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Definition of inclusion 

“Common teaching for students with a disability and 
typically developing students in general education 
classrooms, while giving them the support they need 
(academic and therapeutic) to face their educational 
special needs without appealing to segregated 
schooling”  
 

(Bless, 2004, p. 14, author free translation) 

n  neighborhood school 
n  daily basis 
n  class of similar school age peers 



Attitude 
 

“Attitude is a psychological tendency that is expressed 
by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of 
favor or disfavor.  
[…] psychological tendency refers to a state that is 
internal to the person, and evaluating refers to all 
classes of evaluative responding, whether overt or 
covert, cognitive, affective, or behavioral.”  
 

(Eagly & Chaiken, 1993, p. 1) 
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(adapted from Eagly & Chaiken, 1993, p.3)  
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3. Literature review 
 

è  positive attitudes toward the general 
 philosophy of inclusion 
 (Horne & Timmons, 2009; Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007; Avramidis & 
 Norwich, 2002) 

 
è  basic right (Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007) 

è  in practice: mitigated attitudes  
 (Bless, 2007; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996) 

 

  



Teacher 
attitudes 

SEN Student: 
Nature & severity of 

the disability 
(Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007; 

Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Cook 
et al., 2005) 

Teacher characteristics: 
- Self-efficacy beliefs 

(Ross, 2002; Wilkins & Nietfeld, 2004) 

- Experience of inclusion 
(Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007, Batsiou et al. 2008) 

- Training 
(Avramidis & Kaliva, 2007; Lifshitz et al., 2004) 

- Disability contact 
 (Horne & Timmons, 2009; Parasuram, 2006) 

School context: 
Support 

(Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; 
Hammond, 2003; Horne & 

Tiommons, 2009; Santoli et al, 
2008 ; Villa, Thousand, Nevin, & 

Liston, 2005) 



5. General methodology 

n  Explanatory sequential design (MMR) 

(adapted from Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011) 

QT data 
 collection & 

analysis 

QL data 
collection & 

analysis 

QUAN è qual 

Interpretation 
(discussion) 



6. QUAN: Research Question & 
main hypotheses 

 
QR Which factors impact teacher attitudes toward the 

 inclusion of SEN students in primary regular 
 classrooms? 

 

H1  Teacher attitudes vary according to the nature of the
 disability 

 

H2  Teacher attitudes are influenced by teachers’ 
 characteristics  
 (self-efficacy beliefs, experience of inclusion, in-service training 
 on disability and/or on inclusive education, contact with a
 person with a disability out of the professional context, gender, 
 years of teaching experience, grade) 



6. QUAN: Method 
Instrument 
n  ORI – Opinions relative to the Integration of Students with 

Disabilities (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995) 
n  ATIES – Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education Scale 

(Wilczenski, 1995) 
 

Procedure (May/June 2009) 
n  600 questionnaires sent to regular primary teachers (3-8H) 

in 3 Swiss provinces (FR, VS, ZH)  
n  Return rate of 56.1% 
n  Two subsets of respondents:  

^  French-speaking (N = 169)  
^  German-speaking (N = 167) 

 



Sample 

French-speaking  
(N = 169) 

German-speaking 
(N = 167) 

Gender (f) 72.2% 83.2% 
BA in regular teaching 97.0% 98.8% 

Years of teaching M = 20.6 (SD = 11.5) M = 16.7 (SD = 10.4) 
Experience of inclusion 76.3% 79.6% 

In-service training 16.0% 32.3% 
Self-efficacy beliefs M = 2.44 (SD = .97)  M = 2.87 (SD = .94)  

Disability contact 81.1% 73.7% 



6. QUAN : Results (H1) 

n  Teacher attitudes toward inclusion vary according to 
the nature of the disability (repeated mesures ANOVA) 

Sample 

Behavioral 
disorders 

Sensorial and 
physical 

impairments 
Learning 

disabilities 

Social and 
communication 

difficulties 

M SD M SD M SD M SD F(1,3) p ηp
2 

French-speaking 
(N = 169) 2.89 1.18 3.16 1.41 4.03 1.23 4.82 1.06 136.552 .000 .448 

German-speaking 
(N = 167) 3.06 1.05 3.31 1.15 3.68 1.26 4.44 .97 91.723 .000 .362 

F : Social / academic > physical / behavioral 

G : Social > academic > physical > behavioral 



6. Results (H2) 
Selection of predictors: correlation matrix (point-biserial & 
Kendall’s tau) 

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 

1. Attitudes - .43*** .27*** .20** ns ns ns ns 
2. Self-efficacy .28*** - .18** .16* ns ns ns ns 
3. Exp. inclusion ns ns - ns ns ns ns ns 
4. Disability contact .14* ns ns - .17* ns ns ns 
5. In-service training ns .30*** ns ns - ns ns ns 
6. Years of teaching -.15** ns ns -.16 ns - ns ns 
7. Gender ns ns ns ns ns -.22* - ns 
8. Grade ns ns ns ns ns -.23*** ns - 

ns: non-significant at p < .05; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001  

Blue : German-speaking sample 



6. Results (H2) 
French-speaking sample: Predictors of attitudes (ORI)  
(MLR with backward deletion) 

B SE B β  R2 

Step 1 .32 

Self efficacy beliefs 0.34 0.05 .44*** 
Experience of inclusion 0.32 0.12 .19** 

Disability contact 0.29 0.13 .15* 

Years of teaching -0.01 0.00 -.10 

In-service training -0.11 0.14 -.05 

Step 3 .31 

Self efficacy beliefs 0.35 0.05 .46*** 
Experience of inclusion 0.32 0.12 .18** 

Disability contact 0.26 0.13 .14* 



6. Results (H2) 
German-speaking sample: Predictors of attitudes  
(MLR with backward deletion) 

B SE B β  R2 

Step 1 .18 

Self efficacy beliefs 0.27 0.06 .33*** 
Experience of inclusion 0.16 0.14 .08 

Disability contact 0.13 0.13 .07 

Years of teaching -0.02 0.01 -.20** 

In-service training 0.04 0.13 .03 

Step 4 .17 

Self efficacy beliefs 0.29 0.06 .35*** 
Years of teaching -0.02 0.01 -.21** 



7. qual: specific goals 

QT results 
analysis 

Which one need 
a deeper 

understanding ? 
è In-service 

training 



7. qual: Method 
Sampling procedure 

Initial phase (QUAN) 

Questionnaire statement 
about a follow-up 
interview:  

þ N = 29 
(French-speaking)  

Follow-up phase (qual) 

Emails / calls 
þ N = 17 

Semi-structured interviews 

ORI-scale mean scores 
è 4 « negative » 
teachers   
è 4 « positive » 
teachers  



7. qual: Method (sample) 
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Disability 
contact 

Self-
efficacy 
beliefs 

ENS 5 F VS 2.56 30 0 No None Not at all 

ENS 16 H VS 2.71 31 0/1 No 1/month A little 

ENS 15 H FR 3.20 6 0/1 No <1/month A little 

ENS 17 F VS 3.44 37 0/1 No 1/week Not at all 

ENS 9 F VS 4.64 12 1 No 1/week A little 

ENS 2 F FR 4.72 10 6 Disability <1/month Quite 

ENS 3 F VS 5.24 20 1 No daily Quite 

 ENS 6 M FR 5.32 32 4 No <1/month Quite 

« 
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e 
» 

« 
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ga
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e 
» 



7. qual: Results (in-service training) 

Not attended (no time, no place available, too general) 
Attended (ENS_2): too theoretical 
No real difference between “positive” and “negative” teachers 
Intention of taking courses 
è mainly in very specific situations,  
“but not to become an inclusive education specialist” (ENS_6) 

Lectures/conferences aren’t compulsory 
è only teachers already committed to inclusion attend lectures 
è no real “influence” on attitudes 

Formal 
University courses 

By doing 
è role of past experiences and of collaboration with the special 
teacher 
Exchanges with colleagues (regular or special teacher): 
è “more concrete, more practical”, 
è closer to what teachers really need 

Non-formal 
Lectures, 

conferences 

Informal 
Learning by 

doing, discussion 
with colleagues 



8. Discussion 

n  Limitation 
^  No interview with the German-speaking teachers 

 
n  Conclusions 

^  Initial & in-service training : boosts self-efficacy beliefs  
     (Baker, 2005; Gaudreau et al., 2012a; Knoblauch & Woolfolk Hoy, 2008) 

^  More training in dealing with students with behavioural 
disorders (Gaudreau et al., 2011; Hamre & Pianta, 2005; Royer, 2010) 

^  More practical training (initial and in-service training) 
^  Long-term professional development ? (Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007; 

Gaudreau et al., 2012b) 



 
Thank you for your attention! 
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