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Abstract
This quantitative study aimed to describe the impact elementary classroom teacher self-efficacy
has on students with disabilities achievement. The study took place in an urban elementary school
in the Southern Region of the United States. The researcher examined the beliefs of general
education teachers in grades K-5 regarding their self-efficacy. Descriptive statistics were
conducted to determine the teachers' self-efficacy levels related to teaching students with specific
learning disabilities data. The researcher reported individual raw scores and composite scores on
the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion Scale to assess teachers' self-efficacy level who teach students
with specific learning disabilities. A Pearson r correlation research design was used to determine
the relationship between teachers' self-efficacy and the achievement of students with disabilities
on the Measure of Academic Progress (MAP) Assessment. The researcher found no correlation
between the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion Scale and students with disabilities Measure of
Academic Progress (MAP) score. The researcher did not find significant differences based on the
teacher's years of experience, grade level taught, teaching certificate, or school. The mean
percentile scores for all school achievement on the reading and math MAP assessment were in the
low percentile range despite their high teacher self-efficacy survey scores on the Teacher Efficacy
for Inclusion Survey. The results show campuses must have high expectations for all students,
including students with a disability, to ensure academic growth and gains. Administrators,
teachers, and staff must work together collaboratively to ensure the success of their students with
disabilities.
Keywords: General education teacher, Inclusion, Students with disabilities, Teacher self-efficacy,
Title I
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CHAPTER I
The Ninth Pillar of Houston Baptist University addresses cultivating a strong global
focus. The current study seeks to improve the education system globally. As educators, the Lord
puts us in a specific place for a particular reason to ensure that all students are provided effective
instruction geared towards their unique needs to prepare them for this ever-changing global
economy. The current study will address the impact teacher self-efficacy has on students with
disabilities to influence positive student outcomes and expose all students to quality education
despite their shortcomings.
Introduction
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 protects the rights of students with
disabilities. With the enactment of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA),
all school districts must provide a free, appropriate public education to any qualified
persons with a disability. An appropriate education might take place in a general education
class with special services or in a separate classroom with special services for all or part of
the day. Schools have a set amount of time where students without disabilities and students
with disabilities are placed in the same setting (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA), 2018). In December 2015, Congress amended IDEA through the Every Student
Succeeds Act (ESSA). In this law, Congress states:
Disability is a natural part of the human experience and in no way
diminishes the right of individuals to participate in or contribute to
society. Improving educational results for children with disabilities is an
essential element of our national policy of ensuring equality of
opportunity, full participation, independent living, and economic self-
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sufficiency for individuals with disabilities (IDEA, 2018, “About
IDEA,” para 6).
Background of the Study
According to the U.S. Department of Education Report (2017), 94.9% of students with
disabilities were educated in regular classrooms for some portion of the day. They noted that
more than 60% of students with disabilities were educated in the regular classroom 80% or more
of the school day. Even though special education students are served in the regular classroom,
students with disabilities are taught primarily by teachers who have limited training and expertise
for including students with disabilities in their classrooms (Booth, Nes & Stromstad, 2003).
Brady and Woodson (2008) suggest a teacher’s comfort around people with disabilities
influences their attitude towards teaching students that need learning support.
Brownell and colleagues (2012) note that there are different preparation routes for
special educators and general education teachers, which affects their preparedness for teaching
students with disabilities. Special education teachers tend to modify teaching strategies for
children with disabilities to fit the needs of students more than general class teachers do (Leyser,
2002). Shahzad & Naureen (2017) suggest that in order to better the education for students with
disabilities, the field of education must shift from fast-track alternatives in the classroom to
improving the quality of fully prepared teachers. Systems put in place by administrators and
teachers must ensure general education teachers and special education teachers continue to have
the content knowledge and intervention knowledge to provide instruction that is effective for all
of their students (Shahzad & Naureen, 2017). In order to implement these practices, colleges,
schools, and policymakers will need to resist simple solutions to teacher shortages. A teacher’s
role in a student’s learning process is important (Shahzad & Naureen, 2017). Professional
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training must provide more opportunities for teachers in general education settings to
acknowledge any personal beliefs and values about students with disabilities, which could
interfere with their successful inclusion. In order to enhance education for students with
disabilities, courses must be geared towards enhancing teacher self-efficacy (Woolfson & Brady,
2008).
Teacher self-efficacy is a combination of teacher efficacy and personal efficacy. Teacher
efficacy refers to how teachers feel they can influence students’ lives despite external factors.
Personal efficacy refers to whether or not a teacher believes he or she has the ability to further
progress toward the desired outcome or learning (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Klassen et al., 2008;
Soodak, Podell, & Lehman, 1998; Soodak & Podell, 1996). Gibson and Dembo (1984) noted that
it is necessary to differentiate between these constructs of teacher self-efficacy. A teacher might
feel teaching can produce results but believes he or she does not have the capabilities needed to
produce the desired outcome.
General education teachers must believe they can provide effective educational
experiences for all their learners (Woolfson & Brady, 2008). As Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001)
noted, teachers who are more competent are more effective, which affects student performance.
When one does not have self-efficacy, this can cause problems such as low self-esteem and
confidence (Shahzad & Naureen, 2017). Teacher self-efficacy is the orientation whereby a teacher
believes they can do what it takes to ensure all their students learn, including those who do not
learn easily (Chan, 2008; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).
Shahzad and Naureen (2017) suggested that teachers with high self-efficacy have the
ability to adopt new techniques and are open to new methods. Teachers who have a high level of
self-efficacy produce better results regarding their students’ academic achievements (Shahzad &

4

Naureen, 2017). The amount of preparation the teacher does prior to a lesson, as well as the type
of teaching method used and the performance of students are related to teacher self-efficacy
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).
Strong teacher efficacy is crucial for special education teachers and general education
teachers who teach students with disabilities in an inclusive setting (Zhang, Wang, Stegall,
Losinki, & Katsiyannis, 2017). Zang and colleagues (2017) noted that a large number of teachers
do have an understanding of the basic skills needed to teach students with disabilities but are not
adept at the different roles special education teachers have in school settings. Teachers’
instructional practices are affected when teachers have a low level of self-efficacy in teaching
students with disabilities.
Furthermore, teachers face challenges when teaching students with disabilities that might not be
present when teaching students without disabilities. There are certain behaviors teachers are
confident in handling in a regular classroom, as compared to those behaviors encountered when
dealing with students with disabilities (Zhang, Wang, Stegall, Losinki, & Katsiyannis, 2017).
Teachers with high self-efficacy take responsibility for their students, including students with
disabilities, instead of giving this responsibility to other teachers (Zhang et al, 2017).
Statement of the Problem
There are growing numbers of students with disabilities in the general education
classroom (U.S. Department of Education Report, 2017). The 2001 reauthorization of the
Elementary Secondary and Education Act (ESEA) known as ‘No Child Left Behind’ (NCLB) set
a target for all students to have 100 percent proficiency, including students with disabilities, and
requires schools and districts to make Annual Yearly Progress (AYP). Recent developments in
using growth for accountability purposes have implications for including students with
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disabilities in the accountability system and measuring their performance (US Department of
Education, 2017). Students with disabilities have diverse needs and starting points but are still
expected to reach the same level of proficiency each year (US Department of Education, 2017).
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), which replaced No Child Left Behind (NCLB),
affects the state accountability system, whereby students with disabilities are held to the same
expectations as their non -disabled peers (National Council on Disability, 2018). Students of
color, those living in poverty, English learners, and those who have special education needs are
more likely than their more advantaged peers to have teachers who are less qualified on every
measure (Goldhaber, Lavery, & Theobald, 2015). ESSA aims to provide low-income students
and minority students access to effective teachers, principals, and other school leaders (CookHarvey, Darling-Hammond, Lam, Mercer, & Roc, 2016).
Given the growing number of students with disabilities and the accountability standards
placed on all students, teachers must feel equipped to teach students with disabilities. However,
Shippen and colleagues (2005) have found that preservice teachers are concerned about serving
students with disabilities due to their lack of training. In addition, even qualified teachers are not
successful if they lack self-confidence.
Self-confidence has a strong correlation with self-efficacy (Shahzad & Naureen, 2017). Efficacy
affects the degree of effort teachers invest, the goals they set, and their level of aspiration
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). According to Bandura (1994), personal well-being can be
achieved by a strong sense of self-efficacy. Instead of looking at challenges as threats, those with
high assurance in their abilities look at challenges as opportunities to be met and mastered.
People who doubt their capabilities look at challenges as personal threats and choose not to
engage in a difficult task, which leads to low aspirations and weak goals. When they are faced
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with difficult tasks, they focus on the obstacles and problematic outcomes instead of on
concentrating on ways they can perform the task successfully (Bandura, 1994).
Statement of Purpose and Significance
The purpose of the current study is to assess the impact of teachers’ self-efficacy on the
achievement of students with disabilities. Phan and Ngu (2016) noted that
self-efficacy is an important factor that enhances performance-based outcomes for students.
Woolfson and Brady (2009) suggest that mainstream teachers should have the confidence to
provide effective educational experiences to students, including students with disabilities. They
note that positive teacher attribution for teaching children with disabilities affects their selfefficacy. Professional development aimed at enhancing teacher self-efficacy could lead to
successful inclusion for students with disabilities.
The significance of this topic is its role in ensuring teachers are equipped to serve this
population of students. Teachers’ self-efficacy has an effect on student achievement (Gotshall &
Stefanou, 2011). Students with disabilities can meet grade-level expectations when their general
education teachers feel confident in providing accommodations for their students (Gotshall &
Stefanou, 2011). Podell and Soodak (1994) examined how teacher self-efficacy relates to
educational recommendations for low achieving students. They found that teachers with lower
personal self-efficacy prefer to refer students to special education instead of providing classroom
interventions. This happens even when given attainable classroom interventions for those
students. Teachers with higher personal self-efficacy are more willing to provide suggested
classroom intervention.
According to Bandura (1994), the effectiveness with which school functions as a social
system depends on the belief systems of the staff, which can have adverse or invigorating effects
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on the school. If the staff collectively feels powerless to help all students make academic gains,
this could interfere with school culture. On the other hand, schools that collectively see
themselves as capable of promoting the academic progress of students can invigorate and infuse
the school culture with a positive atmosphere despite the advantages or disadvantages of their
students. Bahar (2004) suggested that to properly facilitate the process of integrating students
with disabilities into the general classroom, future research must look at the relationship between
teacher-efficacy and inclusion.
Research Questions
RQ1: What is the level of self-efficacy for general educators who teach students with
disabilities in Title I schools?
RQ2: Is there a correlation between a general education teacher’s self-efficacy and the
achievement of students with disabilities in Title I schools?
Definition of Terms
Alternative Certification - Provides another route to teacher certification other than the
traditional undergraduate degree (Darling-Hammong, Chung, &
Frelow, 2002)
Individuals with Disability and Education Act (IDEA) - The law that states all districts
must provide a free appropriate public education to any qualified persons with a disability
Inclusion - Educating students with disabilities in general education classes (Heward, 2014)
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General Education Teachers – Kindergarten through 5th-grade teachers with a valid
teacher’s certification
Mainstreaming - The process of integrating students with disabilities into regular schools
and classes (Heward, 2104)
Preservice Teachers - Teachers in the teacher preparation program
Self-Efficacy – An individual’s belief that they can execute a behavior necessary to produce
specific performance attainment (Bandura, 1977)
Special Education Teachers - Teachers with a valid special education teacher’s
certification
Student Achievement - Students outcomes measured using growth indicators from Measure
of Academic Progress (MAP) and State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness
(STAAR)
Students with Disabilities - Students served under the IDEA: students with a learning
disability, emotional disturbance, developmental delay, and/or hearing impairment Title I –
Provides financial assistance to school with a high percentage of children from low-income
families to help ensure students meet state academic standard
Teacher Self-Efficacy – A teacher’s belief in his or her capabilities to positively affect
students’ learning and success, even among those students who may be difficult or
unmotivated (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001)
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework of this study comes from Bandura’s (1977) earliest research
on self-efficacy. An efficacy behavior is a conviction that one can produce a viable outcome. At
the beginning stages, perceived self-efficacy influences choices of behavior. People try to avoid
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threatening situations they believe exceed their abilities and become involved in activities they
can handle. Given the appropriate skill and enough incentives, efficacy is a major determinant in
people’s choice of activities, how much effort they use, and how long they will persist with
efforts in dealing with stressful situations (Bandura, 1977). Bandura (1994) suggests that much
research has been conducted on the four major psychological processes through which selfbeliefs of efficacy affect human functioning, namely: cognitive process, motivational processes,
effective processes, and selection process.
Self-efficacy affects many different forms of cognitive processes. People set goals based
on their beliefs in their own capabilities. They will set higher goal challenges and have more
commitment if they have a strong sense of self-efficacy. Furthermore, efficacy affects anticipated
scenarios that people construct and rehearse. Those who believe in their efficacy will visualize
positive supports for performance; whereas those who doubt their efficacy visualize negative
supports and focus on the things that might go wrong (Bandura, 1994).
Self-efficacy also plays an important role in the self-regulation of motivation. Selfefficacy beliefs contribute to motivation, from determining the goals people set for themselves,
to how long they persevere given challenging situations, how much effort they give, and their
resilience to failures (Bandura, 1994). People’s ideas of their own coping abilities affect how
much stress they experience in difficult situations, as well as their level of motivation. When
people believe they can exercise control over threats, they are less likely to gravitate towards
negative thought patterns; however, those who dwell on defensive coping intensify the severity
of possible threats and worry about things that rarely happen (Bandura, 1994). Beliefs in
personal efficacy can shape people’s lives and influence the types of activities and environments
people choose. Most tend to avoid activities and situations they believe exceed their abilities
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(Bandura, 1994).
Mastery experience can drive personal change. Guided mastery can assist people whose
function is impaired by intense apprehension and self-protective reactions. Mastery skills can
build coping skills and instill beliefs, which can guide control over potential threats (Bandura,
1994).
Limitations
Participants for this study were kindergarten through 5th-grade teachers from one school
district in southwest Texas. Teachers had varying levels and types of students with disabilities in
their classrooms. The researcher did not have control over special education training, or
professional development participants received before this study. Participant’s level of interest
level in students with disabilities and the level of professional development can skew the results
of the survey.
Delimitations
Participants for this study were kindergarten through fifth-grade teachers from multiple
Title 1 schools within an urban school district. Teachers must have one or more students with
disabilities in their classrooms.
Assumptions
Teachers who participate in this study held a valid Texas Teacher’s Certification,
allowing them to teach kindergarten through fifth grade. They must meet the qualifications to be
employed in this district. The researcher assumed the teacher would answer honestly in the
completion of their surveys.
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Organization of the Study
This research study is presented in five chapters. Chapter 1 includes the background,
problem statement, purpose, and significance of the study, definitions, theoretical framework,
delimitations, limitations, and assumptions. Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature
associated with teacher self-efficacy and student achievement.
Chapter 3 describes the methodology used including the selection of participants,
instruments, data collection, data analysis, and a summary. Chapter 4 is a discussion of the
research questions and summary statements. Chapter 5 presents the discussion, implications,
recommendations, and conclusion.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction
Considering the growing number of students with disabilities and the accountability
standards placed on all students, it is imperative that teachers feel equipped to teach students
with disabilities (Shippen, Crites, Houchins, Ramsey & Simon, 2005). However, students with
disabilities are primarily taught by teachers who have limited training and expertise for
integrating students with disabilities into their classrooms (Booth, Nes & Stromstad, 2003). Phan
and Ngu (2016) noted that self-efficacy is an essential factor that enhances performance-based
outcomes for students. Teacher's self-efficacy affects elementary classroom teachers’ ability to
provide effective instruction for students with disabilities (Gotshall & Stefanou, 2011).
The purpose of the current study is to describe the impacts of elementary classroom
teachers’ self-efficacy on the achievements of students with disabilities. Teacher self-efficacy
will be generally defined as a teacher’s belief in his or her own abilities to impact student
performance (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). The current study will examine the self-efficacy
beliefs of general education teachers for kindergarten to fifth grade and the impact of their selfefficacy on the achievement of students with disabilities. The following research questions guide
the current study: What is the level of self-efficacy for general educators who teach students with
disabilities? Is there a correlation between general education teachers’ self-efficacy and the
achievement of students with disabilities?
In support of research and theories regarding teacher's self-efficacy and the impact of
their self-efficacy on the achievement of students with disabilities, several topics are discussed in
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the following sections of this chapter. These topics include the history of educating students with
disabilities, theories of self-efficacy, educator dynamics, and measuring academic achievement.
History of Educating Students with Disabilities
Throughout the 1800s and early 1900s, children with disabilities were locked in an
institution rarely seen by the public (Rotatori, Bakken, & Obiakor, 2011). After public awareness
grew from highly publicized stories such as Helen Keller, social reformers began to advocate for
people with other types of disabilities (Rotatori et al., 2011). Dr.
Samuel Howe lobbied for efforts to deinstitutionalize people with mental retardation. In 1848, he
established the first school in the United States designed to educate persons with mental
retardation. The social advocacy movement made progress in providing better services for
people with disabilities (Rotatori et al., 2011).
The social advocacy movement slowly transitioned into the civil rights movement, which
sought to bring civil rights and equality to all Americans (Rotatori et al., 2011). It exposed the
prevalence of discrimination. The fight for civil rights had a positive effect on African
Americans and opened avenues for social change to other subgroups, such as women and people
with disabilities, to obtain their rights under the law (Rotatori et al., 2011).
Reform in educational practices was initiated with The Supreme Court decision in Brown
v. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas (1953). The plaintiff’s legal team dismantled the legal
basis for racial segregation in schools and other public places. They declared that the nature of
racial segregation violates the Fourteenth Amendment to the
U.S. Constitution, which guarantees all citizens equal protection of the laws. This court case
shaped future national and international policies on education and human rights. The concept of
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educating children with disabilities in regular public schools is an extension of the civil rights
movement.
After the Brown v. Board of Education decision, there were several cases, which
addressed the rights of students with disabilities (Rotatori et al., 2011). Before the enactment of
Public Law 94-142, only one in five students with disabilities in the United States was educated
in public schools (Dudley-Marling & Burns, 2014). There were state laws that excluded students
with disabilities from public schools, including students labeled deaf, blind, or emotionally
disturbed (Dudley-Marling & Burns, 2014). In the early 1970s, 3.5 million students were not
receiving appropriate services, and over one million children were excluded from public
education (Martin, Martin &Terman, 1996). After the Brown v. Board of Education decision, a
growing number of parents started to press for a legal case against school procedures that denied
access to education or segregated students with disabilities. The courts started to question
whether the treatment of students with disabilities was rational or necessary. The Pennsylvania
Association for Retarded Children (PARC) brought a lawsuit against the state of Pennsylvania on
behalf of a child with mental retardation. In their case, Pennsylvania Association for Retarded
Children v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1972), the courts decided that the children were
entitled to receive a free public education, and parents should be notified of any changes to their
child's educational programming.
The Mills v. Board of Education (1972) case involved a fourth-grade student whose
principal approved his exclusion from school because he had a behavior problem. The school
district contended they did not have the funds to provide educational programs for this type of
student. The court ruled that the lack of funds is not an excuse for not educating a child, and the
court ordered the school to readmit the student. The PARC and Mills court cases established a
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right to free public education, especially in support of parents’ rights.
Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, emerged in 1975.
(Rotatori et al., 2011). This statute provided students with free and appropriate public education
and due process. The law also required education to be provided in the least restrictive
environment. This law is referred to today as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA). Any student who meets eligibility requirements for the program is entitled to services.
‘Zero reject’ was another action of IDEA; this means school districts cannot exclude students
with disabilities from receiving a free, appropriate education. These actions also included
students with serious behavior problems, which IDEA did not address until 1997. In 2004,
Congress simplified the terms of suspension from school, whereby administrators could not
suspend students with disabilities for more than 10 days in a school year. Compliance with this
requirement is reviewed case-by-case (Rotatori et al., 2011).
Children who receive special education services must have an Individual Education Plan
(IEP), which details a student's strengths and weaknesses (Rotatori, Bakken, & Obiakor, 2011).
This documentation shows that a student is receiving a free and appropriate education. The IEP
is developed in collaboration with special educators, classroom teachers, and parents to help
students make improvements throughout the year. The team determines how to measure progress
toward a student’s goals and meets annually to update the IEP (Rotatori et al., 2011).
Students with disabilities are educated in the least restrictive environment (LRE)
possible. The ‘least restrictive environment’ means a child will be educated to the greatest extent
possible with non-disabled students. Decisions on where students will be placed are made after
the IEP is developed, and the team executes placement decisions (Rotatori et al., 2011).
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Inclusion of Students with Disabilities
Federal mandates call for the education of students with disabilities in their least
restrictive environment. The hallmark of inclusion is bringing support into the general classroom
instead of pulling out (Rynak, Jackson, & Billingsley, 2000). In recent years, there is a need to
define inclusion to measure and improve the quality of inclusive special education practices
(Scuggs, Mastropieri & McDuffe, 2007). Parents are supportive of the concept of inclusion for
students with disabilities (Bennett, DeLuca & Bruns, 1997). Studies have found that in order for
teachers to implement effective inclusion for students with disabilities, they must be provided
with professional development to increase their confidence and skills (Bennett, DeLuca &
Bruns,1997; McDonnell, Johnson Polychronis, Riesen & Kercher, 2006; Vaughn, Schumm,
Jallard, Slusher, & Saumell, 1994).
Teachers’ results indicated a moderate level of confidence in their ability to implement
inclusion, however, studies have indicated that parental support for inclusion is greater (Bennett
et al., 1997). Bennett and colleagues’ (1997) study indicated that teachers were less supportive of
the concept of inclusion than parents were. Parents in this study felt their child benefited from
inclusion. Another study reviewed parents’ perceptions of inclusion in 2001. Researchers
Palmer, Fuller, Arora, and Nelson (2001) analyzed 140 parent comments, which identified
reasons parents were supportive or resistant to inclusion. The researchers found parents with
severely disabled students were less likely to see the benefits of inclusion than parents who had
higher functioning students with disabilities. They felt the general education classroom would
not be welcoming to their child. On the other hand, parents who supported inclusion felt their
child would benefit due to higher expectations and a more challenging environment (Palmer et
al., 2001).
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Researchers noted that the attitudes of teachers towards inclusion and resources available
might affect the success of inclusion (Bennett et al., 1997; Vaughn et al., 1994). They also
determined the need for ongoing professional development for general educators, which includes
disability awareness, learning the benefits of inclusion, and successful practices for inclusion
(Bennett et al., 1997). Vaughn and colleagues (1994) had similar results. They noticed that many
teachers were concerned about their lack of preparedness to educate students with disabilities in
their classrooms. Furthermore, they
were worried about the emotional needs of students with and without disabilities. Teachers were
skeptical regarding whether they would be able to meet those needs in a general education
classroom, even in spite of their best efforts (Vaughn, Schumm, Jallard, Slusher, &
Saumell,1994). On the contrary, a study done by Shady and colleagues (2013) found that even
though teachers felt they received the necessary training to teach in an inclusive setting, they
were not enthused by the positive benefits of inclusion (Shady, Luther, & Richman, 2013).
Some classroom teachers felt ill-prepared to provide instructional adaptations for students
with disabilities due to a lack of knowledge, skills, and confidence (Schumm & Vaughn, 1995).
This could be due to the lack of intensive instruction from their teacher preparation programs on
how to teach students with disabilities. Teacher preparation programs must help teachers become
more proficient in providing adaptations for students with disabilities (Schumm & Vaughn,
1995). Further, there must be professional development on the collaboration between general
and special education teachers (Schumm & Vaughn, 1995). Teachers’ adaptations for students
with disabilities often are not implemented in the classroom. Many classrooms do not have
effective strategies for students with disabilities to be successful in general education classrooms.
General education teachers must work collaboratively with special education teachers to provide
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effective instruction for students with disabilities (LeDoux, Gaves & Burt, 2012). Qualitative
results indicated that general education teachers were frustrated with school systems’ lack of
professional development for students with disabilities and lack of communication and
collaboration among teachers and administrators. Quantitative results showed the most
challenging factor concerned the ability of students with disabilities to stick with the pace of the
curriculum. Furthermore, successful inclusion instruction and more positive attitudes towards
inclusion can occur if general education teachers work collaboratively with special education
teachers (LeDoux et al., 2012). Another study conducted by Malinen and colleagues (2013)
indicated that teachers in all the countries who had experience-teaching students with disabilities
also had the highest self-efficacy for evaluations. The collaboration was a strong predictor of
teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education (Malinen et al., 2013).
Research has found that effective implemented instruction can benefit special education
despite the setting in which it is given (McDonnell et al., 2006). For instance, embedded
instruction in general education classrooms and small group instruction in self-contained special
education classrooms can be equally effective. The data collected from McDonnell and
colleagues (2006) showed that carefully designed and implemented instruction is more important
than where the instruction is delivered. This is supported by research done by Kilanowski-Press
and colleagues (2010). They conducted a quantitative study that investigated the inclusion
practices of inclusion teachers. This study looked at small group instruction, co-teaching, oneon-one instruction, and planning support. It considered class size, the number of students with
disabilities, and the level of severity of their disabilities. The researchers shared their
understanding of inclusive education, with the hope of providing norms to measure the success
of inclusive practices (Kilanowski-Press, Foote, & Rinaldo, 2010). Researchers used a Chi-

19

square analysis to evaluate the relationship between the type of support and the population
density (rural, suburban, and urban). They found there was variability among inclusion practices.
Even though co-teaching was found to be the most beneficial, it was the least documented mode
of inclusive practice. The nature of the study does not go into why co-teaching was not primarily
used in the classrooms given the benefits. The most prevalent was the consultant teacher, and
volunteer support was the second most common (Kilanowski-Press, Foote, & Rinaldo, 2010).
Learned Helplessness
Teacher motivation has a direct impact on student motivation; however, studies have
found that many teachers are not highly motivated. (Gotshall & Stefanou 2011; Jesus & Len,
2005). Researchers note that teachers with less support often maintain more feelings of
helplessness (Koenen, Vervoort, Kelchtermans, Verschueren, & Split, 2019). Teachers who
receive ongoing training show lower levels of learned helplessness (Gotshall & Stefanou 2011;
Koenen et al., 2019; Pillen, Beijaard, & Brok, 2013).
Teachers start out motivated in the learned helplessness model, but after constant
uncontrollable student failure, they experience low expectations for success (Jesus & Len, 2005).
Jesus and Len (2005) used theory integration to test a model of teacher motivation that infuses
constructs from a variety of cognitive-motivational theories. When the teacher expects the same
negative or low results from general student outcomes, whether he or she puts forth little or great
effort, this causes the teacher to reduce efforts, which results in further professional failure.
Research conducted by Pillen, and colleagues (2013) further explains the experiences of learned
helplessness in teachers after continuous failure. The researchers examined the strategies
beginning teachers used to cope, in addition to how tensions of professional identity related to
their gender affect teacher education and teaching experience. The results indicated that many
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teachers had negative emotions such as helplessness, awareness of shortcomings, and feeling
insecure. To cope with the negative feelings, they used problem-focused coping strategies over
emotion-focused strategies. The researchers noted that participating in beginning year teachers
experienced tensions associated with feelings of helplessness and insecurity and did not know
what to do about it. Mentors of first-year teachers should be aware of the tensions experienced
by first-year teachers to support their needs better (Pillen et al., 2013). Fox and Peters (2013)
indicated that teacher preparation programs did not influence first-year teacher efficacy.
However, many teachers who taught high stakes testing grade levels wanted to switch to nontesting grade levels. The qualitative data showed mentoring and support influenced higher selfefficacy (Fox & Peters, 2013).
Teachers with low support experience more feelings of guilt and helplessness (Koenen et
al., 2019). Gotshall and Stefanou (2011) investigated teachers’ feelings towards their ability to
educate students with disabilities versus students without disabilities. Researchers looked at the
relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy and learned helplessness with the presence or
absence of support through consultation provided by decision-making and intervention experts
(Gotshall & Stefanou, 2011). The results confirmed a relationship between teacher self-efficacy
and learned helplessness. There was a significant difference between teachers receiving ongoing
consultation for progress monitoring, and those who did not incorporate RTI (Response to
Intervention) into their classrooms and provide accommodations for struggling students and
students with disabilities. Teachers who received ongoing training showed lower levels of
learned helplessness (Gotshall & Stefanou, 2011). Researchers Konen and colleagues (2019)
further confirmed the importance of support to counteract learned helplessness in teachers. They
conducted a three-week diary study to investigate the development of teachers’ negative
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emotions in their interactions with students with emotional and behavioral disorders, particularly
attachment problems. The results indicated that emotionally exhausted teachers were easily
overwhelmed; however, support from principals more than colleagues had a significant effect on
teacher’s emotions (Konen et al., 2019).
To improve teacher self-efficacy, administrators can support teachers’ efforts and
collaborate with teachers during Professional Learning Community (PLC) times and professional
development (Gonzalez et al., 2016). Gonzalez and colleagues (2016) suggested implications
such as the retention of highly qualified teachers. School administrators found stressors that lead
to teacher stress, which causes low
teacher-efficacy, in order to improve retention. In addition, the focus groups indicated that
administrators could have a positive or negative impact on teacher self-efficacy (Gonzalez et al.,
2016).
Bandura's Theory of Self-Efficacy
Bandura (1977) suggested that an efficacy expectation is a conviction that one can execute
the behavior, which is required to produce the intended outcome, successfully. At the beginning
stages, perceived self-efficacy influences the choice of behavior. People try to avoid threatening
situations they believe exceed their abilities and become involved in activities they can handle.
Given the appropriate skill and enough incentives, efficacy is a significant determinant in people's
choice of activities, how much effort they use, and how long they will put forth effort in dealing
with stressful situations (Bandura, 1977).
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Factors Related to Self-efficacy
Self-efficacy is derived from four sources of information: performance
accomplishments, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological state (Bandura,
1977; Mohamadi & Asadzadeh, 2011; Phan & Ngu, 2016). For example, performance
accomplishments are based on personal mastery experiences; whereas success raises mastery
expectations, failure lowers them. Vicarious experiences deal with people observing others'
experiences and generate the expectation that if others can do it, they should be able to achieve
similar results. Verbal persuasion is where people are led to believe they can successfully deal
with obstacles from their past. Physiological state deals with emotions, whereby stressful
situations create emotional arousal that, depending on the circumstances, affects personal
competence (Bandura, 1977; Mohamadi & Asadzadeh, 2011; Phan & Ngu, 2016).
Bandura (1982) suggests that the inability to influence events and social conditions can
give rise to people’s anxiety and diminish their sense of usefulness. The self-efficacy theory
looks at the difference between sources of usefulness. When people feel they are not capable of
doing what is required, they give up trying due to their negative bias, unresponsiveness, and
punitiveness of the environment. People who have positive self-efficacy will not give up easily.
They intensify their efforts despite the low possibility of achieving positive outcomes (Bandura,
1982). Contrary to the widely accepted view, Ajzen (2002) argued that self-efficacy does not
correspond to internal control factors such as usefulness. The controllable factors, such as giving
up, have no fundamental basis in the perceived external factors of their environment.
Bandura (1994) mentioned that control of thought is essential to regulating stress and
depression. The inability to turn off disturbing thoughts is a major source of distress. Mastery
experience is prescribed by social cognitive theories as an essential component of personality
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change due to its ability to build coping skills and instill beliefs that one can exercise control
over potential threats. Powers (1991) argued that Bandura’s (1994) social cognitive theory was
concerned with belief, motivation, self-efficacy, and optimism terms that are ambiguous. He
suggested that a control theory supplies a more specific understanding of how behavior works;
this cleared up the ambiguity (Powers, 1991). On the other hand, researchers Wilson and
colleagues support the importance of self-efficacy. Teachers look to their own perceived
competence when dealing with difficult situations (Wilson, Woolfson, Durkin, & Elliott, 2016)
Educator Dynamics
Teacher self-efficacy While Educating General Education Students
Mastery experience, vicarious experience, and verbal persuasion are effective factors that
strengthen and increase teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs. The most important factor seems to be
achieving mastery experience in teaching, whereby success raises mastery expectations, and
failure lowers them. This has an influence on student achievement (Bandura, 1977; Mohamadi &
Asadzadeh, 2011; Phan & Ngu, 2016).
Sources of efficacy information for teachers influence student achievement.
Mohamadi and Asadzadeh (2011) conducted a quantitative study to test teachers' self-efficacy
beliefs and the relationship between efficacy information and the achievement of students. In this
relationship, they noted that this relationship to sources of efficacy information had a direct
influence on teachers' sense of self-efficacy and did not have a direct influence on student
achievement (Mohamadi & Asadzadeh, 2011). This study indicated factors that can increase
teacher self-efficacy beliefs are: mastery experience, vicarious experience, and verbal persuasion
are effective factors that strengthen and increase teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. The most
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important factor seems to be achieving mastery experience in teaching. The researchers
suggested enfaces on programs that increase the efficacy beliefs of teachers (Mohamadi &
Asadzadeh, 2011). Phan and Ngu (2016) also addressed the impact of self-efficacy on students'
achievement in their academics. They used three points of data collection using questionnaires
throughout the calendar year. Their findings add a theoretical dimension to existing literature and
emphasize the importance of self-efficacy as a key predictor of student learning. The researchers
related their findings to relevant theory and previous research. Their findings are consistent with
Bandura's theoretical tenets and coincide with previous research, which indicates there are four
major informational sources in the formation of personal self-efficacy: enactive learning
experience, vicarious experience, social persuasion, and emotional and physiological states
(Phan & Ngu, 2016).
Teacher efficacy and students' socioeconomic status can also affect referral decisions.
Podell and Soodak (1993) investigated teacher efficacy and bias in special education referrals.
The results indicated that teachers' judgments concerning students' placement were biased and
not related to students' academic difficulties. Teachers with low self-efficacy compared to
teachers with high self-efficacy were more likely to refer a child from a low SES family with
mild learning problems. Personal self-efficacy did not influence placement for high-SES
students. Podell and Soodak (1994) conducted a similar study to examine the relationship
between teacher self-efficacy and recommendations for challenging teaching students. They
found that teachers with lower personal self-efficacy would prefer a referral to classroom
interventions, even when given attainable classroom interventions for those students. Teachers
with higher personal self-efficacy were more willing to provide classroom intervention. Teacher
self-efficacy and students' socioeconomic status influence the process of referral to special
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education (Podell & Soodak, 1994). A dissertation done by Randall (2012) found similar results.
He examined the relationship among teacher self-efficacy, student gender, and student ethnicity
on a teacher's decision to use Response to Intervention (RTI) versus a special education referral.
The researcher found there were no significant relationships between teacher self-efficacy and
gender or ethnicity. However, the results found teachers with higher teacher self-efficacy in
student engagement and instructional practice were more likely to use RTI versus special
education referrals (Randalls, 2012).
Researchers have found the level of support has an influence on teacher self-efficacy.
Mentoring and support influenced higher self-efficacy for teachers as opposed to teachers who
did not receive support (Hoy, 2000; Fox & Peters, 2013; Ross, 1992). Ross (1992) conducted a
study to examine the effects of teacher self-efficacy on the relationship between instructional
coaches for teachers and student outcomes. Results showed that student achievement was higher
in classrooms with higher teacher efficacy. In addition, teachers who had the most interaction
with their instructional coaches were more effective and experienced higher student
achievement. On the other hand, teachers who interacted more with administrators than coaches
had lower achievement in their classrooms (Ross, 1992). A similar study was done using firstyear teachers. Hoy (2000) conducted a longitudinal study to investigate teacher self-efficacy
during the beginning of teacher preparation programs, the end of student teaching, and their first
year of teaching. The results indicated that teacher self-efficacy rose during teacher preparation
but fell for individuals with actual experience teaching. Researchers noticed that the level of
support during teachers’ first year had positive effects on their teacher self-efficacy (Hoy, 2000).
Students’ perception of their teachers is influenced by teacher self-efficacy (Miller,
Ramirez, & Murdock, 2017). Miller, Ramirez, and Murdock (2017) examined how teachers’
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self-efficacy affected teachers’ perceptions of the change in their students’ effort, achievement,
and aptitude. The results showed that students’ perceptions of their teacher were influenced by
teacher self-efficacy and students’ views on their teachers’ competence. Teachers who had high
self-efficacy were more confident and had a positive interaction with students in their classrooms
(Miller et al., 2017).
The school environment affects teacher self-efficacy and school reform initiatives.
Beard, W. Hoy, and Hoy (2010) explored the individual teacher's sense of academic optimism,
which consists of the teacher's efficacy, trust in their parents and students, and academics. They
looked at other characteristics beyond students' and parents' socioeconomic status, which affects
academic achievement. They found collective teacher efficacy to be school property. They found
that teachers' academic optimism is affected by the school's collective optimism, whereby the
school reinforces individual tendencies to be optimistic instead of pessimistic (Beard, W. Hoy &
A. Hoy, 2010). Another study by Donnel and Gettinger (2015) found the school environment
affects school initiatives and teacher self-efficacy. They examined the influence of mandated
school reform of Response to Intervention (RTI). They measured the four variables: teachers'
belief congruence, self-efficacy, years of teaching experience, and professional development.
The results indicated that teachers have resistance towards implementing new practices in their
classrooms, causing a lack of school reform success. They noted that beyond focusing on how to
implement RTI, professional development must go into the why. Teachers with high selfefficacy have positive perceptions of reform and make changes to their practice; their years of
experience did not affect teachers implementing RTI in the classroom. Any school reform's
success comes from leadership support to implement new school approaches (Donnel &
Gettinger, 2015).
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Researchers looked at how teacher self-efficacy affects teacher self-efficacy.
Devos, Dupriez, and Paquay (2011) investigated how the working environment affects teachers'
emotions of depression and self-efficacy. They noted that the school's collaborative culture,
mentors support, school goals, and their meeting switch the principal affected the novice
teacher's self-efficacy. Schools need to take care of the atmosphere between teachers looking at
the quality of group activities and school leader interventions (Devos, Dupriez & Paquay, 2011).
Researchers Meristo and Eisenschmidt (2014) also investigated the influence of self-efficacy for
beginning teachers. Meristo and Eisenschmidt examined the self-efficacy of novice teachers and
their relationship with school climate. The researchers noted that positive relationships with
colleagues help create a cohesive environment for beginning teachers, which is the school
leader's job. Schools should ensure novice teachers are provided a sense of belongingness. They
should be encouraged to express their ideas, perceptions, and concerns at the beginning of their
career through self-reflection, to reduce unrealistic expectations. Also, they noted the importance
of teachers creating a relationship of trust with students; these experiences all impact novice
teacher self-efficacy (Meristo & Eisenschmidt, 2014).
Schussler et al. (2018) investigate the elementary teacher’s experience with stress and
their resilience after engaging in a mindfulness intervention. The results indicated that the
intervention improved teacher’s awareness and emotional regulation, in addition to efficacy.
These are the factors that protect teachers from burnout. When educators have a shift in the
professional development they receive that is geared towards more personal aspects, this can lead
to increased student achievement from educators understanding how to meet the needs of their
students (Schussler et al., 2018). Zee, Jong, and Koomen (2017) researched the teacher’s selfefficacy at the classroom level, describing student-to-teacher relationships and contributing to
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behavior management and student engagement. They found that teachers who had more issues
with individual student relationships translated to lower teacher self-efficacy for them in
instructional domains. This is relevant to why teachers behave, feel, and act differently
concerning individual students. It is essential to help teachers be aware of their behaviors and
feelings towards individual students and reflect on their experiences to increase their teacher
self-efficacy and teachers’ positive perceptions of the student and teacher relationship (Zee, Jong
& Koomen, 2017).
Teacher Self-efficacy While Educating Students with Disabilities
The No Child Left Behind Act requires students with disabilities to not only take state
assessment tests but also meet the same standards required for students without disabilities.
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) determines if a school is passing or failing (Edmonds &
Spradlin, 2010). Every Student Succeed Act (ESSA), which replaced No Child Left Behind
(NCLB), affects the state accountability system, whereby students with disabilities must uphold
the same expectations as students without disabilities (National Council on Disability, 2018).
Many schools blame their failing test scores on special education students; however,
some districts are reducing services to save money (Edmonds & Spradlin, 2010). For teachers to
meet the demands required by the government, teachers must have the necessary tools and
support to assist students with disabilities. Teachers must collaborate in order to help all students
(Malinen et al., 2013). Researchers have found that student achievement for students with
disabilities is higher with teachers who have high self-efficacy. Teachers who have adequate
training have more success due to their higher self-efficacy for teaching students with disabilities
(Edmonds & Spradlin, 2010; Shippen & Flores, 2011; Vaz et al., 2015).
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In response to the Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, the state of
Indiana established governances for special education achievement, to provide proper services
for students with disabilities (Edmonds & Spradlin, 2010). Edmonds and Spradlin (2010) study
found that student ownership and teacher self-efficacy are two factors associated with effective
schools. They noticed an anticipated theme of ownership of students with disabilities manifested
with the districts, primarily in the area of leadership. The next theme that influenced teacher selfefficacy was the existence of Professional Learning Communities (PLC) and collective
responsibility for student success. The unexpected themes were child-centeredness and
belongingness of special education staff (Edmonds & Spradlin, 2010). Child centeredness
involves making a priority to meet the needs of the child accounting for academic, emotional,
and social needs. Shippen and Flores (2011) found similar results. They noticed the primary
differences between special and general educators’ instructional practices in serving students
with disabilities. They noted implications for inclusive instruction that is associated with the
differences in instructional practices of general and special educators. The researchers found that
special educator’s individualized instruction to students with disabilities needs more than general
education teachers (Shippen & Flores, 2011).
Gender and age impact teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion (Vaz et al., 2015).
Vaz and colleagues (2015) found a difference in the mindset of inclusion between gender,
whereby makes have a more negative attitude. Furthermore, older teachers tend to have a more
negative view of inclusion due to lack of training; they might not have envisioned themselves
working with this population of students when they decided to become teachers. Teachers who
had a negative attitude towards inclusion and low self-efficacy had a lack of confidence in
teaching students with disabilities. When teachers had additional training, their attitudes were
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more positive towards inclusion (Vaz et al., 2015). Teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion also
directly affect job satisfaction (Love, Toland, Usher, & Campbell, 2019). Researchers suggest
that teachers with high self-efficacy for teaching students with autism were modestly associated
with higher job satisfaction reposts. On the other hand, lower self-efficacy for teaching students
with autism had lower job satisfaction (Love, Toland, Usher, & Campbell, 2019).
A study done by Leyser, Zeiger, and Roemi (2011) looked at three variables on the selfefficacy of teaching students with disabilities for preservice teachers. The variable included years
of experience during the teacher education program, experience with students with disabilities,
and training on inclusive practices. Their findings showed that years of preservice education only
influenced the social domain of self-efficacy. Special education teachers had higher scores for all
four factors than general education teachers. Preservice teachers who shared experiences with
students with disabilities outside of school, such as mentoring and summer camps, also attributed
higher teacher self-efficacy scores. The results show the effectiveness of training in students with
disabilities compared to those who had no or minimal training on teacher self-efficacy (Leyser,
Zeiger & Roemi, 2011). A study conducted by Chao, Lai, Lo, and Sin (2018) also aimed to
inform future teachers of the training of inclusive education. The results showed that when
teachers had the opportunity to collaborate, this led to higher self-efficacy levels. They found
there are barriers in the collaboration between parents of students with special needs and
teachers. Training on inclusion should be specific to the school level, whether primary or
secondary and give specific recommendations, influencing teacher self-efficacy (Chao, Lai, Lo
& Sin, 2018).
Researchers have looked at how perceptions of the teacher impact preschool teachers'
self-efficacy ( Frumos, 2019; Gebbie, Ceglowski, Taylor, & Miels, 2012). Gebbie and colleagues
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(2012) examined how instructional support to preschool teachers of students with disabilities
affected teacher classroom practices. The findings suggested an administrative priority should be
to ensure co-workers provide social support to one another. They suggested preschool learning
communities where teachers can learn, interact, and support one another. Online learning
communities are another suggestion where teachers can learn from other teachers who have used
classroom strategies for students with disabilities. This will help teachers learn new techniques
and continue to develop and refine their practice (Gebbie et al., 2012). Frumos (2019) conducted
a study to examine preschool teachers' perceptions, analyzing conflicts that arise with teaching
students with disabilities. The finding suggests that teacher efficacy in inclusive practices
correlates with their perceived relationship with student disabilities. Inclusive preschool settings
should take into account the risk that children with disabilities experience social, emotional, and
behavioral difficulties and try to promote supportive practices that foster positive relationships
between teachers and their students with special needs (Frumos, 2019).
Teacher self-efficacy and perceptions influence students with disabilities Literacy skills
(Taylor, Ahlgrim-Delzell, & Flowers, 2010). Researcher Taylor and colleagues examined the
effects of explicit reading instruction on teacher perceptions and beliefs of instructing students
with disabilities. The results indicated that the Early Literacy Skills Builder impacted teacher
self-efficacy and the teacher's instructional effectiveness. The program impacted students'
knowledge of print, phonics and phonemic awareness, word recognition, and reading
comprehension. This disputes the traditional view that reading instruction should primarily trail
sight word memorization. There was an impact on learning which led to a greater sense of selfefficacy (Taylor et al., 2010) Anglim, Prendeville, and Kinsella (2018) researched teacher
perceptions of students' inclusion with autism and how teachers implemented inclusionary
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practices. The researchers found the teachers lacked confidence in dealing with students with
autism in the classroom. They also had a feeling of uncertainty in managing the student's
behavior in the classroom. Their feelings of uncertainty might deal with the challenge of
differentiating the curriculum for these students in the general ed classroom. The implications
suggest there must be a more integrated approach to supporting students with autism in the
classroom. Collaboration with the teacher and special education teachers on methods they can
use for these students can positively affect these students' achievement (Anglim, Prendeville &
Kinsella, 2018).
Self-Efficacy and Professional Development
There is a lack of professional development for teachers when dealing with the inclusion
of students. The researchers noted that in order to have successful inclusion practices at schools
must collect data on how professional development has impacted instruction for students with
disabilities in the general education classroom (Buell, Hallam & Gamel-McCormick, 1999; Lee,
2013; Shady, Luther, & Richman, 2013). In addition, professional development should focus on
helping teachers be persistent, regardless of the influences that are outside of their control
(Karvonen, Flowers, Browder, Wakeman & Algozzine, 2006).
A study done by Buell, Hallam, and Gamel-McCormick (1999) found some general
education teachers had a lack of confidence in supporting students with disabilities. They had
trouble with including their IEP conferences, managing persistent behavior problems, making
adaptations to the curriculum, and giving assistance based on students' individual needs (Buell,
Hallam, & Gamel-McCormick, 1999). Buell and colleagues explored the relationship between
teacher self-efficacy and the training required to educate students with disabilities successfully.
The results indicated that teachers believed nothing could counteract student's home
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environments. Training opportunities must be given to teachers to validate their abilities to reach
all students (Buell et al., 1999). This idea is supported in Lee's (2013) doctoral dissertation,
which examined the relationship between teacher self-efficacy for inclusion and the significant
elements of reform-based professional development. The results did not indicate a significant
correlation between professional development in the current school year and teacher self-efficacy
scores. The respondents reported that professional development for inclusion did not make a
substantial difference. The researcher also found self-efficacy scores to be higher for teachers
who taught 11 or more years than teachers who taught 1-10 years (Lee, 2013).
There is value in ongoing teacher professional development for administering highquality assessments. Karvonen and colleagues (2006) conducted a case study to determine the
influences that contributed to alternative assessment outcomes for students with disabilities.
Researchers found that the contributing results for alternative assessment outcomes for students
with disabilities were resources, teacher characteristics, and instructional effectiveness.
Professional development should also help teachers persevere regardless of factors they cannot
control (Karvonen et al., 2006). Researchers Shady, Luther, and Richman (2013) determined the
perception of professional training needs for elementary school general and special educators.
They noted that teachers, even though they received the necessary training to teach in an
inclusive setting, felt unenthused by inclusion's positive benefits. Most teachers (84%) felt
students would not have a positive role model, which declined from the pre-assessment. Only
28% of teachers felt that inclusion worked well in their classrooms. According to the
post-open-ended assessment, teachers specified the need for ongoing professional
development if inclusive practices were to improve. The results indicated that even though
teachers felt more knowledgeable about inclusive practices after professional development, many
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teachers did not have a favorable opinion about inclusive practices. The outcome of this study
proves that teachers need support and guidance to teach in an inclusive setting. Support should
include seminars, workshops, and informative sessions. Teachers should learn how to work
collaboratively and co-teach in the classroom since all general education teachers do not have
inclusion training. The negative perceptions of inclusion for educators are attributed to this lack
of understanding (Shady et al., 2013).
Researchers found that teachers who choose their professional development, understand
their mentors' role, and a position within the school setting as a teacher leader can lead to more
collaboration and self-direction. Roberts and Graham’s (2008) article explores trainees' capacity
for self-direction, investigating perceived proactive social strategies for beginning teachers. The
results indicated that trainees should have some level of choice of attaining some self-directed
development opportunities. Part of the development of social skills in trainees requires
understanding their role within the school setting and their mentor and other departments
(Roberts & Graham, 2008). Professional development alone does not provide teachers
everything necessary to be successful; however, many develop into established teacher leaders.
Hunzicker's (2011) study focused on how teachers can influence their school and district through
informal leadership. When teachers have trust in their administrators, collaboration with staff and
encouraging teacher self-efficacy increases. There are different ways for teachers to serve
beyond the classroom, including leading a training session, sharing ideas with colleagues, and
participating in collaborative decision making. When schools value teacher leadership and
collaboration, everyone can benefit from the learned shared experiences (Hunzicker, 2011).
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Another study conducted by Perera, Calkins, and Part (2019) aimed to identify distinct
profiles of teacher self-efficacy beliefs and the replicability of the profiles across groups. Their
findings suggest teachers who were involved in professional development designed to strengthen
adaptation of curriculum materials and activities to student’s skill level and interest are more
likely to possess configurations of self-efficacy beliefs in which belief about engaging students
in the learning process are strong. The results show that administrators must use information
from self-efficacy profiles to provide professional development aligned to the teacher’s specific
needs. For instance, if their self-efficacy profile shows that they are not effective in student
engagement, they should target professional development to motivate students (Perera, Calkins,
& Part, 2019).
Teacher Self-Efficacy and Administrator Influence
Administrators directly impact teacher self-efficacy by providing instructional leadership
that leads to academic gains (Urton, Wilbert & Hennemann, 2014; Viloria, 2019). Collaborative
leadership from administrators helps teachers explore their talents and work alongside their
school leaders to positively influence teachers' self-efficacy and coach teachers to success (Liu &
Hallinger, 2018; Thornton, Zunino, & Beattie, 2020). Teachers must have a sense of belonging
in the school environment to promote student learning and support their leaders to increase their
students' academic achievement (Sebastian, Allensworth & Huang, 2016; Stipek, 2012)
Administrators play an essential role in developing teacher’s self-efficacy through
instructional leadership and professional development (Urton et al., 2014; Viloria, 2019). Urton,
Wilbert, and Hennemann (2014) conducted a study that investigated the relationship between
attitudes towards inclusion and self-efficacy of teachers and principals. This study found the
principal did not have an influence on their teacher staff self-efficacy of teaching students with
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disabilities. Results suggest that supervision of the inclusive process in school development
depends on the school’s principal, teachers, and staff (Urton et al., 2014). A study conducted by
Viloria (2019), focused on culturally responsive leadership that helps school principals transcend
rigorous mandates using culturally responsive leadership and teacher self-efficacy. She discussed
the importance of the classroom teacher. Alongside the principal, the teacher prioritized teaching
high needs students by monitoring their reading levels. Time was given for vertical alignments
meetings to discuss students’ needs for the following grade level. The practices that positively
affected the school’s improvements in their academics were creating a profile of student’s
academic data, conducting individual meetings with teachers to discuss students’ academic data
and interventions, and collecting reading levels for the grade level. The principal must develop
teacher self-efficacy by documenting teachers’ deficiencies and classroom walkthroughs as a
part of the day. In addition, give teachers time for professional development, and grant them
opportunities to become organizational leaders (Viloria, 2019).
Other studies have reviewed ways administrator instructional leadership has an effect on
teacher self-efficacy, which leads to student achievement (Liu & Hallinger, 2018; Thornton,
Zunino, & Beattie, 2020). Liu and Hallinger (2018) investigated a model of principal
instructional leadership and teacher learning. The researchers found that principal instructional
leadership had a direct and indirect effect on teacher self-efficacy and teacher professional
learning. It is important that principals succeed as instructional leaders related to teaching and
learning. Principals must have a knowledge base of learning practices, teaching active learning,
and coaching teachers for success (Liu & Hallinger, 2018). Thornton, Zunino, and Beattie (2020)
provided a summary of key research on the ways principals influence teacher self-efficacy. Their
findings suggest principals can positively influence teacher self-efficacy, which can lead to
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student achievement. Principals can influence how teachers perceive they can perform and meet
expectations (Thornton et al., 2020).
The support administrators give to teachers and the school climate affect teacher selfefficacy, impacting student achievement (Sebastian, Allensworth, & Huang, 2016; Stipek, 2012).
Research conducted by Stipek (2012) addressed the factors that predicted teacher self-efficacy.
The study looked at the effects of teacher self-efficacy on student characteristics of their
ethnicity, family income, and overall academic achievement. The researcher asked teachers
about the administrative support received and the barrier of poverty and parental support. The
findings showed that teachers who felt they had the support of their administrators affected
teachers' belief in their ability to promote student learning, which is their self-efficacy. The
implications from this study suggested that even though administrators do not affect the
demographics of their school, they can influence the support they give their teachers in
encouragement, involvement in school decisions, ability to voice their concerns, and recognition
of good work (Stipek, 2012). Sebastian, Allensworth, and Huang (2016) also addressed
administrator influences on teacher self-efficacy, impacting student achievement. Researcher
Sebastian and colleagues (2016) investigated ways principals improve achievement through
building the capacity of teachers. The results suggest that principals cannot neglect paths that
lead to student achievement. The primary way to influence student achievement is through the
school climate; they found that instructional leaders rate their principals based on their school's
environment and trust. Teacher's involvement in decision making is another principal influence.
Schools that did not empower their teacher's capacity did succeed in school reform (Sebastian et
al., 2016).
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Collaborative leadership from administrators and support is a significant predictor of
teacher self-efficacy (Accardo, Finnegan, Gulkus, & Papay, 2017; Arababi & Mehdinezhad,
2015). Arababi and Mehdinezhad (2015) studied the relationship between the school principals'
collaborative leadership style and teacher self-efficacy to use strategies that positively impacted
instruction, classroom expectations, and students' engagement. The results showed a positive
correlation between leaders who collaborate with the staff through effective leadership style and
teacher self-efficacy. This indicates that highly collaborative leaders lead to the improvement of
teacher self-efficacy. They noted that schools need leaders who can influence their followers.
Leaders should incorporate teamwork and cooperative leadership implementation to explore
talents and decrease autocratic leadership. This leadership style helps organizations problem
solve and continuously improve organizations (Arababi & Mehdinezhad, 2015). Another study
found similar results. Accardo, Finnegan, Gulkus, and Papay (2017) investigated how teachers
produced viable outcomes for teaching reading comprehension to students with autism through
the effective practices of administrative support, experience, and instructional setting. The results
noted that predictors of self-efficacy were teacher preparedness of effective methods and
administrative support. The findings suggest administrators must support reading professional
comprehension development to meet high expectations for their students with autism through
their efficacious teachers who received support (Accardo et al., 2017).
Teacher Self Efficacy and Retention of Teachers
Various factors affect teacher retention. Researchers have studied the effects of retention
during the earlier years of teachers' careers (Avalos & Valenzuela, 2016; Gaikhorst, Beishuizen,
Zijlstra & Volman, 2015). Many studies have shown that burnout due to increased
responsibilities affect teachers' retention (Cappe, Bolduc, Poirier, Popa-Roch, & Boujut, 2017;
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Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008). Schools must find a way to help teachers have a sense of belonging
and provide the necessary professional development for teachers to help all students succeed,
leading to increased self-efficacy and retention of teachers (Einar Skaalvik & Sidsel Skaalvik,
2011; Pedota, 2015).
Researchers had studied how self-efficacy affects the retention of beginning year teachers
(Avalos & Valenzuela, 2016; Gaikhorst, Beishuizen, Zijlstra, & Volman, 2015). An article by
Avalos and Valenzuela (2016) focused on teacher retention, teachers' attrition in their early
career, and turnover for 10 years. They noted the impact of school conditions, professional
satisfaction, and self-efficacy perceptions in early teaching years. The three main reasons
teachers left the field centered around the lack of professional development opportunities,
inadequate working conditions, and unsatisfactory school leadership. The critical situations that
could lead to early school turnover were teachers' not having enough time to perform duties
adequately. Another was characteristics of school management and culture that weighed heavily
on teachers. One of the largest complaints was the unpreparedness the teaching programs gave
them for teaching students with disabilities. The factors that protected new teachers from stress
reflected both progress and mistakes that needed correction. Another protective factor was
working collaboratively with other experienced teachers. They also noted that teachers who
decided to stay improved their perceptions of self-efficacy. Also, attrition situations dealt firmly
with improving school leadership and providing teachers opportunities to collaborate and
understand the administrator's role in schools (Avalos & Valenzuela, 2016). Another study found
conflicting results for beginning teachers and retention. Gaikhorst, Beishuizen, Zijlstra, and
Volman (2015) examined the effects of professional development on the retention of first-year
teachers and how it affects the challenges teachers are faced in urban schools. The researchers
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assessed teacher quality in teacher competence, teacher efficacy, and professional orientation.
Teacher retention was evaluated based on the teacher's job motivation and career choices. The
results indicate that there was no impact on the professional development they received and
retention, due in part, the teachers participating in the program were all motivated teachers.
Researchers noted that professional development affects urban beginning year teachers. There
were also significant effects on professional development and teacher self-efficacy (Gaikhorst et
al., 2015).
The sense of belonging and connection affects teacher self-efficacy and teacher retention
(Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2011; Pedota, 2015). Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2011) examined how
teachers are motivated to leave the teaching profession due to factors such as belongingness in
the school, emotional exhaustion, and satisfaction with their job. The results of positive
relationships with colleagues and staff and administrative support affected teachers belonging.
Time pressure and discipline problems were tied to emotional exhaustion. Leaving the teaching
profession was linked to emotional exhaustion and job satisfaction. Implications for
administrators are they should create a supportive, goal-oriented school environment, have a
clear direction, reduce time pressures on teachers, and implement an effective school-wide
behavior system (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2011). Pedota (2015) outlined strategies for supporting
student success and teacher self-efficacy, leading to teacher retention. The first is developing an
environment that focuses on ongoing encouragement and support of students' efforts, leading to
students' belonging and connection. Another strategy includes setting goals and collaborating
with other successful teachers. The use of effective communication in the classroom can lead to a
positive impact on student learning. Differentiating planning and using data to engage students
and promote success is another strategy that leads to student achievement, which leads to
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increased teacher self-efficacy. Pedota noted teachers who stayed in education were those who
were able to improve student academic performance through intrinsic and extrinsic motivation
(Pedota, 2015)
Teacher burnout affects teacher retention and teacher self-efficacy (Cappe et al.,
2017; Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008). Schwarzer and Hallum (2008) conducted a study to
examine the relationship between self-efficacy, job stress, and burnout. The results showed
job stress affects self-efficacy and burnout. Schools should strengthen teacher's optimistic
self-belief along with improving teaching skills to prevent teacher burnout. Another study
looked at burnout for students with autism (Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008). Cappe, Bolduc,
Poirier, Popa-Roch and Boujut (2017) compared teachers' experience working with students
who have autism according to their educational setting through self-efficacy, empathy,
perceived stress, perceived social support, coping strategies, and burnout. The results showed
that teachers of students with autism did not experience more signs of burnout than regular
teachers. There are risk factors associated with teaching students with autism, such as lack of
support and feelings of unsuccessful achievement for students with autism, which contributes
to burnout feelings. Teachers of students with autism in the mainstream classroom should
confront the stressors when teaching students with autism and learn to manage stress with
coping strategies, which should be offered as professional development (Cappe et al., 2017).
Measuring Student
Achievement Accountability Connected to Standardized Testing
No Child Left Behind was legislation that provided accountability for the achievement of
students with disabilities (Vannest, Mahadevan, Mason, & Temple-Harvey, 2009). Student
progress is now measured by standardized tests instead of the Individual Education Program
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(IEP) goal progress (U.S Department of Education, 2004). Special educators face a real dilemma
when educating students with disabilities (Mintrop & Zane, 2017). There have been ongoing
debates about whether standardized testing has a negative influence or positive impact on student
achievement (Castro-Villarreal & Nichols, 2016; Pazey, Heilig, Cole, & Sumbera, 2014; Mintrop
& Zane, 2017; Gonzalez, Peters, Orange & Grigsby, 2016; Von Der Embse, Sandilos,
Pendergast, & Mankin, 2016).
When job stress increased, teacher self-efficacy decreased (Gonzalez et al., 2016).
Research conducted by Gonzalez and colleagues (2016) sought to determine the dynamics of
teacher job-related stress and teacher self-efficacy. Findings suggest there is a statistically
significant relationship between teacher self-efficacy and teacher stress for all grade levels.
Three themes arose from the qualitative coding process for the impact of high stakes testing and
job-related stress. Those include lack of time, modifications to local curriculum, and testing of
special populations. Two themes arose during the qualitative inductive coding process that
influenced teacher self-efficacy, namely school leadership (Gonzalez et al., 2016). There is
limited research that examines the way test-based accountability policies affect teachers’
instructional practice and stress (Saeki, Pendergast, Segool, & Von Der Embse, 2015). There was
a similar study conducted to examine the influence of teacher self-efficacy on student
achievement (Zee, Koomen, & Jong, 2018). Zee and colleagues (2018) used a multilevel
approach to examine the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and student achievement. The
results from the national test of reading comprehension and mathematics achievement for first
through sixth graders were used to determine student achievement. Researchers noted that
students’ reading comprehension and math performance was positively associated with teachers’
self-efficacy (Zee et al., 2018).
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The results found that across the school year, efficacy in classroom management and
student engagement was linked to job satisfaction (Von Der Embse et al., 2016). They used the
Educator Test Stress Inventory, which is an assessment that measures teacher’s stress that results
from high stakes testing. The sources of stress that may lead to the manifestation of it included
actions, behaviors, and events. Classroom management, instructional practices, and students’
engagement are the three domains of self-efficacy that are positively related to job satisfaction
(Von Der Embse et al., 2016).
There were positive effects of No Child Left Behind for special education (Vannest et al.,
2009). Vannest and colleagues (2009) conducted a study to assess the educator and
administrators’ perceptions of No Child Left Behind on special populations. There were
increases in teacher and paraprofessional qualifications, school usage of evidenced-based
practices, and higher standards for all students. Even though there were higher standards, there
was a strong negative connotation for the consequences associated with failure to meet standards
(Vannest et al., 2009). Studies have shown that teachers’ professional development plays an
integral part in a student's academic achievement (Akiba & Liang, 2016). The purpose of this
study was to examine six professional learning opportunities for teachers to see which of them
improved student achievement. The results indicated the most meaningful professional learning
opportunity was collaborative and informal teacher professional development (Akiba & Liang,
2016).
Researchers reviewed the impact of teacher effectiveness when delivering instruction to
students with disabilities using assessment data (Glover, Reddy, Ketter, Kurz, & Lekwa, 2016;
Theoharis, Causton, & Tracy-Bronson, 2016). Glover, Reddy, Ketter, Kurz, and Lekwa (2016)
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article describes the School System Improvement Project's approach that utilizes formative and
summative data to inform decisions about effective instruction based on all student and teacher
needs and guide high-stakes decisions about teacher effectiveness. The School System
Improvement Project used a Map test to measure student growth in reading and math as the sole
measure of growth in the other grades and content area. If students with disabilities do not have
adequate attention to opportunities targeting specific data-identified skills, these students are
unlikely to perform on standardized assessments. The SSI Project approach provides regular and
ongoing support that should maximize students' performance (Glover et al., 2016). Theoharis,
Causton, and Tracy-Bronson (2016) discussed how students are labeled and differentiated based
on their academic achievement shown on high stakes tests. Their article focused on
understanding how educators handle these external pressures as they work to change their
schools' organization structure to implement a more effective inclusive system of students with
disabilities. They noted that when inclusion is seen as a school-wide philosophy that drives
inclusive service delivery, it can result in inequity and social justice, and improved achievement.
Schools must rely on administrators, teacher leaders, and university facilitators to move inclusive
services forward. Teachers must also learn to collaborate and work with multiple adults
(Theoharis et al., 2016).
Researchers have also looked at ways high stakes testing hurts students with disabilities
(Castro-Villarreal & Nichols, 2016; Mintrop & Zane, 2017; Pazey, Heilig, Cole, & Sumbera,
2014). Castro-Villarreal and Nichols (2016) wrote an article that described the educational
climate for students with disabilities and focused on policies that affect these students' learning
opportunities. They noted students with learning disabilities are set up for failure with the testing
mandates. Researchers discussed how we educate students with disabilities in their least
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restrictive environment but expect tremendous outcomes for special education teachers and
students (Castro-Villarreal & Nichols, 2016). Researchers Pazey, Heilig, Cole, and Sumbera
(2014) conducted a qualitative case study that provides context for accountability reform
combined with students' personal experiences of testing and accountability reform. Their
findings suggest that high stakes testing demoralizes and withdraws the students it is intended to
help, which are students with disabilities (Pazey et al., 2014). Researchers Mintrop and Zane
(2017) explored the strain through in-depth case studies of several special education teachers
working in varied organizational contexts. Their results noted that schools should stay away from
unrealistic goals for students with disabilities. Instead, schools should aim to provide a studentcentered environment focused on continuous improvement (Mintrop & Zane, 2017).
Measuring Achievement Using Growth Index
Researchers have found there should be improved educational opportunities for minority
students as well as low-SES families for students with disabilities (Morgan, Farkas, & Wu, 2011;
Stevens, Schulte, Elliott, Nesse & Tindal, 2015; Wei, Blackorby, Schiller & 2001; Wei, Lenz &
Blackorby, 2012). Elliot (2015) examined achievement growth and the opportunity to learn
through recent research. He concluded students must be provided with more instruction time to
progress faster and reach more accelerated growth rates to catch up with their peers. There are
gaps between the growth of students with and without disabilities from high- SES families and
those from low-SES families, in reading and math achievement levels (Judge & Watson, 2011;
Morgan, Farkas, & Wu, 2011; Schulte & Stevens, 2015; Stevens & Schulte, 2017; Stevens,
Schulte, Elliott, Nesse, & Tindal, 2015; Wei, Blackorby, Schiller, & 2001; Wei, Lenz, &
Blackorby, 2012).
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Researchers have found that educators with a growth mindset have a better chance of
student achievement (Claro, Paunesku, & Dweck, 2016; Martin 2015). Researchers Claro,
Paunesku, and Dweck (2016) conducted a study that is an extension to prior research on growth
mindset, which believes that intelligence can be developed and not just fixed and how this
predicts achievement across all socioeconomic levels. The results showed at every
socioeconomic level, those who had a growth mindset outperformed those who did not. They
noticed that lower-income students in the study were twice as likely to have a fixed mindset as
higher-income students. The findings suggest that socially economically disadvantaged students'
mindset affects their academic outcomes, where they believe they are not capable of growth
(Claro et al., 2016). Researcher Martin (2015) noted that practitioners adopt two approaches to
growth goals: process and outcome growth goals. The process goals focus on enhanced efforts,
engagement, skill development, participation, attendance, and enjoyment, and the outcome
growth goal focuses on targets such as improved achievement, attainment, performance, and
productivity. Growth goals are not the final solution. Growth goals still establish standards by
which one is judged. The growth goals may not protect students from the negative effects of
failing to meet one's own growth goal (Martin, 2015).
There are various student growth trajectories in students with disabilities. Wei,
Blackorby, Schiller (2001) examined the reading growth trajectories for students classified under
IDEA disability categories by the following demographic indicators: race, gender, and
socioeconomic status. The results demonstrated that students with speech or visual impairments
showed performance approximately one standard deviation higher than peers with intellectual
disabilities or multiple disabilities. Looking at reading achievement across disability categories,
students with speech and hearing impairments, as well as autism, showed lower rates of reading
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growth than students with learning disabilities. There were also continued gaps between highSES families and low-SES families in reading achievement levels (Wei et al., 2001). Morgan,
Farkas, and Wu (2011) conducted a similar study to estimate kindergarten children’s academic
growth trajectories in reading and mathematics. Learning disabled students and students with
speech-language impairments had lower levels of reading achievement than non-disabled
children. The researcher’s growth model showed a poor-get-poorer effect in reading for students
with speech and language impairments. The estimates for students with learning disabilities were
consistent with the estimates for students with speech-language impairments, and they were
more than likely to display lower levels of mathematics achievement. Between the end of first
grade and the end of fifth grade, students with learning disabilities displayed slower rates of
skills growth than non-disabled peers. By the end of first grade, students with speech and
language impairments averaged lower levels of mathematics achievement (Morgan et al., 2011).
Schulte, Elliot, Stevens, Tindal, and Nese (2016) also examined reading comprehension
achievement growth and gaps between students in general education and exceptional learners.
They found students in the earlier grades made more considerable gains in reading
comprehension; however, their gains decelerated when students transitioned across grades.
Students with disabilities had significantly lower initial achievement in 3rd grade compared with
general education students. Students with intellectual disabilities had the lowest reading
achievement level, and students with speech-language impairment had the highest level of the
students with disabilities. After four years, none of the students with disabilities groups caught
up with the general education students in their reading comprehension achievement (Schulte et
al., 2016).
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Various researchers studied math achievement regarding students’ disabilities and
demographics. Wei, Lenz, and Blackorby (2012) investigated math growth trajectories by 11
federal disability categories and demographics for a sample of students ages 7 to 17. The results
indicated by visual analysis found that math achievement for students with disabilities grew
slower than their general education peers in elementary school. The gap between White and
Hispanic students became larder in middle school and high school years for math calculation.
However, the White-Black achievement gap did not change significantly with age (Wei et al.,
2012). Stevens, Schulte, Elliott, Nesse, and Tindal (2015) examined mathematics achievement
growth for students with and without disabilities. The researchers examined growth for specific
groups and found statistically significant variability between the groups. All groups of students
with disabilities showed lower achievement than their peers without disabilities. For the special
education group, students with mild intellectual disabilities were the lowest-performing. Students
with speech and language impairments were the highest performing. There was a statistically
significant difference in mathematics performance in relation to socio-demographic
characteristics. Higher math performance was observed for native English-speaking white males
with higher parental education who did not qualify for free and reduced lunch (Stevens et al.,
2015).
Researchers have also examined the mathematics achievement gap for students with and
without disabilities; results have indicated that the achievement gap continues to get broader,
primarily based on socioeconomic status and race (Judge & Watson, 2011; Schulte & Stevens,
2015; Stevens & Schulte, 2017). Judge and Watson (2011) conducted a study to determine if the
achievement gap in mathematics exists at the beginning of kindergarten between students who
were identified as having a learning disability during early primary grades (kindergarten to grade
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1) compared to grades 2 and 3, compared to grades 4 and 5. Also, they looked at whether
preexisting gaps narrowed or widened over the first six years of school for the four learning
disabled subgroups compared to non-learning disabled groups based on student's
sociodemographic characteristics, including socioeconomic status, ethnicity, grade retention, and
gender. They found a variation of students diagnosed as learning disabled even though they have
been behind their peers since kindergarten. They found a clear ever-widening mathematics
achievement gap for students with disabilities as they go throughout their schooling. The results
showed more growth in students who came from boys who were not a minority and came from
higher socioeconomic status than minority girls who came from a lower socioeconomic status.
This shows for minority students with or with disabilities to show adequate progress; they need
to be provided with additional services, effective teaching strategies, and curriculum (Judge &
Watson, 2011). Another researcher found similar results. Stevens and Schulte (2017) examined
students with and without disabilities, math achievement growth. The results indicated that
mathematics achievement growth over grades 3 and 7 was small. There was a significant
difference between students with disabilities and students without disabilities' initial performance
in early grade and growth rate across grade levels. They noted considerable growth for white
students without disabilities and students without disabilities who did not have free and reduced
lunch. There was less growth with black students with disabilities who also had free and reduced
lunch. Their study demonstrates that students who are members of one or more risk areas may be
in jeopardy of lower mathematics achievement (Stevens & Schulte, 2017). Schulte and Stevens
(2015) also examined mathematics gaps and growth in students with and without disabilities.
The results found a substantial gap between the achievement of students with disabilities and
students without disabilities. The students with disabilities subgroup found lower initial
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achievement and slower growth. This study suggests the need for schools to have a system that
provides information on how students are responding to data so students of disabilities do not fall
further behind their nondisabled peers (Schulte & Stevens, 2015).
Elliott, Kurz, Tindal, and Yel (2017) conducted a study to document elementary
classroom instructional processes for students with and without disabilities and examined the
relationship between these processes and students' achievement on curriculum-based assessments
and end of year summative assessments. The results indicated achievement gaps between
students with and without disabilities on the four interim curriculum-based assessments and the
end of year achievement state tests. There were no significant differences in the instruction
afforded to these groups. Students with disabilities performed lower on both the interim
assessments and summative measure, which shows students with disabilities might need more
rather than equal instruction to close achievement gaps. They need more differentiated
instruction to increase the rate of achievement enough to close gaps that currently exist (Elliott,
Kurz, Tindal & Yel, 2017).
Conclusion
In conclusion, there is a lack of professional development for teachers on effective
inclusion practices. For teachers to meet the demands required by the government, teachers must
have the necessary tools and support to assist students with disabilities in their classrooms.
Teachers who have adequate training have more success due to their higher self-efficacy for
teaching students with disabilities (Edmonds & Spradlin, 2010; Shippen & Flores, 2011).
However, researchers have also found a lack of improved educational opportunities for minority
students, as well as low-socioeconomic students with disabilities. Therefore, this study aims to
determine if there is a correlation between teacher self-efficacy and the achievement of students
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with disabilities in low income, Title 1 schools.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to determine if there was a correlation between teacher
self-efficacy and the achievement of students with disabilities in low income Title I schools.
Teacher self-efficacy is defined as a teacher’s belief in his or her own abilities to impact student
performance (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). The current study examined kindergarten
through fifth-grade general education teachers’ self-efficacy, as well as the correlation between
their self-efficacy and the achievement of students with disabilities.
Research Design
The researcher used a quantitative research design for the proposed study. The data was
analyzed using descriptive statistics and Pearson r correlation research designed to assess the
relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy and the achievement of students with disabilities. A
Pearson r correlation research design shows the relationship between two intervals of scaled
variables, which are teachers’ self-efficacy and the achievement of students with disabilities
(Gravetter & Wallnau, 2013). The researcher used a Pearson r correlation since all variables are
independent.
Participants and Setting
The current study used criterion sampling to identify participants. The participants in this
study included kindergarten through fifth-grade general education teachers of students with
learning disabilities. The teachers came from urban Title I public schools located in southwest
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Texas. This district has 24 elementary schools, eight middle schools, and five high schools; of
the schools 14 elementary schools, four middle schools, and three high schools are Title I. This
southwest Texas district had an enrollment of 34,975 students. The demographic breakdown for
students by ethnicity is 5.1% African American, 59.2% Hispanic, 26.8% White, 0.3% American
Indian, 6.5% Asian, 2% Two or more races. This district had 43.8% of students who were
economically disadvantaged, 33.7% of students who are English Learners (EL), 57.4% of
students who are at-risk, and 7% of students with disabilities.
There were 2,236 teachers in this southwest Texas school district. The degrees earned by
these teachers were as follows: 72.5% of teachers obtained a Bachelor’s degree, 25.8% of
teachers earned a Master’s degree, and 1.3% of teachers earned a Doctorate. The demographic
breakdown for teachers by ethnicity is 6.9% African American, 28.9% Hispanic, 58.2% White,
0.3% American Indian, 4.0% Asian, and 1.7% of two or more races. Participants for the current
study were selected by the following criteria. The current study took the four lowest-performing
Title I elementary schools in the district that met the criteria. There were approximately 150
teachers selected by the criteria of being a general education teacher, having a valid teacher’s
certification, and having one to two students with disabilities in their classroom.
Instrumentation
The Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion scale (Hollender, 2011) was the survey used for the
current study, see Appendix A. Hollender (2011) designed the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion
scale for his dissertation, to assess general education teachers’ self-efficacy including students
with disabilities within the general education classroom. Permission to use this instrument was
granted by Hollender via email Appendix B. There are 24 questions on the Teacher Efficacy for
Inclusion scale. Each item on the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion scale requires Likert-style
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responses, with ratings ranging from 1 to 5 and anchors at one (cannot do at all), three
(moderately can do), and five (highly certain can do). The survey should take the teacher 15 to
20 minutes to complete.
The Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion scale starts with how well teachers feel they
incorporate Individual Education Program (IEP) goals into their teaching, as well as adjustments
to lessons and questions to meet students with disabilities’ needs. Hollender included a statement
on how well teachers create lessons that students with disabilities can complete without
individual support. The emotional stability of students with disabilities in the classroom is
referenced, as well as careful monitoring of their comprehension of the material being taught. In
addition, there are items that address behavioral management strategies for students with
disabilities. All of these items will help the researcher identify teachers’ self-efficacy levels in
teaching students with disabilities (Hollender, 2011).
The researcher included seven categorical questions at the beginning of the survey to
gather demographic information about the respondent, see Appendix C. The categorical
questions will ask for the respondent’s grade level of teaching, gender, race, years of teaching,
type of certification, degree(s) they have earned, and the number of special education students
they have in their classroom.
Student achievement scores was determined using the growth and percentile score from
the Measure of Academic Progress (MAP) assessment. MAP Growth tests are adaptive normreferenced assessments aligned to the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) standards
(Li & Tran, 2017). They measure student achievement for grades K-12 in Mathematics, Reading,
Language Usage, and Science. MAP Growth scores are reported on a vertical Rasch Unit (RIT)
scale with a range of 100 to 300. Each content has its own RIT scale. For the purpose of this
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study, the researcher will use the achievement growth scores from the Beginning of the Year
(BOY) assessment and Middle of the Year (MOY) Assessment (Li & Tran, 2017). Like many
other well-constructed tests, MAP uses a standard error of measurement, which indicates the
precision of the true achievement measurement. Scores are reported to Standard 2.13 of the
Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, 2014, p. 45)
Reliability and Validity
The Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion Scale has highly reliable internal consistency,
alpha=0.94 (Hollender, 2011). A factor analysis was done to determine whether teacher selfefficacy for inclusion was a unitary construct. After conducting single factor analysis, the
researcher found all 24 items loaded highly. According to Hollender, “factor loading ranged
from .53 to .77 with an average loading of .65” (Hollender, 2011, p. 37).
To ensure construct validity, researchers conducted a correlation between The
Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion Scale and the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale.
According to Hollender, “The correlation between these two scales was .83 (p<.01), which
indicates that the TEI measure share 68% variance with the OSTES” (Hollender, 2011, p. 38).
The face validity followed a procedure whereby investigators used the challenges described in
the literature for inclusion to write preliminary items. The thirty-three items, which included
preliminary and added items were judged by a panel who looked at the relevance for instructing
an inclusion class. Therefore, the expert panel’s experience and the procedure for writing the
items give validity to the TEI items to correspond to the experience of inclusion teachers.
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Data Collection
In order to obtain consent for the proposed study, the researcher submitted necessary
forms to the Institutional Review Board (IRB), see Appendix D. After receiving consent from the
IRB, the researcher met with the District Assistant Superintendent for Research and Design
within the target school district to obtain permission to conduct the proposed research. The
researcher discussed informed consent and the importance of confidentiality for the district and
individual teachers participating during the study. After receiving informed consent, the
researcher met with Title I school principals to discuss the proposed research and seek voluntary
participation.
The researcher put the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices scale on Survey Monkey.
During the spring semester of the 2019-2020 school year, the researcher visited schools during
faculty meetings. Principals were asked to send the survey to teachers during a faculty meeting
and allow time for teachers to complete the survey. The teachers were given informed consent,
which explained their participation was optional, see Appendix D. The researcher included a
summary of the proposed research and discussed the confidentiality of all results. Results from
the survey will be kept in a secured vault to ensure privacy.
The researcher waited until all students completed their mid-year MAP test to obtain
achievement results for students with specific learning disabilities. The researcher organized and
coded the data using SPSS software. The coded data was interpreted using descriptive and
Pearson r correlation statistics.
Researcher Bias
All participants were assigned a number for data analysis to eliminate research bias. The
participants understood the survey was anonymous and voluntary. The participants’ information,

57

such as their informed consent forms, was stored in a password-protected document. The results
of this study can be skewed since the researcher is familiar with the participants in the study.
Data Analysis
RQ1: What is the level of self-efficacy for general educators who teach students with specific
learning disabilities in Title I schools?
Descriptive statistics was conducted to determine the teachers’ levels of
self-efficacy as it relates to teaching students with specific learning disabilities data. To
determine the level of self-efficacy of teachers who teach students with specific learning
disabilities, the individual raw scores and composite scores on the Teacher Efficacy for
Inclusion Scale was reported.
RQ 2: Is there a correlation between general education teachers’ self-efficacy and the
achievement of students with disabilities in Title I schools?
H - There is no correlation between Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion Scale, scale,
0

and students with disabilities Measure of Academic Progress (MAP) score.
H - There is a correlation between the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion Scale and
1

students with disabilities Measure of Academic Progress (MAP) scores.
Research question two was analyzed using a Pearson r correlation. A Pearson r
correlation research design was used to assess the relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy
and the achievement of students with disabilities on the Measure of Academic Progress (MAP)
Assessment. The raw score was averaged by grade level. This was helpful in determining the
relationship between two intervals of scaled variables (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2013). If a
correlation at an alpha level of .05 is found, a follow-up regression would have been run.
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Summary
This chapter presented the methodology that was used for the researcher’s study.
It included information regarding the participants, setting, instrumentation, data
collection, and analysis.

59

CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to determine if there was a correlation between teacher
self-efficacy and the achievement of students with disabilities in low income Title I schools. The
current study examined kindergarten through fifth-grade general education teachers’ selfefficacy, as well as the correlation between their self-efficacy and the achievement of students
with disabilities.
This chapter begins with descriptive statistics accessing demographic information of the
study participants including respondent’s grade level of teaching, gender, race, years of teaching,
type of certification, degree(s) they have earned, and the number of special education students
they have in their classroom. Also discussed is the Pearson r correlation to show the relationship
between teacher self-efficacy and student with disabilities achievement. The following research
questions will be addressed:
RQ1: What is the level of self-efficacy for general educators who teach students with
specific learning disabilities in Title I schools?
RQ 2: Is there a correlation between general education teachers’ self-efficacy and the
achievement of students with disabilities in Title I schools?
Description of Sample
The current study used criterion sampling to identify participants. The participants in this
study included kindergarten through fifth-grade general education teachers of students with
learning disabilities. The teachers came from urban Title I public schools
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located in southwest Texas. Participants for the current study were selected by the following
criteria. The current study took the four lowest-performing Title I elementary schools in the
district that met the criteria. The criteria of being a general education teacher, having a valid
teacher’s certification, and having one to two students with disabilities in their classroom. The
Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion scale (Hollender, 2011) was used for the current study, see
Appendix A. Student achievement scores were determined using the growth and percentile score
from the Measure of Academic Progress (MAP) assessment.
As shown in Table 1, one hundred and six teachers were survey teachers (N=106), 85
surveys (N=86) met the criteria for use in the current study, for a total response rate of 80%.
There was equal variance in teachers surveyed between School 1=24.7%, School 2= 24.7%,
School 3= 23.5%, and School 4= 27.1%. There were 9.4% male teachers and 90.6% female
teachers. For the grade levels, 15.3% of teachers taught kindergarten, 16.5% who taught 1st
grade, 15.3% of teachers taught 2nd grade, 23.5% of teachers taught 3rd grade, 12.9% of
teachers taught 4th grade, and 16.6% of teachers taught 5th grade. Based on teachers' educational
experience, 76.5% of teachers had an undergraduate degree, and 23.5% had a master's degree.
For the teaching certificate, 70.6% of teachers had a traditional teaching certificate, and 29.4%
had an alternative certification. Based on years of experience, 34.1% of teachers taught 1-5
years, 16.5 teachers who taught 6-10 years, 23.5 teachers who taught 11-15 years, and 25.9% of
teachers taught 16 and higher years. There were 3.5% of Black or African American teachers,
3.5% of Asian teachers, 54.1 Hispanic or Latino teachers, and 38.8% White or Caucasian
teachers.
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Table 1
Demographic Chart
School
Percent

Number of Participants

School 1

24.7%

21

School 2

24.7%

21

School 3

23.5%

20

School 4

27.1%

23

Total Participants

100%

85

Percent

Number of Participants

1st Grade

16.5%

14

2nd Grade

15.3%

13

3rd Grade

23.5%

20

4th Grade

12.9%

11

5th Grade

16.5%

14

Kindergarten

15.3%

13

Total Participants

100%

85

Percent

Number of Participants

Male

9.4%

8

Female

90.6%

77

Total Participants

100%

85

Percent

Number of Participants

Undergraduate

76.5%

65

Masters

23.5%

20

Total Participants

100%

85

Percent

Number of Participants

Traditional

70.6%

60

Alternative

29.4%

25

Total Participants

100%

85

Grade Level

Gender

Degrees

Certification
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Years of Experience
Percent

Number of Participants

1-5 Years

34.1%

29

6-10 Years

16.5%

14

11-15 Years

23.5%

20

16 and Higher

25.9%

22

Total Participants

100%

85

Percent

Number of Participants

Black or African American

3.5%

3

Asian or Asian American

3.5%

3

Hispanic or Latino

54.1%

46

White or Caucasian

38.8%

33

Total Participants

100%

85

Race

Summary of Findings for Research Question One
RQ1: What is the level of self-efficacy for general educators who teach students with
specific learning disabilities in Title I schools?
For research question 1, descriptive statistics were used to determine the teachers’ levels
of self-efficacy as it relates to teaching students with specific learning disabilities data. To
determine the level of self-efficacy of teachers who teach students with specific learning
disabilities, the individual raw scores and composite scores on the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion
Scale were reported.
There were 85 teachers who participated in the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion Survey.
The total sample of participants had a mean Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score of 95.69 and a
standard deviation of 14.39. Based on the years taught, teachers who taught 1-5 years (N=29)
had the lowest mean for Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion (M=93.14, SD=12.95). The other years
taught had approximately the same mean and standard deviation. For 6-10 years (N=14) the
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Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion (M=97.71, SD=15.67). The teachers who taught 11-15 years
(N=20) had the highest score (M=97.50, SD=14.27). The teachers who taught 16 years or higher
(N=22) their Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score (M=96.14, SD= 15.95).
The males (N=8) accounted for a higher score than females on the Teacher Efficacy for
Inclusion score (M= 101.00, SD=9.59). The females (N=77) had a lower score than the males on
the Teacher for Inclusion (M=95.14, SD= 14.75). The teacher’s level of education had
approximately the same mean score and standard deviation. Teachers with an Undergraduate
degree (N=65) had a Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score (M=95.74, SD=14.22). Teachers with
a Master’s degree (N=20) had a Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score (M=95.55, SD=15.36).
Based on race Black or African Americans (N=3) accounted for the lowest score on the
Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion (M=91.67, SD=13.87). Asian or Asian Americans (N=3) had a
Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score (M=92.00, SD=11.79). Hispanic or Latino (N=46) had a
Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score (M=93.93, SD=15.85). White or Caucasian (N=33) had the
highest Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score (M=98.85, SD=12.38). Based on the results for the
teaching certificate Traditional certificates (N=60) had the highest Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion
(M=96.92, SD=13.62). Alternative certificates (N=25) had a lower Teacher Efficacy for
Inclusion score (M=92.76, SD= 16.00).
For the schools, School 4 teachers (N=23) had the lowest Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion
score (M=93.48, SD= 15.77). School 3 teachers (N=20) had a Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion
score (M= 94, SD=16.22). School 1 teachers (N=21) had a Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score
(M=96.00, SD=12.00). School 2 teachers (N=21) had the highest Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion
score (M=99.43, SD 13.43). Based on grade level, 2nd-grade teachers (N=13) had the lowest
Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion Scores (M=88.85, SD=14.90). The grade level with the highest
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score was 5th-grade teachers (N=14) they had a Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score (M=99.43,
SD=13.00). The other grade levels had approximately the same mean score. Kindergarten
teachers (N=13) had a Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score (M=97.23, SD=13.10). First-grade
teachers (N=14) had a Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score (M=95.64, SD=15.48). Third-grade
teachers (N=20) had a Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score (M=95.15, SD=16.97). Fourth-grade
teachers (N=11) had a Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score (M=99.43, SD=13.00).
Table 2
Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion
Total Sample
Participants

Mean

Standard Deviation

85

95.69

14.39

Participants

Mean

Standard Deviation

School 1

21

96.00

12.00

School 2

21

99.43

13.43

School 3

20

94.00

16.22

School 4

23

93.48

15.77

Participants

Mean

Standard Deviation

1st Grade

14

95.64

15.48

2nd Grade
3rd Grade
4th Grade
5th Grade
Kindergarten
Gender

13
20
11
14
13

88.85
95.15
99.43
99.43
97.23

14.90
16.97
13.00
13.00
13.10

Participants
8
77

Mean
101.00
95.14

Standard Deviation
9.59
14.75

Participants
65
20

Mean
95.74
95.55

Standard Deviation
14.22
15.36

School

Grade Level

Male
Female
D egrees
Undergraduate
Masters
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Certification
Participants

Mean

Standard Deviation

Traditional

60

96.92

13.62

Alternative

25

92.76

16.00

Participants

Mean

Standard Deviation

1-5 Years

29

93.14

12.95

6-10 Years

14

97.71

15.67

11-15 Years

20

97.50

14.27

16 and Higher

22

96.14

15.95

Participants

Mean

Standard Deviation

Black or African American

3

91.67

13.87

Asian or Asian American

3

92.00

11.79

Hispanic or Latino

46

93.93

15.85

White or Caucasian

33

98.85

12.38

Years of Experience

Race

Summary of Findings for Research Question Two
RQ 2: Is there a correlation between general education teachers’ self-efficacy and the
achievement of students with disabilities in Title I schools?
For research question 2, a Pearson r correlation research design was used to assess the
relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy and the achievement of students with disabilities.
The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis. There was no correlation between Teacher
Efficacy for Inclusion Scale, scale, and students with disabilities Measure of Academic Progress
(MAP) reading percentile score, r (142) = .12 p > .05, as shown in Table 3.
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Table 3
Correlation Reading Potential

There was no significant relationship between the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion Scale and
the Reading growth scores, r (135) = .05 p > .05, as shown in Table 4.
Table 4
Correlation Reading Growth

As shown in Table 5, there was no significant relationship between the Teacher Efficacy for
Inclusion Scale and the Math percentile scores, r (157) = .05 p > .05.
Table 5
Correlation Math Percentile

As shown in Table 6, there was no significant relationship between the Teacher Efficacy
for Inclusion Scale and the Math growth scores, r (151) = -.03 p > .05.
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Table 6
Correlation Math Growth

No correlation was found between individual teacher scores and students with disabilities
achievement. Even though there was not a significant difference found in the Pearson
Correlation, the researcher ran additional tests to find differences. The researcher ran a follow-up
ANOVA test to look at the significance of means for the demographics that had two or more
independent groups. The homogeneity of variance for ANOVA was run. As shown in Table 7,
the researcher ran an ANOVA test and found there was no significant difference between
student’s reading percentiles and the schools, F(3, 140) = 1.79, p >.05, ŋ2 =.04. Even though no
significant difference was found between student’s reading percentiles and schools, there was a
difference. The lowest average reading percentile score was from School 1 (M=8.13, SD=13.72)
and the highest average reading percentile score was from School 3 (M=19.27, SD=15.90).
Table 7
Analysis of Variance between Schools and Reading Percentile
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However, as shown in Table 8 an analysis of variance showed that there was a significant
difference between student’s math percentiles and the schools, F(3, 155) = 3.99, p <.05, ŋ2 =.04.
Tukey's Post hoc procedure indicated that School 1 (M=4.6, SD=4.39) and School 4 (M=11.44,
SD= 21.03) had significantly less math percentile scores than the average math percentile score
from School 2 (M=14.19, SD=14.87) and School 3 (M=17.40, SD=21.03).
Table 8
Analysis of Variance between Schools and Math Percentile

As shown in Table 9, there was no significant difference between student reading
percentiles and grade level teachers taught, F(5,65) = .65, p >.05, ŋ2 = .05. Even though no
significance was found between student reading percentiles and grade level teachers taught there
was a difference. The lowest average percentile score for 2nd grade (M=5.83, SD=7.84) and the
highest average teacher grade level score for 5th grade (M=16.78, SD=7.75).
Table 9
Analysis of Variance between Grade Level and Reading Percentile

The researcher ran an ANOVA test, as shown in Table 10, and found there was no
significant difference between student math percentiles and grade level teachers taught, F(5, 77)
=.376, p >.05, ŋ2 =.02. Even though no significant difference was found between student math
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percentiles and grade level teachers taught, there was a difference. The lowest average percentile
score for 4th grade (M=8.09, SD=12.36) and the highest average teacher grade level score for
5th grade (M=16.17, SD=24.36).
Table 10
Analysis of Variance between Grade Level and Math Percentile

There was no significant difference, as shown in Table 11, between student reading
percentiles and years teachers taught, F(3,140) = 2.53, p >.05, n2 = .01. Even though no
significance was found between student reading percentiles and years teachers taught there was a
difference. The lowest average percentile score for teachers who taught 11-15 years (M=11.15,
SD=18.96) and the highest average years was for teachers who taught for 16 and higher
(M=15.72, SD=21.61).
Table 11
Analysis of Variance between Years Taught and Reading Percentile

The researcher ran an ANOVA test as shown in Table 12 and found there was no
significant difference between student math percentiles and years teachers taught, F(3,
155) =1.83, p >.05, ŋ2 =.01. Even though no significant difference was found between student
math percentiles and the years teachers taught, there was a difference. The lowest average
percentile score for teachers who taught 6-10 years (M=10.50, SD=12.42) and the highest
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average was for teachers who taught for 16 and higher (M=13.74, SD=16.19).
Table 12
Analysis of Variance between Years Taught and Math Percentile

As shown in Table 13, the researcher ran a follow-up Independent-Sample t-test to look
at the significance in the demographics that included two independent groups of male and female
reading percentile scores. There was no significant difference in the reading percentile scores by
male (M=22.79, SD=22.97) and females (M=12.22, SD=16.75) t (14.52) = 1.67, p > .05, d = .47.
Based on the data, and equal variance was not assumed. The researcher ran a non-parametric test
and no significance was found. Even though there was no significant difference, there was a
general difference since students taught by males teachers had higher reading percentile scores
than students taught by female teachers. The researcher ran a follow-up Independent-Sample ttest to look at the significance in the demographics that included two independent groups of male
and female math percentile scores. There was no significant difference in the math percentile
scores by male (M=15.29, SD=24.87) and females (M=11.35, SD=15.18) t(157) = .87, p > .05, d
= .24. Based on the data, the equal variance was assumed. Even though there was no significant
difference, there was a difference. Students taught by males teachers had higher math percentile
scores than students taught by female teachers.
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Table 13
Independent Sample t-test for Gender

As shown in Table 14, the researcher ran a follow-up Independent-Sample t-test to look
at the significance in the demographics that included two independent groups of teacher’s
reading percentile scores of teachers who completed an undergraduate degree and a master’s
degree. There was no significant difference in the reading percentile scores by teachers who
completed an undergraduate degree (M=11.66, SD=14.88) and teachers who completed a
masters degree (M=18.17, SD=23.91) t (142) = -1.92, p > .05, d = -.37. Based on the data, the
equal variance was assumed. Even though there was no significant difference, there was a
difference. Students taught by teachers who received a master’s degree had higher reading
percentile scores than teachers who received an undergraduate degree. The researcher ran a
follow-up Independent-Sample t-test to look at the significance in the demographics that
included two independent groups of teacher’s math percentile scores of teachers who completed
an undergraduate degree and a master’s degree. There was no significant difference in the math
percentile scores by teachers who completed an undergraduate degree (M=10.20, SD=13.81) and
teachers who completed a masters degree (M=16.00, SD=21.57) t (157) = -1.99, p > .05, d = .36. Based on the data, and equal variance was assumed. Even though there was no significant
difference, there was a difference. Students taught by teachers who received a Master’s degree
had higher reading percentile scores than teachers who received an undergraduate degree.
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Table 14
Independent Sample T-Test for Degrees

The researcher ran a follow-up Independent-Sample t-test, as shown in Table 15, to look
at the significance in the demographics that included two independent groups of teacher’s
reading percentile scores of teachers who have a traditional teaching certificate and teachers who
have an alternative teaching certificate. There was no significant difference in the reading
percentile scores by teachers who have a traditional teaching certificate (M=12.50, SD=17.21)
and teachers who have an alternative teaching certificate (M=15.04, SD=18.72) t (142) = -.79, p
> .05, d = -.14. Based on the data, and equal variance was assumed. Even though there was no
significant difference, there was a difference. Students taught by teachers who had an alternative
teaching certificate had higher reading percentile scores than teachers who have a traditional
teaching certificate. The researcher ran a follow-up Independent-Sample t-test to look at the
significance in the demographics that included two independent groups of teacher’s math
percentile scores of teachers who have traditional teaching certificates and teachers who have an
alternative teaching certificate. There was no significant difference in the math percentile scores
by teachers who have a traditional teaching certificate (M=10.32 SD=13.93) and teachers who
have an alternative teaching certificate (M=14.90, SD=20.30) t (66.92) =-1.43, p > .05, d = -25.
Based on the data, and equal variance was not assumed. Even though there was no significant
difference, there was a difference. Students taught by teachers who had an alternative teaching

73

certificate had higher math percentile scores than teachers who have a traditional teaching
certificate.
Table 15
Independent Sample T-Test for Teaching Certificate

As shown in Table 16, the researcher used a case summary to show the association
between the Teacher Efficacy for inclusion to the MAP assessment scores and demographics.
The researcher took the highest and lowest MAP assessment score for each demographic. The
researcher started with the school's relationships with the highest MAP assessment scores,
School 3, and the school with the lowest MAP assessment scores, School 1. For reading MAP
assessment, teachers who taught in School 1, the lowest survey results were 64, and 0% of them
experienced growth on the reading MAP assessment. The highest survey results for School 1 was
120, 75% of the students experienced no growth, and 25% experienced growth. For reading
MAP assessment, teachers who taught at School 3 lowest survey results were 67, 0% of these
students experienced growth on the Reading MAP assessment. The highest survey results for
School 3 was 117, 100% of the students experienced no growth. For the math MAP assessment,
teachers who taught in School 1, the lowest survey results were 64, 75% experienced no growth,
and 25% experienced growth on the math MAP assessment. The highest survey results for
teachers who taught in School 1 was 120, 50% of the students experienced no growth, and 50%
experienced growth. For math the MAP assessment teachers who taught at School 3, the lowest
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survey results were 67, 100% of these students experienced growth on the math MAP
assessment. The highest survey results were 117, 100% of the students experienced no growth on
the math MAP assessment.
Table 16
Association between the Teacher Efficacy for inclusion to the MAP assessment scores and
Schools
School

Survey Result

No growth

Growth

Reading
Lowest MAP

School 1

Highest MAP

School 3

Lowest Survey

School 1

64

100%

0%

Highest Survey

School 1

120

25%

75%

Lowest Survey

School 3

67

100%

0%

Highest Survey

School 3

117

100%

0%

Math
Lowest MAP

School 1

Highest MAP

School 3

Lowest Survey

School 1

64

75%

25%

Highest Survey

School 1

120

50%

50%

Lowest Survey

School 3

67

0%

100%

Highest Survey

School 3

117

100%

0%

The researcher reviewed the association, as shown in Table 17, between the grade level
with the highest reading MAP assessment scores grade 5, and the grade level with the lowest
reading MAP assessment scores grade 2. For the reading MAP assessment, teachers who taught
in grade 2, the lowest survey results were 75, 100% of these students experienced no growth in
the reading MAP assessment. The highest survey results for grade 2 was 109, 100% of the
students experienced no growth. For reading MAP assessment, teachers who taught in grade 5,
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the lowest survey results were 64, 100% of these students experienced no growth in the reading
MAP assessment. The highest survey results were 120, 100% of the students experienced no
growth. The researcher reviewed the relationships between the grade level with the highest math
MAP assessment scores grade 5, and the grade level with the lowest math MAP assessment
scores grade 4. For the math MAP assessment, teachers who taught in grade 4, the lowest survey
results were 70, 100% of these students experienced no growth in the math MAP assessment.
The highest survey results for grade 4 was 120, 100% of the students experienced no growth on
the math MAP assessment. For the math MAP assessment teachers who taught in grade 5, the
lowest survey results were 64, 75% of these students experienced growth, and 25% experienced
no growth on the math MAP assessment. The highest survey results were 120, 100% of the
students experienced growth on the math MAP assessment.
Table 17
Association between the Teacher Efficacy for inclusion to the MAP assessment scores and Grade
Levels
Grade Level

Survey Result

No growth

Growth

Reading
Lowest MAP

Grade 2

Highest MAP

Grade 5

Lowest Survey

Grade 2

75

100%

0%

Highest Survey

Grade 2

109

100%

0%

Lowest Survey

Grade 5

64

100%

0%

Highest Survey

Grade 5

64

100%

0%
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Math
Lowest MAP

Grade 4

Highest MAP

Grade 5

Lowest Survey

Grade 4

70

100%

0%

Highest Survey

Grade 4

120

100%

0%

Lowest Survey

Grade 5

64

75%

25%

Highest Survey

Grade 5

120

0%

100%

As shown in Table 18, the researcher reviewed the teachers' highest level degree
associated with the highest MAP assessment scores, teachers with a master's degree, and the
teachers with the lowest MAP assessment scores, teachers with an undergraduate degree. For the
reading MAP assessment, teachers who had an undergraduate degree, the lowest survey results
were 64, 100% of these students experienced no growth in the reading MAP assessment. The
highest survey results for teachers with an undergraduate degree were 120, 17% of students
experienced growth, 83% experienced no growth in the reading MAP assessment. For reading
MAP assessment, teachers who had a master's degree; the lowest survey results were 65; 100%
of these students experienced no growth in the reading MAP assessment. The highest survey
results were 117, 50% of the students experienced growth, and 50% of the students experienced
no growth in the Reading MAP assessment. For the math MAP assessment teachers who have an
undergraduate degree, the lowest survey results were 64, 75% of these students experienced
growth, and 25% of students experienced no growth in the math MAP assessment. The highest
survey results for teachers who had an undergraduate degree were 120, 33% of students
experienced growth, and 67% of them experienced no growth in the math MAP assessment. For
the math MAP assessment, teachers who had a master's degree, the lowest survey results were
65, and 0% of them experienced growth on the math MAP assessment. The highest survey
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results were 117, 50% of the students experienced growth, and 50% experienced no growth in
the math MAP assessment.
Table 18
Association between the Teacher Efficacy for inclusion to the MAP assessment scores and
Teachers’ Degrees
Degree

Survey Result

No growth

Growth

Reading
Lowest MAP

Undergraduate

Highest MAP

Masters

Lowest Survey

Undergraduate

64

100%

0%

Highest Survey

Undergraduate

120

83%

17%

Lowest Survey

Masters

65

100%

0%

Highest Survey

Masters

117

50%

50%

Math
Lowest MAP

Undergraduate

Highest MAP

Masters

Lowest Survey

Undergraduate

64

25%

75%

Highest Survey

Undergraduate

120

67%

33%

Lowest Survey

Masters

65

100%

0%

Highest Survey

Masters

117

50%

50%

As shown in Table 19, the researcher reviewed the teachers' certification associated with
the highest MAP assessment scores, teachers with alternative certifications, and the teachers with
the lowest MAP assessment scores, teachers with traditional certification. For the reading MAP
assessment, teachers who had a traditional certificate, the lowest survey results were 64, 100% of
these students experienced no growth in the reading MAP assessment. The highest survey results
of teachers who had a traditional teaching certificate were 120, 100% of the students experienced
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no growth in the reading MAP assessment. For the reading MAP assessment, teachers who had
an alternative certificate, the lowest survey results were 65, 100% of these students experienced
no growth in the reading MAP assessment scores. The highest survey results were 120, 20% of
the students experienced growth and 80% of students experienced no growth in the reading MAP
assessment. For the math MAP assessment, teachers who had a traditional certificate, the lowest
survey results were 64, 75% of students experienced growth and 25% of these students
experienced no growth on the math MAP assessment. The highest survey results for teachers
who had a traditional teaching certificate was 120, 100% of the students experienced growth on
the math MAP assessment. For the math MAP assessment, teachers who had an alternative
certificate, the lowest survey results were 65, 100% of these students experienced growth on the
math MAP assessment. For the math MAP assessment, the highest survey results were 120, 20%
of the students experienced growth and 80% of students experienced no growth in the math MAP
assessment.
Table 19
Association between the Teacher Efficacy for inclusion to the MAP assessment scores and
Certifications
Certification

Survey Result

No growth

Growth

Reading
Lowest MAP

Traditional

Highest MAP

Alternative

Lowest Survey

Traditional

64

100%

0%

Highest Survey

Traditional

120

100%

0%

Lowest Survey

Alternative

65

100%

0%

Highest Survey

Alternative

120

80%

20%
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Math
Lowest MAP

Traditional

Highest MAP

Alternative

Lowest Survey

Traditional

64

25%

75%

Highest Survey

Traditional

120

0%

100%

Lowest Survey

Alternative

65

0%

100%

Highest Survey

Alternative

120

80%

20%

For the Table 20, The researcher reviewed the teachers' years of experience relationships
with the highest reading MAP assessment scores, teachers with 16 or higher years of experience,
and the teachers with the lowest reading MAP assessment scores, teachers with 11-15 years of
experience. For the reading MAP assessment, teachers who taught 11-15 years, the lowest survey
results were 81, 100% of these students experienced no growth on the reading MAP assessment.
The highest survey results for teachers who taught 11-15 years was 109, 100% of the students
experienced no growth. For the reading MAP assessment, teachers who taught 16 years and
higher, the lowest survey results were 65, 100% of these students experienced no growth in the
reading MAP assessment. The highest survey results were 117, 100% of the students
experienced no growth. The researcher reviewed the teachers' years of experience associated
with the highest reading MAP assessment scores, teachers with 16 or higher years of experience,
and the teachers with the lowest reading MAP assessment scores, teachers with 6-10 years of
experience. For the math MAP assessment, teachers who taught 6-10 years, the lowest survey
results were 71, 50% of these students experienced growth, and 50% of these students
experienced no growth in the math MAP assessment. The highest survey results for teachers who
taught 6-10 years were 120, 50% of these students experienced growth, and 50% of these
students experienced no growth in the math MAP assessment. For the math MAP assessment
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teachers who taught 16 years and higher, the lowest survey results were 65; 100% of these
students experienced growth on the math MAP assessment. The highest survey results were 117,
100% of the students experienced no growth on the math MAP assessment.
Table 20
Association between the Teacher Efficacy for inclusion to the MAP assessment scores
and Years Teacher Taught
Years Taught

Survey Result

No Growth

Growth

Reading
Lowest MAP

11-15 years

Highest MAP

16 and Higher

Lowest Survey

11-15 years

81

100%

0%

Highest Survey

11-15 years

109

100%

0%

Lowest Survey

16 and Higher

65

100%

0%

Highest Survey

16 and Higher

117

100%

0%

Math
Lowest MAP

6-10 years

Highest MAP

16 and Higher

Lowest Survey

6-10 years

71

50%

50%

Highest Survey

6-10 years

120

50%

50%

Lowest Survey

16 and Higher

65

0%

100%

Highest Survey

16 and Higher

117

100%

0%

Summary
In this chapter, the research questions were analyzed using descriptive statistics and a
Pearson R correlation. The researcher found the research questions were not significantly
significant. The Pearson r correlation did not show a relationship between teacher self-efficacy
and student with disabilities achievement. The following research questions were addressed:
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RQ1: What is the level of self-efficacy for general educators who teach students with
specific learning disabilities in Title I schools?
RQ 2: Is there a correlation between general education teachers’ self-efficacy and the
achievement of students with disabilities in Title I schools?
The following chapter will consist of a summary of the study. Further, recommendations will be
presented with implications for teachers and their students with disabilities achievement. The
chapter will conclude with recommendations for further study and research.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS
There are growing numbers of students with disabilities in the general education
classroom (U.S. Department of Education Report, 2017). Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA),
which replaced No Child Left Behind (NCLB), affects the state accountability system, whereby
students with disabilities are held to the same expectations as their non -disabled peers (National
Council on Disability, 2018). Given the growing number of students with disabilities and the
accountability standards placed on all students, teachers must feel equipped to teach students
with disabilities. However, Shippen and colleagues (2005) have found that teachers coming into
the profession are concerned about serving students with disabilities due to their lack of training.
In addition, even experienced teachers are not successful if they lack self-confidence. Selfconfidence has a strong correlation with self-efficacy (Shahzad & Naureen, 2017). People who
doubt their capabilities look at challenges as personal threats and choose not to engage in a
difficult task, which leads to low aspirations and weak goals (Bandura, 1994).
The purpose of the current study was to assess the impact of teachers’self-efficacy on the
achievement of students with disabilities. Woolfson and Brady (2009) suggest that mainstream
teachers should have the confidence to provide effective educational experiences to students,
including students with disabilities. They note that positive teacher attribution for teaching
children with disabilities affects their self-efficacy. Professional development aimed at
enhancing teacher self-efficacy could lead to successful inclusion for students with disabilities.
The study included one hundred and six teachers (N=106), 85 teacher surveys (N=86)
met the criteria for use in the current study, for a total response rate of 80%. The participants in
this study included kindergarten through fifth-grade general education teachers of students with
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learning disabilities. The teachers came from urban Title 1 public schools located in southwest
Texas. Participants for the current study were selected by the following criteria. The current
study took the four lowest-performing Title 1 elementary schools in the district that meet the
criteria. The criteria of being a general education teacher, having a valid teacher’s certification,
and having one to two students with disabilities in their classroom. The Teacher Efficacy for
Inclusion scale (Hollender, 2011) was used for the current study, see Appendix A. Student
achievement scores were determined using the growth and percentile score from the Measure of
Academic Progress (MAP) assessment. This study included two research questions:
RQ1: What is the level of self-efficacy for general educators who teach students with specific
learning disabilities in Title I schools?
RQ 2: Is there a correlation between general education teachers’ self-efficacy and the
achievement of students with disabilities in Title I schools?
Research question one was answered using descriptive statistics to assess demographic
information of the study participants. The researcher reviewed the respondent’s grade level of
teaching, gender, race, years of teaching, type of certification, degree(s) they have earned, and
the number of special education students they have in their classroom. The Pearson r correlation
was used to answer question two to show the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and
student with disabilities achievement. No correlation was found between individual teacher
scores on the Teacher Efficacy for inclusion survey and students with disabilities achievement.
Even though there was no significant difference found in the Pearson Correlation, the researcher
ran additional tests to find differences. The researcher ran a follow-up ANOVA test to look at the
significance of means for the demographics with two or more independent groups. The
homogeneity of variance for ANOVA was run. Follow up Independent-Sample t-tests were run
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to look at the significance in the demographics between two independent groups of teachers. A
case summary was used to show the association between the Teacher Efficacy for inclusion to
the MAP assessment scores and demographics. The researcher took the highest and lowest MAP
assessment score for each demographic.
Discussion
According to Zee and colleagues (2018), student's reading comprehension and math
performance was positively associated with teacher’s self-efficacy (Zee et al., 2018). However,
the researcher found no correlation between individual teacher scores on the Teacher Efficacy
for Inclusion Survey and students with disabilities achievement. The total sample of participants
had a mean Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion score of 95.69 and a standard deviation of 14.39. The
highest score participants could obtain was 120. The researcher found the mean percentile scores
for all school achievement on the reading and math MAP assessment were in the low percentile
range despite their high teacher self-efficacy survey scores on the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion
Survey. Tukey's Post hoc procedure indicated that School 1 (M=4.6, SD=4.39) and School 4
(M=11.44, SD= 21.03) had significantly less math percentile scores than the average math
percentile score from School 2 (M=14.19, SD=14.87) and School 3 (M=17.40, SD=21.03).
School 4 with the highest achievement mean percentile score was only 17.40, which is in the low
percentile range. The lowest average reading percentile score was from School 1 (M=8.13,
SD=13.72) and the highest average reading percentile score was from School 3 (M=19.27,
SD=15.90). School 3 who had the highest percentile score was only 19.27, which is in the low
percentile range.
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The researcher analyzed the growth scores for the 4 schools, however, found the same
results. There was no association between the growth scores on MAP assessment and the
teachers’ self efficacy using the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion scale. Actually, teachers who had
the highest self efficacy score, had little to no growth for students. The researcher started with
the school's relationships with the highest MAP assessment scores, School 3, and the school with
the lowest MAP assessment scores, School 1. For reading MAP assessment, teachers who taught
in School 1, the lowest Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion scale survey results were 64, and 0% of
them experienced growth on the reading MAP assessment. The highest Teacher Efficacy for
Inclusion scale survey results for School 1 was 120, 75% of the students experienced no growth,
and 25% experienced growth. For reading MAP assessment, teachers who taught at School 3
lowest Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion scale survey results was 67, 0% of these students
experienced growth on the Reading MAP assessment. The highest Teacher Efficacy for
Inclusion scale survey results for School 3 was 117, 100% of the students experienced 0%
growth. For the math MAP assessment, teachers who taught in School 1, the lowest Teacher
Efficacy for Inclusion scale survey results were 64, 75% experienced no growth, and 25%
experienced growth on the math MAP assessment. The highest Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion
scale survey results for teachers who taught in School 1 was 120, 50% of the students
experienced no growth, and 50% experienced growth. For math the MAP assessment teachers
who taught at School 3, the lowest Teacher Efficacy for Inclusion scale survey results were 67,
100% of these students experienced growth on the math MAP assessment. The highest Teacher
Efficacy for Inclusion scale survey results were 117, 100% of the students experienced no
growth on the math MAP assessment. These results show teachers have high self-efficacy and
believe in his or her capabilities to positively affect students’ learning and success, even among
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those students who may be difficult or unmotivated; however, other systems must be in place for
teachers to impact their students with disability achievement (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).
Malinen and colleagues (2013) discussed in order for teachers to help students with
disabilities, teachers must have the necessary tools and support. Teachers must collaborate to
help all students succeed (Malinen et al., 2013). Special education teachers and general education
teachers must find a common time to plan with one another, in a Professional Learning
Community. During this time the teams can guide one another on ways to raise the achievement
of their special education students. According to the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA),
students with disabilities are held to the same expectations as their non -disabled peers (National
Council on Disability, 2018). This means schools must have high expectations for all their
students including students with disabilities. Schools cannot allow a student’s label to define
their achievement.
Researchers have found there should be improved educational opportunities for minority
students as well as low-SES families for students with disabilities. There are gaps between the
growth of students with and without disabilities from high- SES families and those from lowSES families, in reading and math achievement levels (Morgan, Farkas, & Wu, 2011; Stevens,
Schulte, Elliott, Nesse & Tindal, 2015;Wei, Blackorby, Schiller & 2001; Wei, Lenz &
Blackorby, 2012). Schools must provide teachers the strategies and professional development to
reach their students with disabilities. The achievement gap continues to rise due to the lower
expectations some teachers have for this population of students. Researchers Shady and
colleagues point out that many students with disabilities are taught by general education teachers
who have little to no inclusive training. The negative perceptions of inclusion for educators
contribute to this understanding (Shady et al., 2013). Therefore, teachers must receive ongoing
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training on how to provide proper accommodations to students with disabilities, and how to use
various strategies to ensure the success of these students. The results showed teachers had high
self-efficacy, but there was no correlation to student achievement. Teachers are confident in their
abilities to influence student outcomes despite external factors; however, their confidence did not
impact student achievement to close the achievement gap for students with disabilities.
Limitations
Participants for this study were kindergarten through 5th-grade teachers from one school
district in southwest Texas. The current study took the four lowest-performing Title I elementary
schools in the district that met the criteria. Participants had to submit their names on the survey,
which could have skewed the results. In addition, there were only 4 schools selected, therefore,
the results are not generalizable to a whole population. The number of male teachers and female
teachers was not evenly distributed. The researcher found students taught by males teachers had
higher math percentile scores than students taught by female teachers. However, only 9.4% of
the participants were male, and 90.6% were female.
Implications
The results of this study suggest implications in elementary public school settings with
predominantly economically disadvantaged students. As previously mentioned, the researcher
found that schools need more than teacher self-efficacy to raise students with disabilities
achievement scores. Students with disabilities are held to the same standard as their non-disabled
peers for accountability. The collaboration in a Professional Learning Community (PLC)
between special education and general education teachers can make the difference. Teachers
must have ongoing professional development to support their special education students in
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general education classrooms properly. Administrators play an integral role in developing the
capacity of teachers.
According to LeDoux and colleagues (2012), general education teachers must work
collaboratively with special education teachers to provide effective instruction for students with
disabilities (LeDoux, Gaves & Burt, 2012). General education teachers generally do not have the
same level of expertise in providing accommodations, supporting students' IEPs and
modifications with special education students, and special education teachers do not always have
the subject area's content knowledge. Therefore, special education and general educators should
work together to support their special education students, instead of working in silos apart from
one another.
Researchers Edmon and Spradlin (2010) noted the existence of PLCs and collective
responsibility led to students with disabilities success. They noticed that teachers should make
child-centeredness and belongingness of special education staff a priority, helping to meet the
child's needs and accounts for academic, emotional, and social needs. The general education
teacher can collaborate with the special education teacher. They should be a collective team.
Shippen and Flores (2011) noted the difference in instructional practices between general
education and special education teachers when serving students with disabilities. The differences
in instructional practices have implications for inclusive instruction. The main difference was
that special educators individualized instruction to students with disabilities more than general
education teachers (Shippen & Flores, 2011). If the teams worked collectively, they would be
able to share practices that would benefit the success of students with disabilities.
Training opportunities must be given to teachers to validate their ability to reach all
students (Buell et al., 1999). There is a need for ongoing professional development if inclusive
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practices will work (Shady et al., 2013). Support should include workshops, seminars, and
informative sessions (Shady et al., 2013). Researchers Akiba and Liang (2016) found that the
more meaningful professional learning opportunity was collaborative and informal teacher
professional development (Akiba &Liang, 2016). The studies show support to teachers should
not only consist of one summer professional development and SPED teachers giving teachers
their students accommodation folders. General education teachers must have ongoing training
support and collaboration on how they can ensure their students with disabilities are successful.
Also, students with disabilities measurement of progress through an Individual Education
Program (IEP) no longer suffices. Progress is no longer measured by an IEP, but by a
standardized assessment (U.S. Department of Education, 2004). Therefore, teachers must realize
students with disabilities must be provided the instruction necessary to succeed in these
assessments. Special education teachers must be familiar with the general education curriculum
and how they can provide rigorous support while students with disabilities progress through the
standards. They cannot only rely on the special education curriculum. Teachers are aware of
students with disabilities accommodations from the special education department. However,
teachers need the follow-through of making sure students use the accommodations during
instructional assignments. The utilization of accommodations, such as graphic organizers,
manipulatives, overlays, extended time, and oral administration, needs to be explicitly taught to
students with disabilities. Teachers cannot wait until the day of the standardized assessments to
give students the accommodations for the first time. This is why the general education teacher
and special education teacher must continue the conversation regarding the instructional
practices that need to occur in the general education setting for the student to be successful.
Lencioni (2012) points out that cohesive teams that work together must hold one another
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accountable and focus on results (Lencioni, 2012).
The results of the current study showed that teachers' self-efficacy was high; however,
students with disabilities had low achievement. Campuses must have high expectations for all
students and ensure all students have academic gains and growth. Lencioni (2012) points out that
no matter how good leadership teams feel, if organizations do not achieve results, they are
technically not a good team. Principals can influence how teachers perceive they can perform
and meet expectations (Thornton et al., 2020). Schools need leaders who can control their
followers, help organizations problem solve, and continuously improve organizations (Arababi &
Mehdinezhad, 2015). Administrators must hold teachers accountable for their results and
develop the capacity of their teachers.
Recommendations for Future Research
These findings may help school leaders understand how to support general educators
which provided the necessary support to ensure the academic achievement of students with
disabilities. This understanding may help leaders reflect upon their practice and identify ways
they need to support general education teachers. The findings of this study, others in the review
of the literature and future studies will help improve the education of students with disabilities.
Many opportunities exist for further research in this area. As mentioned, the sample size
for the schools in the Southwest School district was too small in this study to be reliable and
meaningful. The researcher might consider surveying students with disabilities from low-income
schools from multiple school districts. In addition, the researcher could have collected data from
students who do not have a disability. This data could be used to see the average percentile and
growth on the MAP assessment for the entire school in relation to the students with disabilities.
If the researcher included more schools, the gender population of male to female teachers would

91

be higher. For the current study, only 9.4% of the participants were male, and 90.6% were
female. In addition, if the researcher had a larger population there could have been more data to
find significant differences. While this study used teacher survey results from the Teacher
Efficacy for Inclusion Scale, other perspectives could have been helpful, such as feedback from
administrators, parents of non-teaching staff.
Conclusions
As national and state-level accountability continues to increase, the number of students
with disabilities increases in the general education classroom. Research finds that students with
disabilities benefit from adequately trained teachers and collaborate with special education
teachers. Yet, often, these students do not have academic success as of their peers.
Though the results did not yield the results the researcher expected. Even if
administrators, teachers, and other school personnel have high self-efficacy we must find ways
for students with disabilities to grow academically. Further research in these areas will continue
to support and improve the educational issue of ensuring every child's success, including
students with disabilities.
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