664

38

23

59

Black/African American

221

13

2

5

White

553

32

10

26

Othera

292

17

4

10

Average years of experience

15

14

Note. Ed Data (2016) and Urban SELPA. Urban SELPA provided data with the
condition of maintaining anonymity. Data source can be disclosed with the
approval of the district. General early education teachers are not included in the
demographic counts of the district.
aOther

includes those who selected Asian/Pacific Islander, Filipino, American
Indian or Alaska Native and those not reporting.
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Almost half of the teachers in the sample population had a bachelor’s degree as
their highest degree earned, compared to the teachers in the population that had
obtained education beyond a bachelor’s degree with a minimum of emergency
credentials as their highest degree earned (Ed Data, 2016). Most of the teachers
in the analytical sample self-reported as either Hispanic/Latino or white,
compared to the distribution of race/ethnicity of teacher population, which was
more evenly divided. The district population is not ideal for comparison, given
that ECE and ECSE teachers work with preschool age children and the
population of teachers work with K-12 school-age students. All ECE teachers are
required to have a bachelor’s degree compared to ECSE and K-12 teacher
requirements of the minimal attainment of a bachelor’s degree with a teaching
credential. Furthermore, the staff meetings and professional development
trainings may be different, creating differences in teacher perspectives of working
with SWD.
Student participants. The entire ECSE student population was used for
the analytical sample. Records for 347 SWD were collected from the Child
Development Office and Special Education SELPA Office. Of the 347 records,
134 were duplicate records. This means that 67 students who participated in an
inclusive program Model A, B, or C and were assessed by both an ECE teacher
and ECSE teacher had two records instead of only one. With the removal of the
duplicate students (n = 67), there were 280 ECSE students who accounted for
entire ECSE student population. Students who did not have both fall and spring
assessment scores were also excluded from the analytical sample (n = 98). After
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dropping the 98 students who did not have fall and spring scores, the final
analytical sample was 182 student records.
Table 6 presents the student demographic characteristics for the analytic
sample of ECSE students in the study sample. There were 76% (n = 138) male
ECSE students, and 24% (n = 44) female students. Parents completed a home
language, race/ethnicity survey at the time of enrollment. Most students’ parents
reported English (53%, n = 96) as the home language. Spanish (45%, n = 82)
was the second most frequently reported home language. For two students
Cantonese was a home language, for one student Korean was the home
language, and Arabic was the home language for one student (other non-English
languages, N = 4). The distribution of student racial/ethnic composition was
reported as 91% Hispanic/Latino (n = 165), 4% reported as African American (n
= 8), and 1% reported as white (N = 2), and 4% reported as Other or nor reported
(n = 7). Fifty-six percent of the ECSE students were identified as having speech
and language impairments (N = 102), 27% as having autism (n = 49), 10% as
having intellectual disabilities (n = 18), 3% as hearing impairments (n = 5), 3% as
other health impairments (n = 6), and 1% as being deaf (N = 2). As previously
shown in Table 4, 10% of ECSE students participated in inclusive itinerantconsultative models (N = 19), 15% participated in inclusive coteaching models
(n = 27), 12% participated in self-contained/dually enrolled models (n = 22), and
63% of ECSE student participate in a self-contained only model (n = 114).
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Table 6
Comparison of Demographic Characteristics of ECSE Students (District ECSE
vs. Analytical Sample)
District Population

Study Sample

N = 280

%

N = 182

%

204

73

138

76

76

27

44

24

English

153

55

96

53

Spanish

121

43

82

45

6

2

4

2

250

89

165

91

9

3

2

1

10

4

8

4

11

4

7

4

24

9

18

10

HH-Hard of Hearing

6

2

5

3

DEAF-Deafness

2

<1

2

1

166

59

102

56

2

<1

12

4

6

3

SLD-Specific Learning Disability

1

<1

MD-Multiple Disabilities

2

<1

65

23

49

27

Inclusion Itinerant/consultative

26

16

19

10

Inclusion Co-teach

30

11

27

15

Self-contained dually enrolled

34

20

22

12

190

53

114

63

Gender
Male
Female
Home language

Other non-English language
Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic/Latino
White
African American
Other

a

Disability
ID-Intellectual Disabilities

SLI-Speech and Language Impairments
OI-Orthopedic Impairments
OHI-Other Health Impairments

AUT-Autism
Service Model

Self-contained only

Note. Urban SELPA provided data with the condition of maintaining anonymity.
Data source can be disclosed with the approval of the district.
aOther

includes those selecting Asian/Pacific Islander, Filipino, American Indian
or Alaska Native and those not reported.
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Comparing the demographic characteristics of Urban SELPA ECSE
student population and the study sample (Table 6) reveals similarities in the
distribution of gender racial/ethnicity, disability characteristics, but there were
differences in the percentages of student participation in service delivery models.
The distribution of reported home languages for the analytical sample was similar
to the ECSE population, with English as the most frequently reported home
language and Spanish reported as the second most frequently reported home
language. Hispanic/Latino was the most frequent student racial/ethnic
characteristic reported in both the analytical sample and population, while white,
African/American, Other or not reported racial/ethnicity accounted for only about
10% of the remaining students.
The distribution of disabilities between the analytical sample and the
population are similar, with most students identified as having speech and
language impairments (SLI) and about a quarter of students in the sample and
population identified as having autism. Less than 20% of students identified as
having other disabilities accounted for the analytical sample and population.
When comparing the distribution of students participating in the continuum of
service delivery models, more than half of the students in the study sample and
population participated in self-contained only models, but the analytical sample
had less than 40% of students participating in inclusive models, and the
population had close to 50% of students participating in inclusive models. The
similarities of gender, home language, race/ethnicity, and disability distribution
between the analytical sample and population provide a rationale for the results
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of this study to be generalized the population of ECSE students in the Urban
SELPA. The slight differences in the distribution of the number of student
participating in inclusive models between the analytical sample and population
may not be ideal to definitively generalize results of the study.
Instrumentation, Data Collection, and Management
DRDP 2015. The Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP) 2015 is
a formative assessment instrument developed by the California Department of
Education used to inform instruction and program development for young
children age 3–5. This observation tool that has been validated and checked for
interrater reliability. The Berkeley Evaluation and Assessment Research Center
conducted both pilot and field-testing validation alongside early childhood
programs funded by the California Department of Education’s Early Education
and Support Division (Burmester et al., 2015).
The DRDP assessment is completed by both ECE and ECSE teachers
and provides information on skill demonstration through collection of data, and
input from family, with consideration of skill demonstration or mastery exhibited.
The assessment consists of 56 measures, and administration takes place during
an open observation period. For example, observations begin the first day of
school and the student must be enrolled in the program for at least 60 days
during the open observation and data collection window. The state requirements
for timelines and submissions differ by program (See Table 7). The Child
Development office collects data three times a year and reports the results to the
state’s early education offices through Child Plus. The Special Education
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Department sends the data two times per year to the California State Special
Education Management System (CASEMIS) via the Special Education
Information System (SEIS). This is important, as the data collected through
CASEMIS is used to determine the SPP/APR indicator 7 data, establishing
student growth indicators.
Table 7
DRDP Department Submission Timelines
Period 1

Period 2

General education

January 2016

April 2016

Special education

December 2015

May 2016

The DRDP aligns with the California Department of Education Early
Learning and Developmental Foundations (California Department of Education,
2015). The DRDP 2015 considers the full continuum of development, early
infancy to kindergarten entry, and the continuum is inclusive of children with
Individualized Family Service Plans and IEPs. One of the DRDP’s main purposes
is to provide an assessment tool that ensures all children can demonstrate their
knowledge and skills, with consideration of the diverse populations with school
programs. The instrument includes eight domains: self- regulation, social and
emotional development, language and literacy development, English-language
development, cognition math and science, physical development, history-social
science, visual and performing arts. Each domain has multiple scales that are
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organized by competencies: Responding, Exploring, Building, and Integrating
(See Appendix A).
Teacher survey. The teacher survey (Appendix B) was adopted from
Nguyen and Hughes (2012). Nguyen and Hughes developed the instrument to
capture professionals’ and parents’ perceptions of inclusion in Head Start
programs. The survey was developed using a previously published survey
gathered from a review of educational publications. Validity and reliability of
survey items were further established through a field test of survey items
(Nguyen & Hughes, 2012). Though Nguyen and Hughes used the survey with
teachers and parents, for this study the survey was used to capture the
perceptions of teachers only. I included all questions from the original survey,
including the comments section.
The survey items measured (a) teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about social
and emotional benefits from inclusion, (b) teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about
academic benefits from inclusion, (c) teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about the
general outcomes of the practice of inclusion, and (d) teachers’ attitudes and
beliefs related to the implementation of inclusion. All four sections of the survey
asked participants to select from a Likert Scale where strongly agree = 5,
agree = 4, neutral = 3, disagree = 2, and strongly disagree = 1. The first seven
questions of the survey asked teachers to report degree earned, years teaching,
gender, and ethnicity. At the end of the survey, an optional comment section
was included.
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Social–emotional benefits of inclusion. Two survey items sought to
measure teachers’ beliefs about students’ social and emotional development,
and whether there was agreement with the social–emotional development of the
children in the classroom. The remaining two questions of this section asked the
teachers about whether they agreed that the social needs of SWD were being
met in an inclusive classroom and if they agreed that there were social benefits
to having a SWD in the general education preschool classroom:
1.

In my children’s current classroom placement, the emotional
development of my children has been nurtured.

2.

I am very satisfied with the children’s emotional development

3.

My children’s’ social needs can be met best in an inclusion
classroom

4.

My children can benefit socially from having a child with disabilities
in class

Academic benefits of inclusion. One question captured teachers’
attitudes and beliefs about academic benefits, asking whether they were satisfied
with students’ academic progress. The remaining two questions of this section
queried teachers about whether typical students academically benefited from
having SWD in the class and if SWD benefited academically in a general
education class rather than a special education class:
1.

I am very satisfied with the children’s academic progress

2.

Typical children can benefit academically having a child with
disabilities in class.
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3.

Children with disabilities will probably develop academic skills more
rapidly in general education classrooms than special classrooms.

Outcomes of inclusion practices. Nine questions sought to measure
perceptions regarding inclusion and the preparation of ECE and ECSE children
with real-life experiences, activity participation, the understanding of differences,
and the social–emotional impacts of inclusion practices. The first two questions
measured teacher agreement about how children with and without disabilities are
prepared for later life experiences due to inclusion practices. Question 3
measured teacher perceptions about whether inclusion settings provided SWD
an opportunity to participate in a variety of activities. Question 4 probed for
teacher perceptions about whether children without disabilities in inclusive
classrooms learn about differences. Question 5 sought to identify teachers’
perceptions related to whether SWD had increased self-esteem due to
participating in inclusion. Questions 6 and 7 asked for teacher perceptions about
whether children with mild or severe disabilities impacted typical students in
inclusion practices. The last two questions inquired whether inclusion negatively
impacted the emotional development of SWD.
1.

Inclusion is more likely to prepare children with disabilities for the
real world.

2.

Inclusion is more likely to prepare classmates without disabilities for
the real world

3.

Inclusion provides children with disabilities a chance to participate
in a variety of activities
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4.

In inclusion, children without disabilities are more likely to learn
about differences

5.

Inclusion is more likely to make children with disabilities feel better
about themselves.

6.

Typical child’s education would be compromised by having a child
with mild disabilities in his/her class.

7.

Typical child’s education would be compromised by having a
student with severe disabilities in his/her class.

8.

Inclusion is likely to hurt the emotional development of the child
with disabilities.

9.

The children with disabilities will be socially isolated by general
education children.

Implementation of inclusion. The final five questions of the survey
measured teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about the implementation of inclusion
programs. That is, to what extent did teachers agree that SWD should be given
every opportunity to participate in inclusive settings. Questions 2, 3, and 4 asked
questions related to curriculum adaptations, individual amount of time spent with
SWD, and the use of differentiated instruction adapted to meet the needs of
children with disabilities (See Appendix B for survey questions).
1. SWD should be given every opportunity to function in the regular
classroom setting where possible.
2. The curriculum has been adapted to the individual needs of children with
disabilities.
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3. I am very satisfied with amount of time child w/disabilities has individually
with the teacher
4. Differentiated instruction has been adapted to meet the individual needs of
child w/disabilities.
5. The availability of specialists and aides to all children has been adequate
to meet the needs of child w/disabilities.
Data collection. Before receiving an email soliciting their participation,
participants were provided a formal flyer of explanation during monthly teacher
meetings in June, August, and October (Appendix C). All 61 ECE and 17 ECSE
teachers were contacted to participate in the study by email. The Urban SELPA
child development and special education department provided the teachers’
email addresses. The flyer was then followed by an email that explained the
purpose of the study, confidentiality of participants, possible benefits to the
District resulting from the study, ending with a link to the survey on Qualtrics.
Emails distributed the surveys in June. Reminders followed the initial invitation
email in October, December, and January. Each subsequent email was sent only
to those who had not completed the survey. The reminders were distributed
monthly from October through December, then weekly through the month of
January. Survey data collection was finalized in February. Teacher comments
were collected and categorized by ECE or ECSE teacher and program models.
Comments from teacher surveys were used to further strengthen the statistical
findings in chapter five (Appendix E).
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DRDP assessment data for ECSE students were collected from the Urban
SELPA’s Child Development Office and Special Education Office, respectively,
as each department uses separate data storage systems and separate state
reporting systems. All available student records, including those of general
education students, were retrieved from the Child Development office. This was
done to identify and confirm SWD who were participating in program Models A-C
and to eliminate duplicate records.
Data management. DRDP 2015 data were stored on a personal,
password-protected computer. Survey data were collected and stored on
Qualtrics, a web-based, password-protected application, and later downloaded
for final analysis on Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, the analysis
software used to input the data giving nonbiased responses to analyze (Field,
2013). All students’ names were removed and an identification number was
assigned to protect and ensure the confidentiality of all students. To ensure
anonymity, teachers’ names were removed and coded with an identification
number. Teacher and student data were merged into a single data file for final
analyses.
Data Analysis and Interpretation
This section describes the process and steps taken to analyze and
interpret the data collected. Analysis of growth scores and responses collected
from the teacher surveys are discussed. There is also a brief discussion
regarding missing data. Considerations for interpretation and limitations of the
data and results are addressed. Following the data analysis and interpretation,
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procedures to address validity concerns are described. Finally, my role as a
researcher is further clarified to ensure the research was conducted in an ethical
manner.
Teacher surveys. Once the survey data was uploaded to SPSS, mean
scores were calculated for each set of questions for the four areas: Perceptions
of (a) social–emotional benefits of inclusion (SEB), (b) academic benefits of
inclusion (AB), (c) outcomes of inclusion practices (IP), and (d) implementation of
inclusion (DOI).
Student assessments. Student DRDP data were collected in a
combination of hard-copy and electronic format and manually entered or
transferred into an Excel spreadsheet. The data included fall and spring
assessment data, teacher names, and student demographic characteristics.
Unique identification numbers were assigned to teachers and students. Next,
students with dual records were identified and coded based on their participation
in the continuum of placement options (Table 4) and matched with teacher
identification numbers. Of the students with dual records, only the records that
included the assessment by an ECSE teacher were used for the analysis. Finally,
students that had only one assessment, spring or fall, were eliminated because
change scores could not be calculated.
Students’ domain scores were given a nominal code as illustrated in
Appendix D. This was done for each student for the social–emotional, language,
and cognitive development domains. Finally, difference scores were calculated
for each student by subtracting spring assessment scores from fall scores for
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each measure with the developmental domain. An average score of the
developmental measures was then created for each of the developmental
domains by assessment area: social–emotional development (SED), literacy and
language development (LLD), and cognitive development (COG). Each domain
has developmental measures, with SED having five measures, LLD having 10
measures, and COG having 11 measures. All DRDP assessment records were
then uploaded into SPSS.
Stages of analysis. The first analysis stage involved calculating
descriptive statistics and frequencies of gender, race, and home language for
ECE and ECSE students. Additionally, student disability type and program
participation were calculated and reported for ECSE students. Gender, ethnicity,
degree earned, and years of experience were described for ECE and ECSE
teachers. All demographic characteristics were compared to district demographic
characteristics for both students and teachers. The next stages of data analysis
are described according to each research questions.
Research Question 1. This question sought to determine if there were
statistically significant differences between ECE and ECSE teachers’ attitudes
and beliefs toward inclusion of SWD. Independent t-tests were used to compare
ECE and ECSE teachers’ mean of their responses to the four areas of the
survey: SEB, AB, IP, and DOI. An independent t-test is used when there are two
independent groups being compared on a continuous dependent variable
(Creswell, 2012; Field, 2013). Levene’s test of equality of variance was also
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conducted to check that the assumption of equal variances between two groups
for the t-test was met (Creswell, 2012).
Research Question 2. This question sought to compare the growth
outcomes of SWD across the special education continuum of program models
(Models A–D in Table 4). Students who participated in Models A–C were
assessed by both an ECE and an ECSE teacher, thus it was important to first
determine if the differences of student growth scores given by ECE and ECSE
teachers were statistically significant. An analysis was conducted to determine
the differences of growth scores given by both teachers. A t-test using Levene’s
test of equality of variance was conducted to determine if the differences were
statistically significant between ECE and ECSE students. As indicated earlier, the
scores between the two groups were not statistically significant different,
meaning that ratings by these teachers on the same student were comparably
similar.
Next, an ANOVA with Bonferroni post hoc tests for multiple comparisons
was used to determine if there were significant differences of growth score
outcomes between students participating in inclusive (Models A–C) and the
noninclusive model (Model D). The post-hoc testing compared the mean
differences between each of the four groups and corrected the significant value
to limit the possibility of increasing the probability of Type I errors (Field, 2013;
Vogt, 2006).
Research Question 3. This question was concerned with the impact of
teachers’ attitudes and beliefs on SWD in inclusion models related to student

82
outcomes in the three assessment areas: SED, LLD, and COG. This research
question involved two analytical steps. The first step was to carry out Pearson
correlations to understand if teacher attitudes and beliefs correlated with student
assessment outcomes (Vogt, 2006). Because there were positive correlations
among teacher attitudes and beliefs, and student scores were nested within
teachers, multilevel modeling was then used to determine if the predictor
variables influenced student assessment outcomes.
Multilevel modeling is used when there is nesting in the observed data
(Field, 2013). In the current data, students (Level 1) were nested with teachers
(Level 2). The level 2 predictor variables for this analysis were teachers’
perceptions of SEB, teacher perceptions of AB, teacher years of experience,
teacher degree level, student gender, student race/ethnicity, student language,
and student disabilities. The level one predictors were student race, student
service model, student home language, and student disability. Three hierarchical
multiple regressions examined the three dependent variables: student SED
growth score averages, LLD growth score averages, COG score averages. Each
model had the same intercept, slope, and error formula and only differed in the
predicted y-value.
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Υ =𝛼 +𝛽 𝑥 +𝛽 𝑥 +𝛽 𝑥
+𝛽 𝑥 +𝜁 +𝜀

+𝛽 𝑥

+𝛽 𝑥

+𝛽 𝑥

+𝛽 𝑥

+𝛽 𝑥

Model 1: Υ= predicted SED outcomes for student assessment (i) by a given
teacher (j).
Model 2: Υ= predicted LLD outcomes for student assessment (i) by a given
teacher (j).
Model 3: Υ= predicted COG outcomes for student assessment (i) by a given
teacher (j).
𝛼 = intercept
𝛽 = Teacher perceptions about SEB
𝛽 = Teacher perceptions about AB
𝛽 = Teacher years of experience
𝛽 = Teacher degree level
𝛽 = Student gender
𝛽 = Student disability, SLI
𝛽 = Student race
𝛽 = Student language, non-English language
𝛽 = Student participation, inclusion models
𝜁 = residual for assessor id (teacher)
𝜀 = residual for students
Missing data. Missing data consisted of teacher survey data that were
omitted due to incomplete responses. Of the 51 teachers that agreed to
participate in the survey, two completed less than half of the survey and were
excluded from the study.
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Validity. Considering Creswell’s criteria for a reliable and valid instrument,
the terms reliable and valid need clarification, as the definitions of each are
related yet different. Reliability measures consistency of the instruments intended
outcomes, and validity is the degree to which evidence measured by the
instrument contributes to the instruments’ intended results (2012). Creswell
further clarified, “The more reliable the score from an instrument, the more valid
the scores will be” (p. 159). The DRDP 2015 utilized a full continuum of
measures and each developmental domain was accompanied by descriptors and
examples for each measure. Reliability of assessment outcomes is dependent on
the observation of a skill consistently over time and presented in different
situations or settings (Desired Results Access Project, 2015).
Teacher surveys had established content validity, as question items were
derived from previously administered surveys (Nguyen & Hughes, 2012). The
purpose of the teacher survey was to determine teachers’ perspectives and
attitudes toward inclusion of children with disabilities. Then the use of these
survey questions was appropriate and valid to use in the current research since it
concerned the same concepts.
Reliability and validity, as related to data analysis and interpretation, rely
upon the statistical input of data and the interpretation of the data. Threats to
validity when using quasi-experimental design can occur from inferences made
related to “not randomly assigning participants to groups, the potential threats of
maturation, selection, mortality, and the interaction of selection with other threats”
(Creswell, 2012, p. 310). In relation to the internal validity of my study, the DRDP
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2015 data were archived with both departments, and collection threats would rely
on the security of data storage at the district level.
The limited teacher sample had an impact on the teacher survey data and
its interpretation. Some teacher participants chose to opt out of the survey,
further impacting the quantity of data (making it less representative). Because
surveys were provided at the conclusion of the 2015-2016 school year, prior to
the beginning of the 2016-2017 school year, several teacher participants exited
the district due to other job opportunities or program reductions, also further
limiting the data collected.
The external validity of my research may be applicable to other school
districts with similar demographics and inclusion practices. In other words, if a
neighboring school district or other California school district has children of
similar ethnicity and social economic dynamics, serving a comparable number of
preschool age children with and without disabilities, practicing similar program
options and utilizing the same state assessment tools, the findings and
recommendations of this study may be applicable.
Role of the researcher. I currently work in the Urban SELPA of study. I
am a program specialist and provide support to all the ECSE programs. I
formerly worked in one of the programs, participating as a coteacher and
education specialist in an inclusion coteaching model. I have a firm belief that
children with disabilities should be provided an opportunity to be educated in
inclusive quality early childhood settings. As a program specialist, I often
participate in IEP meetings. Many of Urban SELPA’s eligible preschool students
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receive specialized instruction and related services in a self-contained setting, as
the district currently only has two inclusion options. Both of the available inclusion
models are cotaught in Head Start programs, and because of this, many students
are not provided an opportunity to be educated with typical peers, as parents
must meet the income eligibility requirements. Though it is important to advocate
for all young children with disabilities, my emotions and biases were kept distant
in an attempt to minimize any potential bias and produce impartial results that
can inform the current practices.
As the researcher, it is my role to maintain professionalism and sound
ethical practices. In this study, I continued to maintain confidentiality of all
participants through the use of coding, or identification numbers. Communication
with school district administrators was clear and concise, maintaining absolute
transparency regarding the purpose of the study and impacts (if any) toward
participants. Because I collected assessment data directly from a summarized
DRDP 2015 system, students and student names were not directly involved and
only identification numbers were given. For the teacher survey, data collected
were also confidential, as a coding system was used for surveys returned.
In this quasi-experiment I took all steps possible to ensure the data
collection was valid and that potential limitations were minimized in both study
design and data analysis. In a post-positivist approach to a quasi-experiment
there was not an absolutely accurate means to develop a true reality. For this
reason, keeping a nonbiased and objective approach lessened the possible
influences towards the data analysis, interpretations, and outcomes.
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Chapter Summary
Currently, the State of California and LEAs need to increase inclusion of
SWD in high-quality preschool programs. The research continues to highlight
teachers’ attitudes and beliefs as possible facilitators of or barriers to successful
inclusion programs. Investigation of teachers’ attitudes and beliefs towards
inclusion of SWD was conducted. This study used quantitative methods,
specifically a quasi-experiment, to determine the possible impacts of teacher
attitudes and beliefs towards inclusion on student assessment outcomes. Data
collection and analysis included teacher surveys and student assessments.
Chapter 4 presents the research findings and data interpretation.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
This chapter presents the results of the quantitative study. The
quantitative methods allowed for a reliable analysis of the data collected from
teacher surveys and student achievement data. This analysis examined the
relationships between the independent and dependent variables of interest. After
the statement of purpose and review of research questions, the results from the
following analyses are reported: frequencies, descriptive statistics, t-tests,
ANOVAs, and multilevel modeling. The chapter concludes with a summary.
The purpose of this quantitative study was to address the broader issues
related to access to high-quality inclusive preschool education for SWD. The
hypothesis was that ECE and ECSE teacher attitudes and beliefs about the
benefits, practices, and implementation of inclusion influence their assessments
of students’ social–emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive development.
To test the hypothesis, ECE and ECSE teachers assigned to both inclusive and
segregated classes were surveyed about their attitudes and beliefs about
inclusion. Additionally, this analysis compared student assessment change
scores in the continuum of special education program models.
The study addressed the following research questions and hypotheses:
1.

Do ECE and ECSE teacher attitudes and beliefs about inclusion of
SWD vary?
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a.

H1: ECE and ECSE teachers will have statistically
significantly different attitudes and beliefs about the benefits,
practices, and implementation of inclusion of SWD.

b.

H2: ECSE teacher attitudes and beliefs about benefits,
practice, and implementation of inclusion of SWD will be
more positive than ECE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs.

2.

How do SWD’s social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development vary among inclusion itinerant-consultative,
inclusion coteaching, self-contained dually enrolled, and selfcontained programs?
a.

H0: Student social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development growth will not be statistically
significantly higher for those SWD participating in inclusive
programs than for those in self-contained programs.

b.

H1: Student social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development growth will be statistically significantly
higher for those SWD participating in inclusive programs
than for those in self-contained programs.

3.

Do ECE and ECSE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about the
benefits, practices, and implementation of inclusion influence
SWD’s social–emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive
development growth?
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a.

H0: When ECE and ECSE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs
about the benefits, practices, and implementation of
inclusion are more positive, these attitudes and beliefs will
not have positive and significant effects on SWD’s social–
emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive development
growth.

b.

H1: When ECE and ECSE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs
about the benefits, practices, and implementation of
inclusion are more positive, these attitudes and beliefs will
have positive and significant effects on SWD’s social–
emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive development
growth.
First Research Question

The survey measured teachers’ attitudes and beliefs toward the inclusion
of SWD in general education models based on their experiences teaching SWD
in the 2015-2016 school year. Thus, only surveys from teachers who had SWD in
their classrooms in 2015-2016 were used for RQ1 data analysis. The survey
questions analyzed have been previously validated and found to be reliable
(Creswell, 2012; Nguyen & Hughes, 2012); therefore, a confirmatory factory
analysis was not necessary in determining the consistencies within each
construct (Field, 2013).
The first question was tested with four independent t-tests comparing ECE
and ECSE teachers. The four dependent variables were perceptions of teachers’
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attitudes and beliefs toward SEB, AB, outcomes of IP, and implementation of
DOI.
Table 8 reports the results of the four t-tests. The results indicated that
ECSE teachers (M = 4.16, SD = 0.39) reported significantly more positive
attitudes than ECE teachers (M = 3.7, SD = 0.60) on SEB, t (37) = 2.54, p < .015.
This meant that ECSE teachers had more positive attitudes and beliefs than ECE
teachers about the social–emotional benefits of inclusion for children with and
without disabilities. ECSE teachers reported significantly more positive (M = 3.80,
SD = 0.51) attitudes than ECE teachers (M = 3.43, SD = 0.50) on implementation
of DOI, t (37) = 2.18, p <.033, meaning that ECSE had more positive attitudes
and beliefs towards the implementation of DOI than did the ECE teachers.
Finally, attitudes toward AB and the outcomes of IP were not significantly
different between ECSE teachers and ECE teachers (ps > .516, see Table 8 for
means).
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Table 8
Means Comparisons and t-test Results of ECE and ECSE Teachers’ Attitudes
and Beliefs Toward SEB, AB, IP and DOI
Program

n

M

SD

SEB

p-value
.015

ECE

24

3.7188

0.60484

ECSE

15

4.1667

0.39716

AB

.516
ECE

24

3.5694

0.56874

ECSE

15

3.6889

0.52645

IP

.641
ECE

24

3.2222

0.23168

ECSE

15

3.2593

0.25081

DOI

.033

ECE

24

3.4333

0.50619

Note. SEB = social–emotional benefits; AB = academic benefits; IP = inclusion
practices; DOI = implementation of inclusion.
Second Research Question
This question was answered using an independent t-test and three oneway ANOVAs of growth scores in SED, LLD, and COG development. Only SWD
participating in program models that are part of the special education continuum
(Models A, B, C, and D in Table 4) were included in this analysis (N = 182).
There were 67 students in Models A, B, and C, rated by both ECE and ECSE
teachers, resulting in these students having two sets of domain average scores.
One set of assessment score averages needed to be eliminated in order to
create independent groups for comparisons between subjects’ ANOVAs. I tested
whether there were significant differences in how these 67 students were rated
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by their ECE and ECSE teachers using independent t-tests and ANOVAs (see
Table 9). The student assessment score averages of the SED, F(1, 132) = 0.108,
p <.05, were not significantly different between the rating provided by ECE (M =
0.99, SD = 0.78) and ECSE (M = 0.95, SD = 0.80) teachers. The student
assessment score averages of the LLD, F(1, 132) = 0.122, p <.05, were not
statistically significantly different between the ratings provided by ECE (M = 0.88,
SD = 0.87) and ECSE (M = 0.79, SD = 0.86) teachers. The student assessment
score averages of the COG, F(1, 132) + 0.037, p <.05 were also not statistically
different between the ratings provided by ECE (M = 0.72, SD = 0.73) and ECSE
(M = 0.75, SD = 0.74) teachers. Therefore, in subsequent analysis of program
Models A-D, only assessment scores from ECSE teachers were used. This
allowed for consistency with the comparison of student assessment scores
across the continuum of special education models.
Table 9
Comparison of Teachers’ Student Assessment Scores (ECE and ECSE) (N = 67)
ECE scores

ECSE scores

M

SD

M

SD

t

df

p-value

SED

.9910

.78272

.9463

.79741

.328

132

.964

LLD

.8848

.87026

.7925

.86152

.349

132

.880

COG

.7232

.72821

.7476

.73529

-.193

132

.572

Note. SED = social–emotional development; LLD = literacy and language
domain; COG = cognitive development domain.
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To determine if significance differences exist between the four program
Models (A, B, C, D) in SWD’s assessment score averages in the three
developmental domains, a one-way ANOVA was conducted. If there was a
significant omnibus test for an ANOVA, group means were compared with series
of post hoc tests using a Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons. Tables
10 and 11 report the results of the ANOVAs.
Table 10
Group Mean Comparisons of SED, LLD, and COG Growth Score Averages by
Program Model
Program models

n

M

SD

B-Itinerant/consultative

19

.8316

.94578

C- Co-teach

27

1.1852

.66547

D- Dually enrolled

22

.7273

.74972

114

.6386

.58408

B-Inclusion itinerant-consultative

19

.6684

1.08169

C- Inclusion coteach

27

1.0407

.63200

D- Self-contained dually enrolled

22

.5909

.83661

114

.5219

.44578

B-Inclusion itinerant-consultative

19

.7273

.73606

C- Inclusion coteach

27

.9764

.54580

D- Self-contained dually enrolled

22

.4669

.85017

114

.5303

.43656

SED growth score averages

E- Self-contained only
LLD growth score averages

E- Self-contained only
COG growth score averages

E- Self-contained only

Note. SED = social–emotional development; LLD = literacy and language
domain; COG = cognitive development domain.
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Table 11
Group Mean Comparisons of SED, LLD, and COG Variance Between and Within
Groups
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

pvalue

5.07

.002

5.14

.002

5.54

.001

SED growth score averages
Between Groups
Within Groups

6.67

3

2.22

77.97

178

0.44

5.94

3

1.98

68.60

178

0.39

5.06

3

1.69

54.21

178

0.31

LLD growth score averages
Between Groups
Within Groups
COG growth score averages
Between Groups
Within Groups

Note. SED = social–emotional development; LLD = literacy and language
domain; COG = cognitive development domain.

The results showed that SED scores were statistically different between
the program models at F(3, 178) = 5.07, p = .002. Students in self-contained only
classrooms SWD (0.63 ± 0.55) were rated significantly lower than SWD in
inclusion coteaching classrooms (1.18 ± .67). In other words, students
participating in an inclusion coteaching model performed better in SED outcomes
than students participating in self-contained only programs. There were no other
significant differences found among other program models related to SED (ps >
.05).
Literacy and language development growth scores were statistically
significantly different between different program models at F(3, 178) = 5.14,
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p =.002. The post hoc tests revealed that students participating in self-contained
only (0.52 ± 0.44) programs had significantly lower growth score averages than
students participating in inclusion coteaching (1.04 ± 0.63) programs. Students
participating in inclusive coteaching models demonstrated higher literacy and
language growth score averages than students participating in self-contained
only classrooms. There were no other significant differences found among
program models related to LLD growth scores.
Cognitive development growth scores were statistically significantly
different at F(3, 178) = 5.54, p = .001. Once again, the post hoc tests found that
students participating in self-contained only (0.53 ± 0.434) programs had
significantly lower growth scores than students participating in inclusion coteaching (0.98 ± 0.55) programs. Like that of the SED and LLD growth score
outcomes, students participating in inclusive coteaching models demonstrated
higher growth score averages in COG compared to students participating in selfcontained only programs. There were no other significant differences found
among program models related to cognitive development outcomes.
Third Research Question
Teachers’ perceptions about inclusion were measured by their attitudes
and beliefs toward SEB, AB, outcomes of IP, and implementation of DOI. More
specifically, I calculated means of their agreement with questions related to SWD
participating in inclusive education. For this analysis, only responses of teachers
(n = 33) with students identified as SWD were used. The analysis for the
question involved a multilevel regression where student assessments were
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nested within classrooms (teachers). The first level (students) consisted of the
variables race/ethnicity, program model of student, students’ home language,
and type of student disability. The second level included the variables teachers’
perceptions of SEB, teacher perceptions of AB, teachers’ years of experience,
and teachers’ highest degree level.
Correlation
Pearson correlations were examined in order to identify if teacher attitudes
and beliefs correlated with student assessment outcomes. As seen in Table 12,
teacher perceptions about SEB of inclusion were significantly and positively
correlated with the SED change scores (r = .19, p = .009), LLD (r = .24, p = .001)
and COG (r = .24, p = .001). This means that, as teacher attitudes and beliefs
toward SEB became more positive, so did their assessment scores on all the
domains (SED, LLD, and COG). Teacher perceptions toward the AB of inclusion
were also found to be significantly and positively correlated with student SED
growth scores (r = .22, p = .003), LLD growth scores (r = .19, p = .008) and COG
growth scores (r = .23, p = .001). As teacher perceptions about the positive
impacts of inclusion on AB increased, so did student SED, LLD, and COG growth
scores.
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Table 12
Correlations Between Teachers’ Attitudes and Beliefs and Student Growth Scores
Teacher SEB Teacher AB Teacher IP Teacher DOI Student SED Student LLD Student COG
Teacher SEB
.464***

-.198**

.458***

.188**

.237**

.237**

.000

.006

.000

.009

.001

.001

189

189

189

189

189

189

189

r

.464***

1

.183*

.010

.216**

.192**

.234**

p

.000

.012

.894

.003

.008

.001

N

189

189

189

189

189

189

189

r

-.198**

.183*

1

-.151*

-.032

-.156*

-.009

p

.006

.012

.038

.659

.032

.904

N

189

189

189

189

189

189

189

1

-.112

.007

.033

.126

.921

.655

189

189

189

r

1

p
N
Teacher AB

Teacher IP

Teacher DOI
r

.458***

.010

-.151*

p

.000

.894

.038

N

189

189

189

189
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Table 12, cont.
Teacher SEB Teacher AB Teacher IP Teacher DOI Student SED Student LLD Student COG
Student SED
r

.188**

.216**

-.032

-.112

.009

.003

.659

.126

189

189

189

189

.649***

.512***

.000

.000

189

189

189

1

.672***

1

Student LLD
r

.237**

.192**

-.156*

.007

.649***

p

.001

.008

.032

.921

.000

N

189

189

189

189

189

189

189
1

.000

Student COG
r

.237**

.234**

-.009

.033

.512***

.672***

p

.001

.001

.904

.655

.000

.000

N

189

189

189

189

189

189

189

Note. SEB = social–emotional benefits; AB = academic benefits; IP = inclusion practices; DOI = implementation of
inclusion; SED = social–emotional development; LLD = literacy and language domain; COG = cognitive development
domain.
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

99

100
Teacher perceptions about the impacts of IP were not significantly and
positively correlated with SED growth scores (r = -.03, p = .659) and COG growth
scores (r = -.01, p = .904), but were significantly and negatively correlated with
LLD growth scores (r = -.16, p = .032). This means that teacher perceptions
about the impacts of inclusive practices did not influence student SED or COG
change scores. Paradoxically, as teacher perceptions became less positive
about the impacts of inclusive practices decreased, student LLD change scores
increased. Finally, teacher perceptions about the implementation of the DOI were
not significantly correlated with students’ SED growth scores (r = -.11, p = .126),
LLD growth scores (r = .007, p = .921), and COG growth scores (r = -.009,
p = .904). Teacher perceptions about the implementation of inclusive practice
did not have a relationship with student social–emotional, literacy and language,
and cognitive development growth scores.
Multilevel Regression
In order to determine the relationships between teacher attitudes and
beliefs toward SWD and for the outcomes for SWD, a multilevel regression was
used that could account for the nesting of students within teachers. The
approach allows for accurate estimates of standard errors, given that student
assessments were nested with teachers. The following was conducted with the
consideration of the p value of <.05 as significant, the standard for research.
However, p values <.100 were also interpreted cautiously as potentially
meaningful patterns.
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Table 13 reports that most predictors were nonsignificant at the p < .05
level. There were several that showed patterns that were marginally significant at
p < .100. Participation in an inclusion program was marginally significant (B =
0.25, SE = 0.13, 95% CI [0.01, 0.51] p = .055). Students who participated in
inclusive programs demonstrated 0.25 higher SED growth outcomes than
students who were in self-contained programs. Students with speech and
language impairments was a marginally significant predictor of cognitive growth
outcomes (B = 0.17, SE = 0.09, 95% CI [-0.01, 0.35] p = .076). This suggests
that students with SLI demonstrated 0.17 higher COG growth average outcomes
than students having other disabilities, such as autism, intellectual disabilities,
other health impairments, and hearing impairments. Teachers’ experience was a
marginally significant predictor of students with COG growth outcomes (B = 0.01, SE = 0.01, 95% CI [-.03, .00] p =.060). For each year teachers gained in
experience there was a 0.01 decrease in teachers’ assessment scoring of
student COG growth average outcomes.
Chapter Summary
The first research question was analyzed through four independent t-tests
to compare ECE and ECSE attitudes and beliefs toward the SEB, AB, outcomes
of IP, and implementation of DOI. ECSE teachers reported significantly higher
attitudes than ECE teachers on perspective of social–emotional benefits of
inclusion and implementation of dimensions of inclusion. ECSE and ECE
teachers’ perceptions about the academic benefits of inclusion and the outcomes
of inclusive practice were not significantly different.
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Table 13
Multilevel Model Regressions for SED, LLD, and COG

Teacher variables

Model 1 – SED

Model 2 – LLD

Model 3 – COG

B (SE)

p

95% CI

B (SE)

p

95% CI

B (SE)

p

95% CI

Intercept

0.41
(1.00)

.684

-1.63,
2.46

-0.59
(0.94)

.536

-1.31, 2.48

0.04
(0.85)

.961

-1.73,
1.81

SEB

0.02
(0.17)

.925

-0.33,
0.36

0.18
(0.15)

.263

-0.14, 0.50

0.14
(0.14)

.312

-0.15,
0.44

AB

0.19
(0.17)

.270

-0.16,
0.54

0.11
(0.16)

.498

-0.22, 0.43

0.13
(0.14)

.364

-0.17,
0.43

Experience

-0.01
(0.01)

.169

-0.03,
0.01

-0.01
(0.01)

.589

-0.02, 0.01

-0.01
(0.01)

.060

-0.03,
0.01

Degree level

-0.03
(0.11)

.815

-0.24,
0.19

0.04
(0.10)

.660

-0.16, 0.25

-0.07
(0.09)

.445

-0.26,
0.12

Note. Student gender, (1 = Female, 0 = male); SLI (Speech and Language Impairments) (1 = SLI, 0 = all other
disabilities); Ethnicity, (1= Hispanic/Latino/African American, 0= White/Asian); non-English language (1= non-English
language, 0= English); Inclusion (1= inclusion, 0= noninclusion). Teacher ratings of students (n = 189). SEB = social–
emotional benefits; AB = academic benefits; IP = inclusion practices; DOI = implementation of inclusion; SED = social–
emotional development; LLD = literacy and language domain; COG = cognitive development domain.
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Table 13, cont.

Student variables

Model 1 – SED

Model 2 – LLD

Model 3 – COG

B (SE)

p

95% CI

B (SE)

p

95% CI

B (SE)

p

95% CI

Gender

0.02
(0.10)

.842

-0.18,
0.22

-0.14
(0.09)

.133

-0.32, 0.04

-0.08
(0.09)

.382

-0.26,
0.10

Speech &
language
impairments

0.02
(0.10)

.797

-0.18,
0.23

0.07
(0.10)

.449

-0.17, 0.26

0.17
(0.09)

.076

-0.02,
0.35

Ethnicity

-0.06
(0.21)

.761

-0.47,
0.34

0.01
(0.19)

.977

-0.38, 0.37

-0.23
(0.19)

.220

-0.60,
0.14

Non-English
language

-0.04
(0.09)

.680

-0.22,
0.14

-0.02
(0.08)

.858

-0.18, 0.15

0.06
(0.08)

.494

-0.11,
0.22

Inclusion

0.25
(0.13)

.055

-0.01,
0.51

0.18
(0.12)

.140

-0.06, 0.41

< 0.00
(0.11)

.982

-0.22,
0.23

Note. Student gender, (1 = Female, 0 = male); SLI (Speech and Language Impairments) (1 = SLI, 0 = all other
disabilities); Ethnicity, (1= Hispanic/Latino/African American, 0= White/Asian); non-English language (1= non-English
language, 0= English); Inclusion (1= inclusion, 0= noninclusion). Teacher ratings of students (n = 189). SEB = social–
emotional benefits; AB = academic benefits; IP = inclusion practices; DOI = implementation of inclusion; SED = social–
emotional development; LLD = literacy and language domain; COG = cognitive development domain.
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The second research question was examined through a t-test and three
one-way ANOVAs models in order to determine if student development varied
based on their participation in continuum of special education models. Student
SED, LLD, and COG total growth scores were statistically significant such that
students participating in self-contained only programs demonstrated significantly
lower SED, LLD, and COG than students participating in inclusion coteaching
programs.
The last research question was tested with correlations multilevel
regressions. The higher teacher perceptions were toward the social–emotional
benefits of inclusion, the higher the social–emotional development, literacy and
language development, and cognitive development of children. Additionally,
student social–emotional development, literacy and language development, and
cognitive development increased as teacher perceptions toward the academic
benefits of inclusion became more positive. Teacher perceptions about the
outcomes of inclusive practices and implementation of dimensions of inclusion
were not significantly correlated to students’ social–emotional development,
literacy and language development, and cognitive development growth scores.
The results of the multilevel model regression found several variables as
marginally significant predictors of student developmental outcomes. In regard to
SED, students that did not participate in inclusive programs had lower growth
outcomes. Student COG growth outcomes were higher for students with speech
and language impairments than other disabilities such as autism, intellectual
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disabilities, other health impairments, and hearing impairments. Finally, student
COG growth outcomes decreased for each year teachers gained experience.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
The problem the study addressed is the lack of access to inclusive
education in early childhood education for SWD, specifically, how teachers’
attitudes and beliefs about inclusion may impact the social–emotional, literacy
and language, and cognitive development of their students. The study surveyed
attitudes and beliefs of ECE and ECSE educators teaching in both inclusive and
self-contained classes. In the analysis, I compared the relationship of these
attitudes and beliefs to students’ growth in cognition, language, and
socioemotional development. I proposed that teacher attitudes and beliefs
toward inclusion of young children with disabilities could influence practices and,
subsequently, student outcomes in ECE.
The study addressed the following questions:
1.

Do ECE and ECSE teacher attitudes and beliefs about inclusion of
SWD vary?
a.

H1: ECE and ECSE teachers will have statistically
significantly different attitudes and beliefs about the benefits,
practices, and implementation of inclusion of SWD.

b.

H2: ECSE teacher attitudes and beliefs about benefits,
practice, and implementation of inclusion of SWD will be
more positive than ECE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs.
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2.

How do SWD’s social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development vary among inclusion itinerant-consultative,
inclusion coteaching, self-contained dually enrolled, and selfcontained programs?
a.

H0: Student social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development growth will not be statistically
significantly higher for those SWD participating in inclusive
programs than for those in self-contained programs.

b.

H1: Student social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development growth will be statistically significantly
higher for those SWD participating in inclusive programs
than for those in self-contained programs.

3.

Do ECE and ECSE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about the
benefits, practices, and implementation of inclusion influence
SWD’s social–emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive
development growth?
a.

H0: When ECE and ECSE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs
about the benefits, practices, and implementation of
inclusion are more positive, these attitudes and beliefs will
not have positive and significant effects on SWD’s social–
emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive development
growth.
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b.

H1: When ECE and ECSE teachers’ attitudes and beliefs
about the benefits, practices, and implementation of
inclusion are more positive, these attitudes and beliefs will
have positive and significant effects on SWD’s social–
emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive development
growth.
Summary of Findings

The rationale for this study emerged from a problem of practice that I
observed as a support provider. Beyond meeting the IDEA federal requirements
of special education to provide FAPE and LRE to all SWD, the Office of Special
Education Programs further mandates state-level performance plans to monitor
program quality. As part of the SPP, APR indicators are utilized to drive
expectations, assure compliance, and guide corrective action if needed. Office of
Special Education Programs’ expectations for LEAs to meet the APR 6 and APR
72 indicators, require that Urban SELPA have less than 34% of SWD
participating in self-contained classrooms and that Urban SELPA students meet
the expected growth targets in social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development. The district that is the setting of the study did not meet
the expectations in the indicators of the percentage of SWD participating in
general education programs and in indicators of improvements to developmental
outcomes.

2

Annual performance report (APR) 6: number of SWD participating in general education
programs; APR 7: percentage of SWD demonstrating improved growth in social–
emotional skills, acquisition of knowledge and skills, and use of appropriate behaviors.
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The goal of this study is to understand (a) if student outcomes differ per
participation in program model, (b) the differences between ECE and ECSE
teachers’ attitudes and beliefs toward SWD in inclusion, and (c) if teachers’
attitudes and beliefs influence student outcomes.
Existing literature on inclusive practices in preschool programs suggest
that teacher attitudes and beliefs toward SWD have an impact on student
outcomes. As a support provider, I often hear ECE and ECSE teachers voice
their doubts about the success of inclusive practice and their lack of willingness
to implement or participate in inclusive programs. The literature suggests
philosophical and educational backgrounds, experience, access to support and
resources, and quality professional development influence teachers’ attitudes
and beliefs regarding inclusion of SWD (Dunst & Bruder, 2014; Guralnick et al.,
2008; Sexton et al., 2002). I based my study’s research questions on the theory
of self-efficacy, which explains how efficacy is related to beliefs and attitudes
(Bandura, 1977, 1993). The conceptual framework of this study considers the
possibility that teacher attitudes and beliefs about inclusion further impact
teachers’ self-efficacy, which can then influence their teaching practices.
Changes in teaching practices can then further influence all student outcomes.
In addition to pointing out the need to comply with the legal mandates that
expect an increase in the implementation of inclusive practices, the literature
largely concludes that SWD benefit from inclusion (Odom et al., 2011). SWD
participating in inclusive programs have demonstrated improved social–
emotional, language, and cognitive skills as a result of the supportive
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instructional practices and quality of student interactions or peer models (Bruder,
2010; Estes-Jones, 2013; Odom et al., 2011; Taylor & Moniz-Tadeo, 2012).
Because the district under study has currently not met the growth indicators, it is
important to examine if the relationships between inclusion and student growth
align with the research. Therefore, this study examines student developmental
growth outcomes across the continuum of special education placements or
program models.
In summary, the district needs to increase the number of SWD in inclusive
education and improve the development outcomes for students in the areas of
social–emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive development. I propose
that teacher attitudes and beliefs toward the inclusion of SWD in general
education classrooms can impact practice. Teachers with more positive attitudes
and beliefs toward inclusion of SWD may tend to work more effectively with
students with learning challenges (Leyser et al., 2011; Wossenie, 2014). For this
reason, this study examines the differences between ECE and ECSE teachers’
attitudes and beliefs toward inclusion of SWD, and it further examines the
impacts that teacher attitudes and beliefs may have on student outcomes.
Variability in Attitude and Beliefs Between ECE and ECSE Teachers
The first research question explored whether there were statistically
significant differences between the attitudes and beliefs of ECSE and ECE
teachers toward inclusion of SWD in general education classrooms. The study
findings indicate that participant ECSE teachers had more positive attitudes and
believed that inclusion had positive influences on the social–emotional benefits
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for student. They also had more a positive belief that the inclusive curriculum
was adaptable, as instruction could be differentiated. Early childhood special
education teachers had more positive attitudes and believed that time spent with
individual children and the availability of specialists and aides was adequate in
meeting the needs of SWD in inclusion.
These findings help clarify the differences among ECE and ECSE
teachers and the possibility that teacher preparedness, experience, and training
impact teacher self-efficacy. That is, teacher attitudes and beliefs toward
inclusion of SWD may become more positive when they feel prepared to work
with SWD in inclusive programs. Identification of these differences better inform
district leadership and higher education program practice relative to professional
development, teacher training, and teacher support.
Student Growth Score Outcomes by Program Model
Currently, Urban SELPA has two coteaching inclusion models serving
approximately 30 students. These classroom models exist in partnership with the
school district’s child development department and are funded with Head Start
funds. In the coteaching model, both ECE and ECSE teachers collaborate on
course planning and instruction to blend their expertise and support all students.
Together they provide modifications and accommodations for SWD.
The second question sought to compare the growth outcomes of SWD
across the special education continuum of program models. These study results
demonstrated that students’ social–emotional development, literacy and
language development, and cognitive development growth scores were
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statistically significantly different between those in self-contained only (Model D)
and those in the coteaching inclusive (Model B). More specifically SWD in
inclusive coteaching programs scored higher than SWD in self-contained
programs in social–emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive development.
These results are consistent with previous research reviewed in Chapter 2 that
concludes that SWD developmental outcomes are more positive when SWD are
presented with opportunities to participate in inclusive models (Barton & Smith,
2015; Bruder, 2010; Odom et al., 2011; Odom & Diamond, 1998).
There are additional matters related to leadership practices and policy
development. These findings point to important changes needed in the federal,
state, and local levels of policy development. Federal and state policies must be
written with the expectation that inclusion is readily practiced and must provide
support systems to LEAs in order to meet these expectations.
Teachers’ Attitudes and Beliefs and Student Outcomes
Using correlation and multilevel regression models, Research Question 3
proposed testing if there was a relationship between teacher attitudes and beliefs
and student assessment growth in social–emotional, literacy and language, and
cognitive development. It also analyzed the relationship of student social–
emotional , literacy and language , and cognitive assessment outcomes and a
number of other independent variables, including between teacher attitudes and
beliefs toward social–emotional and academic benefits of inclusion, teacher
years of experience, teacher degree level, student gender, disability, ethnicity,
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home language, and program participation related to student social–emotional,
literacy and language, and cognitive assessment outcomes.
The correlation results indicated that teacher attitudes and beliefs were
significantly related to social–emotional benefits of inclusion, and academic
benefits of inclusion were significantly and positively related to all developmental
domains for student assessment outcomes. As teachers’ attitudes and beliefs
about students’ social–emotional and academic benefits of inclusive education
increased, so did their assessments of students’ social–emotional, literacy and
language, and cognitive development. However, there was an unexpected
finding that as teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about inclusive practices and
implementation of inclusion were decreased, student literacy and language
development increased. This negative correlation was not expected and does not
relate to previous research suggesting SWD benefit from the language models
that are present in inclusive programs (Mashburn et al., 2009). An assumption
can only be provided, as it is possible that there are additional factors that may
impact this outcome, making it difficult to fully understand why the unexpected
relationship was found.
The multilevel regression results revealed that there were marginally
significant effects of predictor variables of inclusion, disability, and teachers’
experience toward student outcomes. Students who participated in inclusive
programs had higher social–emotional growth outcomes than students who
participated in self-contained models. Students with an identified disability of
speech and language impairments had higher cognitive growth average
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outcomes than students with other disabilities. As teachers gained experience,
student cognitive growth average outcomes decreased.
The findings of these research questions highlight the need to address
teacher practices and LEA inclusion practices. Teacher assessment practices
are an essential component of pedagogical practices, and teachers need
continuous training and support to ensure with assessment practices. Local
education agencies must increase access for preschool SWD to participate in
inclusive programs through operational supports like that of teacher training and
resources to increase instructional practices.
Interpretations and Implications
Teacher and Leadership Preparation and Development
The differences displayed between the attitudes and beliefs of ECSE and
ECE teachers demonstrated that ECE teachers report less positive attitudes than
ECSE teachers towards inclusion of SWD. One way to explain this is that, unlike
ECSE teachers, ECE teachers may not feel as confident and comfortable with
the implementation of inclusive practices, including those designed to address
social–emotional development. This lack of confidence in ECE teachers may
stem from a lack of exposure as well as training and experience with inclusive
practices within their higher education teacher preparation programs. ECE
teachers are typically not prepared in such areas as implementation of
differentiated teaching strategies, use of assessments, and observational
techniques used with SWD. There is the possible lack of early career exposure
and professional development that could give ECE teachers a lower level of self-
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efficacy when dealing with the use and implementation of specialized supports
and accommodations.
These findings shed light on the need for systems of higher education to
better prepare teachers for inclusive practices (see also, Barton & Smith, 2015;
Shady et al., 2013; Wong & Cumming, 2010). When quality teacher preparation
programs provide candidates with the skills, knowledge, and capabilities to
successfully implement inclusive education practices, teachers are better able to
meet the needs of SWD, leading to improved attitudes and beliefs (Barton &
Smith, 2015). As one participant ECSE teacher said, “In order to see more
success it would be important to look at training for general education staff
members so that they can adapt curriculum, foster social and emotional learning,
and work with all levels of disability and behavior.” For reasons such as this,
ECSE teacher preparation programs should seek to create a blended model in
conjunction with general education teacher preparation programs in order to
facilitate collaboration between both groups to align the theoretical foundations
found in both. The resulting synergies may increase awareness and
understanding between both early ECSE teachers and general education
teachers, therefore further increasing teacher self-efficacy and improving
attitudes and beliefs.
University departments should collaborate to provide college-level course
plans that blend ECE and ECSE coursework. Overlapping multiple courses
within the ECE and ECSE preparation programs will provide a platform that
encourages collaboration during the learning process of teacher candidates. This
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practice of encouraging collaboration among teacher candidates can further the
practice of collaboration in the classroom. In addition to blending of ECE and
ECSE teacher candidates and courses, universities and LEAs can together
develop purposeful memorandums of understanding and in-service programs
that promote inclusive practices and teacher learning experiences. In this model,
teacher candidates completing internship coursework will benefit from fieldwork
experiences within inclusive models as opposed to the experiences of teaching in
isolated self-contained models.
Furthermore, leadership preparation programs for future school leaders
and administrators should emphasize the importance of school cultures that
promote social justice and equitable access for all SWD. School administration
and leadership programs must guide school leaders toward and better
understanding of inclusive practices and how they apply to preschool age
children with disabilities, highlighting legal IDEA mandates and state
expectations. The resulting collaborations involving the multiple higher education
departments may increase leadership practices that further promote awareness
and understanding between both ECSE teachers and general education
teachers, therefore further increasing teacher self-efficacy and improving
attitudes and beliefs.
Likewise, leadership’s support for teachers and early career professional
development play a vital role in the sustained success and efficacy of both ECSE
and general education teachers. One participant ECSE teacher suggested that “It
is also important to increase the amount of special education teacher support in
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the inclusive general education settings in order to support the number of
students that would benefit from a more inclusive school environment.” Another
ECSE participant added, “I believe that this [teaching in inclusive settings]
experience is contingent upon the support that is given to the teacher in the
classroom.” Because of teacher sentiments like these, the success of inclusion is
dependent upon the supports provided for all ECE and ECSE teachers by
leaders and the district. Furthermore, the success of inclusive practices begins
with a shared vision and collaboration (Dunne, 2002; Sexton et al., 2002). This
can be achieved through structured professional development programs that
have the purposeful practice of blending both ECSE and general education staff
in order to continue collaboration between both entities. As major stakeholders,
Local education agency leaders should strive to set the tone and direction for
blended professional development of teachers, staff, and all support providers
within both realms of special and general education.
Local and State Policy
The significant differences observed in this study between students in
coteaching models demonstrating higher rate of growth (average) in all domains
than students in self-contained models could potentially be due to peer modeling,
where SWD in coteaching classrooms interact with typically developing students.
Existing research supports the conclusion that children with disabilities have
greater potential to develop social and academic competencies when given
opportunities to experience peer-to-peer interactions with children who are
typically developing (Diamond & Hong, 2010; Guralnick et al. 2008). Coteaching
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models of inclusion are one way to allow for the collaboration and blending of
expertise among special and general education teachers, improving the success
of inclusion and increasing student learning outcomes (Odom et al., 2011; Shady
et al., 2013; Taylor & Moniz-Tadeo, 2012). In turn, inclusive practices increase
students’ skills and abilities through opportunities from peer modeling and
increased interaction with typical peers.
Unfortunately, Urban SELPA’s current co teaching model is limited to
supporting only those SWD whom meet the low-income-based eligibility criteria
of Head Start. Thus, not all children with disabilities in the Urban SELPA have
equitable access to this model. In order to fully realize the benefits associated
with inclusion for all SWD, a paradigm shift must occur at local, state and federal
levels to implement systems of practice whereby inclusion is a priority demanding
appropriate attention, resources, and implementation. As California APR
indicators 6 and 7 (LRE and assessment) show, the Urban SELPA examined in
this study did not meet the target benchmarks for students aged 3–5 with IEPs in
the areas of inclusive instruction and social, emotional, and cognitive
development growth. It is paramount for local, state, and federal education
agencies to draft and implement official policies that establish a framework for
inclusion at all levels of instruction. Policies should offer guiding principles of
action and provide support systems in order to facilitate, monitor, and evaluate
inclusive practices that foster student growth.
Focused leadership practices at the district level are essential for the
effective execution of policies aimed at promoting inclusive practices. Urban
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SELPA’s current options for inclusion are limited to Head Start and state-funded
preschool programs. These programs have drawbacks, such as enrollment
timelines and income qualifications for participant eligibility. This presents a
problem for local special education programs to effectively meet state
expectations for inclusive practices (APR indicator 6). It is recommended that
district leadership pursue funding strategies that maximize inclusive options while
remaining financially sustainable. Seeking alternative funding streams that do not
limit enrollment based on timelines or income eligibility will allow the Urban
SELPA special education program to meet the expectations of the state
performance plan.
Current state and federal funding policies for early childhood and K-12
education come from two different policy and funding streams. Federal Head
Start and state preschool funding outlines supports for preschool age children
that meet eligibility criteria, and local control funding formula address supports
provided to students in the K-12 programs. Therefore, preschool age SWD fall in
a unique situation sitting between two funding entities, neither fully dedicated to
supporting educational provisions for this group of students. Moreover, preschool
funding is provided based on very specific guidelines and eligibility, not allowing
for full access for all preschool age SWD. Likewise, fiscal support for K-12
educational systems is built around funding formulas specific for the education of
K-12 students, unknowingly missing the supports needed for preschool SWD
according to IDEA mandates. In order to reduce the barriers to providing
preschool inclusive education that many LEAs face, state policy-making bodies,
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committees, and task forces must advocate for the development of policies that
channel funding and fiscal supports to LEAs in order to ensure the equitable
access of inclusive education for preschool age SWD.
In order to ensure that there is a voice at the table for state level program
planning, policy-making boards, committees, and task forces should include
those personnel that are closely linked and knowledgeable about preschool
special education and inclusion practices. This may include, but is not limited to,
special education district administrators/directors, higher education leaders of
early childhood and early childhood special education. Policy-making bodies, like
that of the recent 2014-2015 Statewide Special Education Task Force, must
continue to advocate for the supports to school systems ensuring access to
inclusive education for all preschool SWD (Statewide Special Education Task
Force, 2015). Solutions may lay with the need to rewrite the Local Control
Funding Formulas so funding can be used for preschool SWD and the
development of inclusive models that are not limited to only low-income SWD.
Teacher Assessment Practices
When examining teacher variables as predictors, study found that
teachers with more years of experience tended to have students with lower
cognitive growth outcomes. This lends credence to the assumption that as
teachers gain more years of experience they tend to assess students’ cognitive
growth with more rigor. A potential reason for the increased rigor and stringency
may be due to the cumulative experience gained over years of instruction, as
well as a growing basis of comparison among the multitude of students assessed
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in that time span. Newer teachers may assess students’ cognitive growth
outcomes with less relative experience, therefore resulting in higher cognitive
ratings being assigned to students of these less experienced teachers.
In order to fully explore the implication that teacher experience impacts
cognitive outcome assessment, further research should be conducted to track
the evolution of teacher assessment practices as their careers progress.
Likewise, the use of summative assessment strategies may offset the subjectivity
potentially displayed by teachers of varying experience. Teacher preparation and
experience play a vital role in accurately and effectively assessing the cognitive
growth of SWD. One ECSE teacher participant shared, “I believe that each child
must continue to be looked at as an individual in regards to the amount of
inclusion a child is ready for. What inclusion looks like for our SWD will vary
dependent on their individual needs and amount of support needed to be
successful in the general education environment.” Because of this, it is
imperative that teacher training continues throughout employment, ensuring that
teachers at all stages of their careers have access to timely and current
assessment practices and strategies to ensure effective methods of assessment
that aim to minimize subjectivity and maximize the accuracy of student
observation data collected.
Inclusion Practices
Although there was a positive correlation between attitudes and beliefs of
social–emotional benefits and academic benefits toward inclusion of SWD, when
data was analyzed through multilevel modeling, there was no statistical
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significance supporting the assumption that these attitudes and beliefs predict
social–emotional, literacy and language, and cognitive development outcomes in
SWD. Rather, evidence from the multilevel models suggested students in
inclusive programs had higher social–emotional development than students in
self-contained programs, indicating participation in inclusive models is a predictor
for higher social–emotional development outcomes. The ECSE teacher
participant further added to this by sharing that a student with moderate/severe
needs “is progressing socially in the general education classroom.” Additionally,
students with speech and language impairments had higher cognitive growth
compared to students with other disabilities, suggesting milder disabilities
allowed for higher cognitive growth. This makes intuitive sense, as students with
minimal cognitive delays are likely better able to achieve positive gains in social–
emotional development.
The current study reinforces the overarching recommendation for
increased practice of inclusion for SWD. Previous research and evidence
illustrating the benefits of inclusion support the conclusion that SWD should have
access to inclusive models of education in order to promote all areas of
development while providing students with intensive instruction in blended
classroom models (Barton & Smith, 2015). Ensuing recommendations based on
this evidence also include professional development practices aimed at
integrating stronger pedagogical principles in order to increase growth in all
areas of student development. Future leadership approaches with the Urban
SELPA should focus on strengthening teacher resources and support to provide
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effective instructional strategies aimed at all areas of development, paying
attention to students categorized in other areas of developmental disabilities,
having moderate to severe learning needs.
Strengths and Limitations of this Study
Strengths
Quantitative analysis is a standardized procedure that reduces bias and
errors, strengthens the findings, and allows for data to be generalized to a larger
population (Creswell, 2012). The use of quantitative analysis strengthened the
findings of this study beyond an educational guess or experience posed by the
researcher. The methods used allowed for statistical reliability to find evidence
for relationships among variables. The strength of this methodology lies in the
use of quantitative analysis to identify statistical significance, further validating
initial hypotheses. This study provides a framework for other urban SELPAs to
replicate the quantitative methodology, including multiple levels of statistical
analysis to seek additional correlations and potential predictive patterns within
the data collected.
The DRDP 2015 assessment tool was an additional strength to this study.
The 2015-2016 school year was the first time that both ECE and ECSE teachers
used the same tool to assess preschool age students, including SWD. Though
the DRDP 2015 was initially piloted and field tested for interrater reliability, this
study further validated the interrater reliability of this tool. An ANOVA was used to
determine if significant difference existed for growth outcomes among the 67
students that were rated by both an ECE and an ECSE teacher. The results
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indicated no statistically significant difference between students’ growth
outcomes whether assessed by an ECE or ECSE teacher. This validates the
strength of the instruments assessor reliability among teachers.
This study was timely as it was relevant to current educational policy
directives and initiatives. Just as this research study sought to address the
impacts of teacher attitudes and beliefs toward inclusion on the developmental
outcomes of students, the policy statements also reported attitudes and beliefs
as one of the frequently reported barriers of successful inclusion (U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, 2015). This study contributes to the
growing evidence in support of inclusion to achieve growth in student
development in special education.
Limitations
One limitation is the use of surveys in quantitative research, which limits
the data collected to the responses related to predetermined constructs included
in the survey. This limits the range of information teacher participants could
contribute, as their responses were confined to the construction and execution of
questions within the survey instrument. Follow-up interviews or observations of
teachers would have provided for a greater understanding of teacher
perspectives related to inclusion and are recommended for future research.
The ability to generalize the findings of this research may have limitations,
as participants were selected based on a convenience sample from the district
that I was able to access. The demographic characteristics of the district used in
the study were similar to surrounding urban/suburban schools in the Los Angeles
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County area and were representative of the population. However, some may
argue the study sample size of 65 teachers and fewer than 200 children would
limit the study’s generalizability to a larger population. Vogt explains that when a
sample size is small, there are limitations with accurately predicting the outcomes
will be repeated in a larger study (2006). In the study sample, there were mostly
female teachers and only 2.5% were male teachers, which deviates from the
overall population that includes more than 25% male teachers. The results of this
study may be heavily influenced by the female opinion and may not accurately
reflect male teachers’ opinions.
More than half of the teachers in the study were Hispanic/Latino or white,
while other ethnicities made up only 15% of the sample. There was a closer to
equitable distribution of ethnic backgrounds among teachers in the population,
which suggests that other ethnicities in the sample are underrepresented. The
gender differences for the student sample and population indicate that the
sample was mostly female compared to the population, which had a more even
distribution of male and female students. These discrepancies between the
sample and the population limit the generalization of findings.
The focus of this research study was limited to the perspectives of ECE
and ECSE teachers. Parent perspectives and leadership perspectives related to
inclusion of student with disabilities were not investigated, therefore limiting the
addition of other possible variables that impact the success of inclusion. This
study sought to address teacher attitudes and beliefs toward the inclusion of
SWD and therefore focused on the impacts those beliefs had on developmental
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outcomes of SWD. Due to a narrowed focus on only SWD, I did provide data that
may have explained the impacts of inclusion on students without disabilities who
participated in preschool inclusion models. This type of analysis may have
provided additional feedback related to teacher perspectives about the impacts of
inclusion on typical developing children.
A final limitation may be in the process by which the Urban SELPA
assigns students to classroom models. Due to systematic constraints, like
program eligibility guidelines, there may exist a bias in the way children are
placed in the educational setting across the continuum, reducing the ability to
categorically define the sample population of students being randomly assigned
to classroom models. Decisions regarding assignment are determined by IEP
team recommendations as well as funding and eligibility factors.
Recommendations for Future Research
While the prevailing research about teacher attitudes and beliefs has
revealed the link between positive attitudes and effective inclusive practices,
barriers to successful inclusion remain. While this study was specific to teacher
attitudes and beliefs towards inclusion and impacts on student outcomes within
Urban SELPA, the premise, goals and findings of this study can be applied to
future research in other LEAs. This study uncovered several avenues for
continued research, including further research into underlying connections
between teacher attitudes and beliefs regarding inclusion and student outcomes,
as well as research into the evolution of teacher attitudes and beliefs throughout
their careers.
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As an extension of this initial study, a follow-up study could delve deeper
into the potential underlying views and experiences affecting teacher’s attitudes
and beliefs about inclusion. Qualitative research methodologies can be used
alone or in conjunction with quantitative methodologies in order to establish a
narrative of the experiences, viewpoints, and beliefs of teachers regarding
inclusion. By utilizing qualitative measures, such as focus groups and interviews,
researchers can gain greater insight and depth into the foundational components
comprising teacher attitudes and how those attitudes affect their beliefs about
inclusive practices. In addition, qualitative research involving observation of
teacher practices can be employed to better identify potential factors related to
teacher attitudes and beliefs towards successful inclusion.
Future research can include replication of the methodology and applied to
other urban LEAs with similar sample population characteristics. Another
potential study could involve the use of multiple urban LEAs to combine
population samples for a meta-analysis of teacher attitudes and beliefs as related
to inclusion practices. This provides the opportunity not only to increase teacher
and student sample sizes but also potentially offer access to additional inclusive
placement models, other than Head Start and state preschool programs.
In an attempt to determine what discrepancies may exist between early
career teachers and those with more years of experience, future research can
include a longitudinal study examining the evolution of teacher attitudes and
beliefs. Potential studies can involve tracking teachers’ assessment practices
over an extended period and can include the addition of summative assessments
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as a means of validation. The question of whether teachers become more
rigorous in their assessment of SWD as their careers progress may offer an
interesting anecdote and potential correlation to the differences seen between
growth outcomes as viewed by early career teachers and veteran teachers.
Summary of the Dissertation
Meeting federal and state expectations requires addressing teacher
attitudes and beliefs as well as obtaining local, system-wide buy-in to the value of
inclusive practices. Stakeholder commitment to the goal of full access is
necessary for SWD to achieve positive gains in the areas of social–emotional,
literacy and language, and cognitive development. District leaders are the agents
of change when it comes to the creation of a comprehensive system that
incorporates collaboration of all stakeholders and provides a support system that
increases the quality of inclusive practices and student learning.
Inclusive early education positively impacts student development and
successful implementation relies upon teacher practice. Educational systems
must continually strive for the provisions of equitable access to general education
preschool programs. With attitudes and beliefs identified at the forefront of
research as potential facilitators and barriers, policy development, district
leadership practices, and teacher training programs are essential areas of focus
necessary to ensure successful implementation of inclusive practices. This
requires a commitment to the common goal of inclusivity on the part of all
individuals at all levels of educational leadership. Moving forward toward a
shared vision among general education and special education stakeholders is at
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the core of the mission of equitable access to quality and effective inclusion for
all students.
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APPENDIX B
TEACHER SURVEY ITEMS
*The items below will be answered using the following responses: agree,
disagree, neutral
*Teachers will receive the following prompt: Considering your classroom teaching
experience from the 2015-2016 school year, please answer the following
questions
Name:
______________________________________________________________
(will remain confidential or be coded to match class lists)
Degree:
_____________________________________________________________
Type of classroom taught:
1. General education preschool
2. Special education preschool
How long have you been teaching in preschool programs?
1. 0-5
2. 6-11
3. 12+
Did you have student/s with disabilities in your classroom in the 2015-2016
school year?
1. Yes
2. No
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SOCIAL–EMOTIONAL BENEFITS OF INCLUSION
1. In my children’s current classroom placement, the emotional development
of my children have been nurtured.
2. I am very satisfied with the children’s emotional development
3. My children’s’ social needs can be met best in an inclusion classroom
4. My children can benefit socially from having a child with disabilities in
class
COMMENT_______________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
_____________
ACADEMIC BENEFITS OF INCLUSION
1. I am very satisfied with the children’s academic progress
2. Typical children can benefit academically having a child with disabilities in
class.
3. Children with disabilities will probably develop academic skills more
rapidly in general education classrooms than special classrooms.
COMMENT_______________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
_____________
OUTCOMES OF PRACTICE OF INCLUSION
10. Inclusion is more likely to prepare children with disabilities for the real
world.
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11. Inclusion is more likely to prepare classmates without disabilities for the
real world
12. Inclusion provides children with disabilities a chance to participate in a
variety of activities
13. In inclusion, children without disabilities are more likely to learn about
differences
14. Inclusion is more likely to make children with disabilities feel better about
themselves.
15. Typical child’s education would be compromised by having a child with
mild disabilities in his/her class.
16. Typical child’s education would be compromised by having a student with
severe disabilities in his/her class.
17. Inclusion is likely to hurt the emotional development of the child with
disabilities.
18. The children with disabilities will be socially isolated by general education
children.
COMMENT_______________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
_____________
IMPLEMENTATION OF DIMENSIONS OF INCLUSION
6. SWD should be given every opportunity to function in the regular
classroom setting where possible
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7. The curriculum has been adapted to the individual needs of children with
disabilities.
8. I am very satisfied with amount of time child w/disabilities has individually
with the teacher
9. Differentiated instruction has been adapted to meet the individual needs of
child w/disabilities
10. The availability of specialists and aides to all children has been adequate
to meet the needs of child w/disabilities.
COMMENT_______________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
_____________
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APPENDIX C
TEACHER SURVEY FLYER

ECE/ECSE TEACHER SURVEY
I am a graduate student working under the leadership of Maria Estela Zarate
Ph.D. at California State University, Fullerton. I am writing to you to ask you
to participate in a study by taking a survey.
The Study:
I am conducting a study to examine the relationships and possible influences
of teacher attitudes/beliefs and program instructional inclusion models on
preschool assessments. To participate in this study please complete a 26-

Benefits/Risks:
Benefits from the study may include program recommendation that can
inform districts regarding staff support and development to ensure
quality preschool programs.
Confidentiality:
All records will be kept confidential to the extent allowed by law.
No names or identifying information will be collected, stored with the
data, or revealed in the analysis or synthesis process. Data will be
stored without any identifiable information in a password-protected
computer and web-based data analysis software. Data will be deleted
upon completion of the study.
If you have additional questions please contact:
Dr. Maria Estela Zarate – Associate Professor
mazarate@exchange.fullerton.edu
657-278-7246
Sincerely,
Jessica Maiorca-Nunez, on behalf of Maria Estela Zarate Ph.D.
Associate Professor
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APPENDIX D
DRDP DOMIAN AND MEASURE CODES
Domain and measure number
Social and emotional Development (SED) 1-5

Description

Score

NY
RSP-ER
RSP-LT
EXP-ER
EXP-LT
BLD-ER
BLD-MD
BLD-LT
INT-ER

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

NY
RSP-ER
RSP-LT
EXP-ER
EXP-MD
EXP-LT
BLD-ER
BLD-MD
BLD-LT
INT-ER

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

NY
RSP-ER
RSP-LT
EXP-ER
EXP-LT
BLD-ER
BLD-MD
BLD-LT
INT-ER

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

NY
EXP-MD
EXP-LT
BLD-ER
BLD-MD
BLD-LT

0
1
2
3
4
5

Literacy and Language Development (LLD)
1,3,4

Literacy and Language Development (LLD) 2
&5

Literacy and Language Development (LLD) 610
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INT-ER

6

C
RSP-ER
RSP-LT
EXP-ER
EXP-LT
BLD-ER

0
1
2
3
4
5

NY
RSP-ER
RSP-LT
EXP-ER
EXP-LT
BLD-ER
BLD-MD
BLD-LT
INT-ER

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

NY
EXP-ER
EXP-LT
BLD-ER
BLD-MD
BLD-LT
INT-ER

0
1
2
3
4
5
6

NY
RSP-ER
RSP-LT
EXP-ER
EXP-LT
BLD-ER
BLD-MD
BLD-LT
INT-ER

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Cognitive Development (COG) 1

Cognitive Development (COG) 2-3

Cognitive Development (COG) 4-7

Cognitive Development (COG) 8-11

Cognitive Development (COG) 10
NY
0
EXP-ER
1
EXP-LT
2
BLD-ER
3
BLD-MD
4
BLD-LT
5
INT-ER
6
Note: NY: Not yet, RSP-ER: Responding earlier, RSP-LT: Responding later,
EXP-ER: Exploring earlier, EXP-MD: Exploring middle, EXP-LT: Exploring later,
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BLD-ER: Building earlier, BLD-MD: Building middle, BLD-LT: Building later, INTER: Integrating earlier, C: conditional measure
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APPENDIX E
TEACHER COMMENTS
TEACHER #106 ECE- MODEL B
Based on my experience with inclusion, I believe that it can be a very positive
experience for both typical learners and children with disabilities. However, I
believe that this experience is contingent upon the support that is given to the
teacher in the classroom. This includes the presents of aides to assist with the
needs of children with both severe and mild disabilities. I believe there is the
possibility of the academic progress of the typical children being effected when
the teacher is required to spend a majority of his/her time meeting the needs of
the children with disabilities.
TEACHER #115 ECE- MODEL B
I was teaching a partnership program, and I am agree that children with and
without disabilities learn from each other in all their areas of development
TEACHER #14 ECE- MODEL C
I believe that inclusion is a great benefit to all students. With the proper training
and support I feel that inclusion is so beneficial in preparing all students for
Kindergarten and beyond.
TEACHER #6 ECSE-MODEL B & D/E
In order to see more success it would be important to look at training for general
education staff members so that they can adapt curriculum, foster social and
emotional learning, and work with all levels of disability and behavior. It is also
important to increase the amount of special education teacher support in the
inclusive general education settings in order to support the number of students
that would benefit from a more inclusive school environment.
TEACHER #104 ECSE- MODEL B & D/E
Because I currently provide specialized services for SWD in the general
education preschool, I can see benefits and disadvantages of inclusion. When
working with a student with mild/moderate needs, I have witnessed the student
benefit in a social way. He is able to interact briefly with his typical peers and
utilize language to make comments. With the help of an adult, he is learning to
stay with a peer, using the same materials and taking turns without fleeing to
another area. He is also begining to imitate initiating play with a peer he feels
comfortable with. My student would not be able to have this opportunity
otherwise without being in the general education environment. He is also being
academically challenged and is proving to be successful in completing
tasks/work with minimal help. When working with other student with mod/sev
needs, I have a different perspective of what I believe is beneficial to him.
Although Student B is very social and easy to get along with in a general
education classroom, he is academically struggling in a variety of ways which
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impacts his participation in all parts of the preschool routine/activities thorughout
the school day. I believe that although student B is progressing socially in the
general education classroom, he would benefit in all areas of development in a
specialized program that will address all of his needs, including his social
development. I find it more difficult for student B to be able to converse as his
language impairment is so extreme that he often gestures what he wants. Many
times, I need to correct his peers when they call him "baby" because they cannot
understand him. When looking at both situations, I believe that each child must
continue to be looked at as an individual in regards to the amount of inclusion a
child is ready for. What inclusion looks like for our SWD will vary dependent on
their individual needs and amount of support needed to be successful in the
general education environment.

