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While classroom teachers report alarming rates of unpreparedness, and even 

unwillingness to include diverse populations in the classroom, our nation is continuing 

along a trend started in the 1990s to include students with disabilities (SWD) in general 

education settings.  This quasi-experimental research study uncovered the impact of 

completing the required continuing education course in teaching SWD course mandated 

by Florida Senate Bill 1108 ([SB1108]; The Florida Senate, 2013b), which amended 

Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) (Process for Renewal of Professional Certificates, 2017) 

on perceived teacher ability to implement inclusion practices.  An online version of the 

Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices (TEIP) scale developed by Sharma, Loreman, 

and Forlin (2012) was utilized, along with demographic and experiential factors for 

classroom teachers in the study district to examine their self-efficacy toward inclusion.  

Analysis of the data indicated statistically significant differences in mean TEIP scale 

scores for exceptional student education (ESE) and general education teachers.
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Data analyses revealed that almost half of the teachers had a negative view of and 

did not perceive any benefit from the course.  While ESE and general education teachers 

had similar preparation needs, they also reported areas of concern specific to their subset.  

Overall, the course did not provide enough continuing education in the areas most needed 

by the participants.  SB1108-mandated course completion was also not found to be an 

indicator of higher teacher self-efficacy for the majority of teachers.  Analysis of the 

differences in TEIP scale scores found that only elementary school teachers benefited 

from completing the course, while it had the opposite effect for general education high 

school teachers and no significant effect for ESE teachers.  Differences in TEIP scale 

scores from demographic and experiential factors accounted for 13% of the variance in 

the population and was not significant for the ESE teacher subset.  One percent or less of 

the variance was attributed to completion of the required continuing education course. 

Implications include reviewing the legislation’s effectiveness for teachers in 

different areas and grade levels, hiring and evaluation decisions based on TEIP scale 

scores of applicants and employees, and designing more meaningful continuing education 

courses.  Recommendations for state legislatures, school administrators, designers of 

continuing education courses, and for future research regarding improvement of teacher 

self-efficacy for inclusive practices are offered.
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 Students with disabilities (SWD) are continuing to be taught in a dual system of 

education comprised of general education and special education.  More than 30 years ago 

Stainback and Stainback (1984) championed the concept of merging the two systems of 

education into one inclusive program benefiting all students.  They were early supporters 

of what would become the Regular Education Initiative proposed as a national reform 

effort by Madeline C. Will the Assistant Secretary for the Office of Special Education 

and Rehabilitative Services, U.S. Department of Education.  Other educators who 

encouraged the collaboration of special and general education were Drs. Margaret C. 

Wang and Maynard C. Reynolds who together with Herbert J. Walberg organized 

conferences and authored papers highlighting the “disjointedness” of the dual systems 

(“The Regular Education Initiative,” 1987). 

While the Regular Education Initiative did not gain enough support to completely 

combine the two systems of education as Stainback and Stainback (1984) demanded, the 

inclusion movement that began in earnest during the 1990s is a remnant that continues 

today to provide all students the opportunity to participate equally in schooling.  Titone 

(2005) defined inclusion as “a philosophy that is meant to produce settings in which all 

students in a K-12 school or classroom, regardless of their strengths or weaknesses, are a 

full part of the learning community and progress together in their academic endeavors” 

(p. 7).  The increased inclusion efforts seen in public education today are allowing for 

more students to have access to the curriculum, and now it is time for their teachers to be
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fully included as well. 

Problem Statement 

The majority of SWD are receiving most of their daily instruction in the general 

education setting; however general education teachers are not adequately trained or 

prepared to deliver curriculum or provide instruction to these diverse learners (Brown, 

Welsh, Hill, & Cipko, 2008).  In order to address this concern Florida Senate Bill 1108 

([SB1108]; The Florida Senate, 2013b) became law in 2014, amending Florida Statute 

1012.585 (3) (e) (Processs for Renewal of Professional Certificates, 2017) requiring that 

“any applicant for renewal of a professional certificate must earn a minimum of one 

college credit or the equivalent inservice points in the area of instruction of teaching 

students with disabilities” (p. 20).  Figure 1 provides a visual representation for the 

problem of and proposed answer to teacher unpreparedness in Florida. 

The Florida legislature introduced SB1108 in February 2013 to address issues of 

parental involvement (specifically parental consent, collaboration, and extraordinary 

exemption), as well as accountability, program assessment, federal funding, and renewal 

of professional educator certificate.  It is the last issue addressed in this bill that has 

significance for special education leaders in the coming years as more SWD are included 

in general education classrooms.  A summary of the language for that portion of the bill, 

approved unanimously by both the Senate and House of Representatives and signed into 

law by the Governor in June 2013, is as follows: 

Renewal of Professional Educator Certificate 

The bill requires applicants to earn a minimum of one college credit or the 

equivalent inservice points in the area of instruction for teaching students 
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with disabilities, for renewal of a professional educator certificate. The 

requirement may not, however, add to the total hours required by the 

Department of Education for continuing education or inservice training. 

(The Florida Senate Education Committee, 2013, para. 12) 

 

Figure 1.  Problem statement visual. 
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Purpose of the Study 

This study attempted to determine if the required continuing education increased 

teacher self-efficacy as measured by the Teacher Efficacy of Inclusive Practice (TEIP) 

scale developed by Sharma, Loreman, and Forlin (2012).  The purpose of this study was 

threefold; 1) to determine how the continuing education course is addressing the needs of 

teachers in preparing for inclusion, 2) to examine the self-efficacy of classroom teachers 

who have completed the continuing education course required in Florida Statute 

1012.585 (3) (e) (Process for Renewal of Professional Certificates, 2017) compared to 

those who have not completed the requirement, and 3) to identify demographic and 

experiential factors that predict teacher self-efficacy.  Participants self-reported their 

efficacy through the online SB1108 Teacher Self-Efficacy Survey (see Appendix A) 

incorporating individual characteristics and the TEIP scale. 

Research Questions 

The overarching question that guided this study was: “Are teachers who complete 

continuing education in teaching SWD more able to serve such students?”  In order to 

address elements in the guiding question three specific research questions were focused 

on throughout the study: 

1. How is the legislatively mandated continuing education in SB1108 preparing 

classroom teachers to serve SWD? 

2. What are the differences in teacher self-efficacy for inclusion among those who 

have completed the mandated continuing education in SB1108 and those who 

have not? 
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3. What are the demographic and experiential factors that predict teacher self-

efficacy for inclusion? 

Research Hypotheses 

It is hypothesized that requiring educators to receive continuing education in 

teaching SWD may help to eliminate concerns with teacher preparedness and 

incorporation of inclusion practices in the classroom.  Specifically, this research 

examined the influence of completing the required course in teaching SWD on perceived 

teacher ability to implement inclusion practice (self-efficacy). 

Ha1. Material and/or information that were found to be beneficial to those who have 

completed the required continuing education course will be similar to the 

material and/or information that are needed by those who have not yet completed 

the required continuing education course. 

Ha2. Teachers who complete the required continuing education course will have 

higher overall TEIP scale scores than those who have not yet completed the 

course. 

Ha3. Teacher’s level of self-efficacy for inclusion as measured by TEIP scale score 

can be predicted by specific demographic and experiential factors. 

Role of the Researcher 

As a special education professional for the past 11 years, the researcher has 

worked as a co-teacher in inclusion classes, as well as taught direct instruction to students 

with various disabilities and in self-contained settings for students with emotional and 

behavioral disabilities.  The researcher had been employed as a teacher in the study 

district for the past nine years.  The previous four years have been outside the classroom 
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as an Exceptional Student Education (ESE) Coordinator responsible for compliance of 

special education services.  As of this study, she had not completed any continuing 

education course specifically designed to meet the requirement for 20 in-service hours or 

one college credit continuing education course in teaching SWD because her professional 

certification is not due for renewal until 2019. 

Strengths and Limitations 

The greatest strength of this study was being able to sample the entire population 

of teachers in the study district.  An acknowledged limitation is that while every effort 

was made to control for variances in the individual differences of the participants, it is 

possible that the TEIP scale score differences may not be a result of completing the 

continuing education course.  This research was delimited to only one of the 67 public 

school districts in Florida.  However, as the design used both qualitative and quantitative 

components it is possible to replicate the study in other districts across the state to gauge 

the influence of the mandated course in different areas.  Additionally, while there are a 

multitude of continuing education courses available to meet the legislative requirement, 

this research did not investigate individual courses, but rather examined completing any 

20 in-service or one college credit course that qualifies as a whole. 

Another delimitation was to sample only current teachers assigned for more than 

50% of their day to classroom instruction in public schools.  However, as a strength, the 

study did investigate influence on ESE teacher self-efficacy even though the literature 

focused exclusively on general education teachers.  While every certified educator in 

Florida is included in the legislative  requirement, the participants of this study did not 

include school administrators, guidance counselors, district based employees, or any 
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other group of certified educator.  Yet another strength of the study is its generalizability 

to the population of classroom teachers as the TEIP was designed to measure teacher 

efficacy. 

Significance of the Study 

This study’s timeliness and significance are as an early (if not first) review of the 

impact of SB1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b), which amended Florida Statute 1012.585 

(3) (e) (Process for Renewal of Professional Certificates (2017), the first Florida-

mandated change in professional certification to address the gap in inclusion policy and 

practice.  As the law went into effect in 2014, by 2019 all teachers will have taken the 

required course to renew their certification and it soon will not be possible to make 

comparisons of this nature between those who have and those who have not completed 

the requirement.  Additionally, an examination of teacher efficacy may assist lawmakers, 

school administrators, and designers of continuing education courses in addressing the 

needs of classroom teachers who traditionally have reported being unprepared to serve 

SWD.  The study also provides an opportunity to advance the research of using the 

internationally recognized TEIP scale that was designed in 2012. 

There is additional significance for this study as it would benefit the study district.  

The research specifically links to two of the four themes outlined in the study district’s 

strategic plan (Study District, 2016).  Understanding and improving teacher self-efficacy 

for inclusion is directly related to the study district’s theme of “Effective and Relevant 

Instruction to Meet the Needs of All Students.”  This goes hand-in-hand with the study 

district’s first two objectives as highlighted in the “Second Pillar of Effective Instruction” 

by ensuring that classroom teachers are able to provide differentiation for SWD.  The 
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strategic plan theme, “talent development,” is also addressed through the second 

objective by being able to gauge teacher self-efficacy for inclusion of SWD during the 

hiring process to ensure that “high-quality, skilled applicants” are being considered for 

classroom teacher positions throughout the county. 

Theoretical Framework 

This research was conducted through the lens of self-efficacy theory discussed by 

Albert Bandura in his seminal 1977 article, “Self-Efficacy: Toward a Unifying Theory of 

Behavioral Change.”  The instrument used for this research study was developed under 

the principles that teaching style and methods, as well as classroom expectations, are a 

result of teachers’ belief in their ability to educate students.  Bandura (1977) concluded 

that reports of self-efficacy can be used to predict how a person will respond to a given 

situation.  In the classroom, the theory is demonstrated when a teacher believes that all 

students can learn, and their methods of instruction and expectations for learning are 

high, whereas if a teacher does not believe they can teach SWD then their expectations 

for their own teaching and for student learning diminish (Sharma et al., 2012).  The use 

of self-efficacy theory for inclusion as the guiding force of this study is aligned with 

Bandura’s (1977) mastery experiences construct from social cognitive theory.  As 

Malinen, Savolainen, and Xu (2012) confirmed, mastery experiences are the most 

influential component for self-efficacy.  Their international research discussed the 

relationship between teacher attitude, experience working with SWD, and self-efficacy 

toward inclusion, finding that higher levels of self-efficacy resulted in greater job 

satisfaction and favorable attitudes toward students with disabilities. 

  



 

9 

Operational Definitions 

The following terms are defined for the purpose of this study. 

Continuing education or professional development: in-service training usually organized 

by the local educational agency designed to inform the practice of their employees 

(Aitken, 2004).  These training opportunities are conducted once a person has 

begun to work in their position.  They may be conducted in formal sessions or 

through informal interactions (Quint, Akey, Rappaport, & Willner, 2007). 

Demographic factors: variables used to collect the gender, age, race, and ethnicity of the 

study participant. 

Effective teachers: 

Engage students in active learning, create intellectually ambitious tasks, use a 

variety of teaching strategies, assess student learning continuously and adapt 

teaching to student needs, create effective scaffolds and supports, provide clear 

standards, constant feedback, and opportunities for revising work, develop and 

effectively manage a collaborative classroom in which all students have 

membership. (Darling-Hammond, 2011, slide 5) 

Environmental factors: variables used to collect the current teaching environment of the 

study participant (grade level taught and subject area taught). 

Exceptional student education (ESE) or special education: these terms are used 

interchangeably for: 

In Florida, children with disabilities who need specially designed instruction and 

related services are called exceptional students. The special help they are given at 

school is called exceptional student education (ESE). The purpose of ESE is to 
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help each child with a disability progress in school and prepare for life after 

school. (FLDOE, 2011, p. 1) 

ESE Teacher: a certified teacher holding certification (ESE grades K-12, Hearing 

Impaired grades K-12, Speech Language Impaired grades K-12, grades, or 

Visually Impaired K-12) or endorsement (Autism Spectrum Disorder, Gifted, 

Orientation and Mobility, Prekindergarten Disabilities, or Severe and Profound 

Disabilities) in an area of ESE (FLDOE, 2018). 

Experiential factors: variables used to collect the educational and employment 

background of the study participant (highest degree earned, years teaching, 

number of certifications/endorsements, and National Board for Professional 

Teaching Standards certification). 

Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e): the Florida statute within the K-12 education code 

relating to personnel and addressing renewal of professional certificates requiring 

continuing education in teaching students with disabilities as amended by Florida 

Senate Bill 1108. 

Inclusion or mainstreaming: these terms are used interchangeably as they both refer to 

providing the least restrictive environment for educating SWD (Idol, 2006). 

SB1108: the Florida legislative bill that amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) 

(Process for Renewal of Professional Certificates, 2017) requiring 

applicants to earn a minimum of one college credit or the equivalent in-

service points in the area of instruction for teaching SWD for renewal of a 

professional educator certificate (The Florida Senate Education 

Committee, 2013). 
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Students with disabilities (SWD): is defined at the national level through the Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act (2004) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 

of 1979 for Americans with Disabilities (U.S. Department of Education 

[USDOE], 2015), at the state level through the eligibility categories that school 

districts are required to follow in the provision of exceptional student education 

(ESE) programs (Florida Department of Education [FLDOE], 2015), (see 

Appendix B). 

Teacher self-efficacy: a teacher’s belief in their ability to educate students (Sharma et al., 

2012). 
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Without reforms to combat the inequalities in our education system, our society 

will soon suffer a similar fate as the fall of Rome (Darling-Hammond, 2006).  Darling-

Hammond provided suggestions to avoid this future societal decline: by preparing 

effective teachers for the classroom.  Preparing teachers for the diverse students they will 

encounter in the classroom is at the heart of this study.  Explaining why and how 

effective teachers matter to student achievement, Darling-Hammond (2011) also reported 

on findings regarding exemplary teacher education programs that provide the skills and 

knowledge required for effective teachers to develop.  Preparing every teacher to teach 

every student that enters their classroom is the mantra for much of the work toward how 

to best include teachers in their preparation for inclusion. 

Darling-Hammond (2006) drew upon the National Commission on Teaching and 

America’s Future’s 1996 report urging the use of a “three-legged stool” already used by 

other professions: “standards for program accreditation, candidate licensing, and 

advanced certification” (p. 18).  She offered suggestions for recruiting and retaining 

effective teachers and providing quality school systems in which they can teach.  To 

exemplify the point, Gideonse stated: 

All the hype in the world about raised standards and performance-based licensure 

is meaningless absent a real incentive working on school districts to recruit the 

qualified through salary and improved conditions of practice, rather than being 
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allowed to redefine the available as qualified. (as cited in Darling-Hammond, 

2006, p. 21) 

As the majority of SWD are being educated in general education classrooms, it is 

imperative that we do not just rely on the available teachers to provide that education, but 

instead provide educated teachers for those students.  Again, the quality of the teachers 

responsible for educating students included in general education was the driving force of 

this study. 

Senate Bill 1108 

In early 2013, both the Florida House of Representatives and Florida Senate 

proposed legislation within one month of each other to address a number of areas relating 

to ESE.  House Bill 465 ([HB465], The Florida Senate, 2013a) specifically included 

language to require that certain educators complete continuing education in teaching 

SWD in order to renew their professional certification.  For three months HB465 passed 

through the subcommittee process in the Florida Legislature before being laid on the 

table for its companion bill.  By that time Senate Bill 1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b) 

had passed through two months of subcommittee hearings and was substituted for HB465 

in April 2013.  SB1108 passed unanimously in May 2013 and was approved by the 

governor in June 2013 with an effective date of July 1, 2014.  This legislation amended 

language in Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) Process for Renewal of Professional 

Certificates (2017), requiring all educators complete 20 continuing education hours in 

teaching SWD. 

It was hoped that the legislatively mandated continuing education would remedy 

most general education teachers reporting that they have not received adequate training to 
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teach SWD (Brown et al., 2008).  There is a lack of personal resources, as discussed in a 

seminal work by Lipsky (1969), that impedes employees from performing their job 

duties.  While it may be easy to blame general education teachers for their lack of 

preparedness, it falls to the organization to provide adequate training and resources to 

teach diverse populations of students.  While 2014 was the first implementation year for 

the amended legislation approved in SB1108, the policies that sparked its necessity can 

be traced back to the inclusion efforts of the 1990s and 2000s.  Following “least 

restrictive environment” clauses in federal legislation (Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Improvement Act [IDEA], 2004; No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 [NCLB], 

2002), general education classrooms were inundated with SWD; however, the general 

education teachers were not prepared to teach such diverse populations (Brown et al., 

2008).  As suggested by Cohen, Moffitt, and Goldin (2007), the changes in practice 

required to adhere to the change in policy dictates professional development to combat 

the incompetence created by the trend toward inclusion.  In Florida, the requirement in 

SB1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b), which amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) 

(Process for Renewal of Professional Certificates, 2017), stated that teachers take one 

class every five years in teaching SWD is an example of how policymakers attempted to 

correct problems created by the earlier inclusion policies that led to teachers who were 

ill-prepared to teach SWD in least restrictive environments. 

The requirement appears to combat the “silo” effect of most federally mandated 

programs, as discussed by Fuhrman, Goertz, and Weinbaum (2007).  Teaching SWD 

historically has been viewed as an “underfunded mandate” that has pitted special 

education against general education.  Now all educators are required to have the skills 
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and knowledge necessary to teach all students in their classroom, instead of allowing 

them to be reassigned.  With regard to teacher quality, Fuhrman et al. (2007) discussed 

the disjointed system of teacher education programs in the United States, caused by 

decentralized governance.  While the authors noted that federal legislation requires 

teachers to have college degrees in their subject matter, each state sets the standards for 

subject matter and licensure requirements, resulting in a wide variety of teacher 

preparation standards across the country.  The required continuing education in Florida 

SB1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b), which amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) 

(Process for Renewal of Professional Certificates, 2017), is just one example of the 

autonomy granted to individual states to decide what makes a teacher highly qualified.  

This legislation fosters “other state teacher policies, such as induction programs and 

recertification…implemented at the school and school district level, increasing variability 

in design, practice, and impact” (Fuhrman et al., 2007, p. 54).  With the required 

continuing education set forth in SB1108, each school district has been tasked with 

developing their own courses and determining successful completion, which varies across 

all counties in Florida. 

Had policymakers discussed how the continuing education mandated in SB1108 

(The Florida Senate, 2013b), which amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) (Process 

for Renewal of Professional Certificates, 2017), would be implemented, it could be 

assumed that the required continuing education modules would have been available to 

educators in time for the law to go into effect on July 1, 2014, which they were not.  This 

appears to concur with Elmore’s (1979-1980) suggestion that there is no systematic 

manner for the implementation of policy.  There is also a question as to why the 
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individual school districts were held responsible for creating the continuing education 

opportunities to meet a state requirement.  During implementation of the policy there was 

a discussion about how educators could be “grandfathered in” for the first year, although 

no formal information was provided at either the state or district level.  It is important to 

recognize that the required continuing education mandated in SB1108 (The Florida 

Senate, 2013b), which amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) (Processs for Renewal 

of Professional Certificates, 2017), was not designed to require educators to know how to 

teach diverse populations of students before becoming teachers; it is instead an effort to 

address classroom teacher behavior as a continuing education opportunity.  Thus, the 

policy conforms to Lipsky’s (1969) claim that such policy is an issue of street-level 

bureaucratic behavior rather than of educator training.  Training pre-service teachers on 

strategies to incorporate SWD into general education classrooms may be far more 

effective than conducting one-off continuing education courses after the fact, and the 

continuing education requirement in SB1108 does not accomplish this. 

Inclusion of Students With Disabilities 

 Beginning in the 1970s schools in America began reacting to a number of 

legislative requirements to provide education for SWD in the same manner they had been 

educating their non-disabled peers.  The Education for All Handicapped Children Act 

(1975) set the stage for school districts to develop programs to include students, no 

matter the level of their disability, into general education settings.  Legislation in the 

1990s ensured that all students would not only be included in the curriculum, but also be 

assessed on their learning to ensure that educators were working toward learning 

outcomes for all students.  With the new millennium, school districts responded to the 
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additional responsibilities under NCLB (2002) and amendments to the IDEA (2004) 

legislation to fully include as many students in special subgroups as possible in curricula, 

assessments, and general education settings.  The changes these laws attempted to create 

in education for all students also means that the teachers who educate these students must 

change as well.  It is no longer acceptable to allow general education teachers to defer 

responsibility for the education of a student with special needs to only the special 

education teacher (Grskovic & Trzcinka, 2011). 

These requirements led to the national trend toward inclusion of students with 

special educational needs in the general education setting.  Lipsky (2005) argued that 

while SWD are being included for 80% of their educational day in general education 

classes, the outcomes for those students’ success are as low as they were before 

legislation requiring inclusion became the norm. 

For the purpose of this study the terms “inclusion” and “mainstreaming” are used 

interchangeably as they both refer to providing the least restrictive environment for 

educating SWD (Idol, 2006).  Preparing teachers for the inclusion of SWD is not 

predicated on whether the student spends 100% of the educational day in general 

education settings with only a general education teacher, or only one class period a day 

with a special education teacher assisting in the general education classroom. Brown et 

al. (2008) recommended that special education faculty intertwine with general education 

faculty at the university level.  So must general education teachers and special education 

teachers intertwine in the classrooms of our public schools. 

 To create educational environments for inclusion, Hudgins (2012) performed an 

analysis of existing research to learn what makes for successful inclusion.  She found that 
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administrators hold the key to setting the tone for inclusion as a vision and mission of 

their individual schools.  Once administration has embraced the concept, then the work is 

up to the classroom teachers to ensure that their practices incorporate inclusive 

educational strategies for all students.  However, as Curcic (2009) found in her 

international study of inclusion practices, general education teachers may say they 

support the mission and vision of inclusion, but their lesson plans do not indicate any 

value toward individualization for students with special needs.  These contradictions in 

what is reported and what is found lead to discrepancies in the way that students with 

special needs are included in general education classes across the globe.  It is noted that 

teachers in both of these studies indicated that they do see the effectiveness of using 

inclusion strategies when working with both SWD and students without disabilities. 

Historically, the roles of general and special education teachers, as well as the 

students they serve, have made it more difficult for veteran teachers from both groups to 

embrace the current trend of including SWD in general education classrooms due to 

changes in role expectations (Lipsky, 1969).  As Titone (2005) explained, the “either-or” 

mentality of having to become either a general education teacher or a special education 

teacher is holding back progress for teachers and students in inclusive programming.  

Lipsky and Gartner (1996) reported in their effort to eliminate the dual systems of special 

general education, that our schools’ implementation of inclusion equates to the old adage 

regarding racial segregation, “separate, but equal,” where the two systems may be 

separate, but as implemented are far from equal.  Inclusion of students with special needs 

requires collaboration between the dual systems.  Stainback and Stainback (1984) 

concurred.  For inclusion to be completely accepted and implemented successfully it is 
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suggested that separate special education is no longer appropriate, but that regular 

education for all is what is required (“The Regular Education Initiative,” 1987). 

With the federal requirements in place to ensure inclusive education for all 

students, school districts began to establish practices and policies to ensure inclusion of 

SWD in the general education setting.  Across the globe, other countries are also moving 

toward inclusion.  Petriwskyj (2010) highlighted many of the struggles that teachers face 

when attempting to implement inclusion successfully without appropriate resources or 

professional development.  Although that Petriwskyj focused on Australian elementary 

school teachers, similar findings in the United States were presented by Soukakou, 

Winton, West, Sideris, and Rucker (2014) in their examination of elementary inclusion in 

North Carolina.  The tensions that change brings to veteran teachers and the uncertainty 

associated with being a new teacher leads to varying success of the inclusion models used 

across public schools.  As Grskovic and Trzcinka (2011) pointed out, the majority of 

special education students are going to be taught by general education teachers, therefore, 

educating teachers to teach inclusion classes may make inclusion a success for all 

students. 

Educator Preparation 

Allday, Neilsen-Gatti, and Hudson (2013) and Harvey, Yssel, Bauserman, and 

Merbler (2010) found that regardless of the preparation program teachers enrolled in to 

enter the classroom, an overwhelming number of general education teachers do not report 

being prepared to teach SWD.  While teacher attitude toward inclusion is almost always 

reported as positive (McHatton & Parker, 2013; Van Reusen, Shoho, & Barker, 2000-

2001) a similarly high number of teachers continue to report uneasiness in engaging in 
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teaching SWD.  Henry et al. (2014) examined the multiple avenues available for teacher 

preparation across North Carolina and found contradictory evidence, unable to support 

one alternative teacher preparation program over any others.  However, they did find that 

teachers who were prepared through graduate programs in education outperformed all 

alternative programs, such as Teach for America, Visiting International Faculty, and 

those not yet completing the initial licensure requirements, as well as undergraduate 

education programs. 

In an effort to develop a measure of teacher quality as it relates to knowledge of 

inclusion, Sucuoğlu, Bakkaloğlu, İşcen Karasu, Demir, and Akalin (2014) found that 

preschool teachers in Turkey did not know much about inclusion of SWD in general 

education classrooms either.  The researchers’ use of vignettes to set the stage when 

determining the quality of teachers’ knowledge is unique in this topic area.  When asked 

open-ended questions related to short stories, participants demonstrated very little 

knowledge about teaching practices for SWD.  It was noted by the authors that preschool 

teachers are not required to take any special education classes, but are offered an elective 

class on inclusion practices.  The same can be said of those teachers hired as a result of 

the critical shortage of special education teachers in classrooms across the United States.  

Nougaret, Scruggs, and Mastropieri (2005) found that emergency or provisional licensed 

special education teachers were much less prepared for the classroom than traditionally 

educated special education teachers.  Interestingly the non-traditionally prepared teachers 

were not even aware of their lack of preparedness in the strategies and practices used in 

special education. 
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Sucuoğlu et al. (2014) found that educators who had taken a special education 

course were much more knowledgeable about all aspects of inclusion and therefore more 

likely to be an effective teacher for all students.  The use of fieldwork and internships in 

special education classrooms provided even more knowledge and skills for pre-service 

teachers in their preparation to enter classrooms with diverse student populations 

(McHatton & Parker, 2013).  Preparing pre-service teachers through coursework and 

fieldwork is vital to ensuring that all teachers are prepared to teach all students. 

Hudgins (2012) asserted that administration leads schools toward successful 

inclusion.  Prior to, Lashley and Boscardin (2003) discussed the importance of having 

administration trained in the nuances of special education policy and practice due to a 

lack of preparation provided to administration in areas of special education law special 

education administration.  Just as each state has unique licensing requirements to be 

“highly qualified” classroom teachers, the administrators responsible for special 

education and inclusion are held to different standards (Lashley & Boscardin, 2003).  

There is a lack of attention to the preparation of administrators regarding inclusive 

education in research and practice.  For example, research by Bocala, Morgan, Mundry 

and Mello (2010) regarding Northeastern states’ certification requirements did not focus 

on the preparation of administrative staff leading general education teachers to teach 

SWD. 

Examining teacher preparation for inclusion of SWD in general education classes, 

Gately and Hammer (2005) used a self-reporting survey to examine 15 secondary school 

teachers’ and five university faculty members’ knowledge of inclusion and the effect of 

their teacher preparation program on their ability to teach SWD.  As with Idol’s (2006) 
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findings, the teachers reported positive feelings toward inclusion, but did not believe they 

were adequately prepared for what they encountered in the classroom.  To illustrate, 

Gately and Hammer (2005) noted that the teachers had taken less than two class sessions 

to discuss special education issues.  These findings concur with Bocala et al. (2010), who 

found only haphazard course requirements for general education teachers in pre-service 

programs in teaching SWD.  At most, general education teachers were required to take a 

three-credit class over the course of their pre-service program; otherwise skills and 

knowledge were expected to be intertwined throughout other required courses.  Even if 

school districts are hiring from traditional teacher education programs, research shows 

that those programs are doing very little to prepare general education teachers to work in 

classrooms with SWD. 

Again using a self-report survey regarding teacher preparation for inclusion, Kim 

(2011) found that pre-service teachers’ attitude toward inclusion practice did not seem to 

differ depending on whether or not they had field-experience in teaching SWD.  Kim did 

explain, however, that pre-service teachers in programs designed for dual certification 

(special education and general education combined) reported a much higher degree of 

readiness to teach the diverse populations they can expect in their classrooms.  Kim’s 

(2011) finding supports the call made by Stainback and Stainback (1984), as well as 

Lipsky and Gartner (1996), for a discontinuation of the dual systems of education in 

schools and teacher preparation programs.  A supporting argument is that the elimination 

of special education also frees up resources required to maintain two systems that could 

be better utilized by all students and teachers (Stainback & Stainback, 1984). 
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The increased accountability of educators is driving reform efforts to ensure that 

those entering the classroom are truly prepared to teach the students they will encounter 

(Cochran-Smith, Piazza, & Power, 2013).  Accountability requires that the institutions 

that prepare teachers are also held accountable, to determine if they are providing the 

necessary skills and knowledge these teachers need before entering inclusive classrooms.  

As Henry et al. (2014) found, the best preparation program for both teacher and student 

success is a graduate degree in educational pedagogy.  Their research did not discount the 

need for subject matter content knowledge, but they did confirm earlier studies indicating 

that the right combination of teacher skills and content knowledge can lead to 

effectiveness in the classroom.  However, as Gehrke and Cocchiarella (2013) reported 

“…graduated teachers expressed concerns about their teacher preparation not fully 

aligning with common practices and typical service delivery models in local school 

districts” (p. 213).  While inclusion models have been growing in public schools for 

decades, the preparation and training teachers receive has not caught up with this trend.  

Whether teachers receive their training from a traditional or alternative certification 

program, the need for more direct, explicit instruction in how to work with SWD needs to 

be at the forefront of that preparation. 

Continuing Education 

Professional development for teachers is defined as the in-service training usually 

organized by the local educational agency designed to inform the practice of their 

employees (Aitken, 2004).  These training opportunities, conducted once a person has 

begun to work in their position, may be done so in formal sessions or through informal 

interactions (Quint et al., 2007).  By requiring all educators to receive continuing 
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education in teaching SWD, SB1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b), which amended 

Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) (Process for Renewal of Professional Certificates, 2017), 

intended to provide one way in which to improve the collaboration between general and 

special education teachers.  In 1984, Stainback and Stainback suggested that there is no 

need for two systems of education and that special education and general education 

should be merged instead of continuing to operate separately.  They championed for 

“tailor-made instructional programs” for students based on their ability not disability 

(Stainback & Stainback, 1984, p. 103).  When discussing the relationships of professional 

educators, Stainback and Stainback (1984) concluded that a single education system 

would increase cooperation and eliminate the barriers perceived between special and 

general education teachers and students.  This could promote positive and inclusive 

attitudes toward students of varying abilities and provide better educational opportunities 

for all. 

Braden, Huai, White, and Elliott (2005) acknowledged that educators require 

additional training and support in order to effectively implement inclusion practices and 

assessment, but concluded that the traditional training delivery methods of in-service 

workshops and conferences are ineffective.  The researchers identified six areas (form, 

duration, collective participation, content focus, active learning, and coherence) of 

continuing professional development that need to be improved upon to have a chance at 

changing the behavior or mindset of educators toward successful inclusion.  

Alternatively, Battey and Franke (2008) focused on a community of learners as a way to 

ensure knowledge gained in professional development makes it to the classroom.  All of 

these approaches begin with discussions of how to engage educators in their own learning 



 

25 

in order to improve the learning of those they teach.  Both research studies noted here 

concluded that collaboration between learners is one of the necessary components to 

successful professional development, asserting that by learning within a community of 

educators, the collaborative effects allow for greater incorporation of knowledge into 

practice. 

Briefly stepping away from classroom teacher development, Goldring, Preston, 

and Huff (2012) focused on providing professional training to school leaders so that their 

knowledge and skills may trickle down to classroom practice.  Their work used change 

theory to analyze the effectiveness of professional development for school leaders with 

the goal of increasing student learning outcomes as a result of teacher knowledge and 

practice.  Information about the implementation of educational policy comes from 

research conducted by The RAND Corporation in the 1970s.  A groundbreaking change 

agent study led by McLaughlin and Berman (1975) distinguished between local (micro) 

and central (macro) perspectives on change policy and implementation.  They explained 

that in order for change to be effectively implemented at the local level “new roles and 

relationships for teachers, administrators, and students need to be defined and 

maintained” (McLaughlin & Berman, 1975, p. 1).  There is an emphasis placed on the 

inability of macro-level policy to take into account the differences between local districts 

in their capacity for change.  Practitioners must be willing and able to change along with 

policy changes for adaptation to occur, thus leading to successful implementation.  

However, Quick, Holtzman, and Chaney (2009) found that teacher knowledge and 

practice did not respond to many of the professional development activities they 

participated in throughout the school year.  Specifically, teachers reported that the 
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different professional development opportunities afforded them were disjointed.  These 

studies relied on self-reporting logs completed by the participants over a number of years 

to compare training effectiveness over time.  The cohesiveness of the professional 

development provided must build on the needs of both the teacher and related policy 

(Braden et al., 2005). Quick et al. (2009) compared longitudinal data and determined that 

when policy change drove professional development, teachers were more likely to 

incorporate the material into their practice. 

The issue of how to provide in-service training for educators to implement 

inclusion is not only being addressed in the United States.  Udofia and Ikpe (2012) took a 

look at how schools provide professional development in Nigeria.  The authors conceded 

that the need for continuously updating teacher knowledge and skills needs to be the 

focus of in-service training.  They found that such opportunities to improve one’s practice 

in the classroom are tied to their beliefs about teaching and inclusion.  This notion aligns 

with Battey and Franke’s (2008) research on the identity of teachers participating in 

professional development.  They also concluded that the transformation of a teacher’s 

identity in the classroom is influenced by how the teacher is able to incorporate the 

learning community concept into their practice.  For instance the authors explained that 

teachers often need to make changes to the structure and norms of student interactions 

with the material, each other, and the teacher to fully make use of the new classroom 

identity. 

As a response to many of the concerns associated with professional development 

delivery models, Braden et al. (2005) specifically focused their research on evaluating 

online professional development to current teachers.  While their reported findings were 
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only the beginning of the evaluation process of one assessment training module, they 

found that teachers appreciated the flexibility, duration, and collaborative teaching style 

associated with online learning.  Opening up online professional development modules 

could also address the concerns Udofia and Ikpe (2012) reported about teachers not being 

willing to participate in professional development opportunities due to a lack of 

accessibility and frustration that the additional training does not lead to improvements in 

their efficacy.  By allowing staff capacity to grow through professional development, 

veteran teachers may also acquire new skills, and new teachers may not struggle through 

years of uneasiness when working with SWD (Quick et al., 2009). 

Professional Development Alternatives 

 Educators in Florida often turn to the Professional Development Alternatives 

(PDA) project for continuing education courses.  In an effort to “provide quality 

professional development alternatives correlated to new ESE competencies” the project 

was started in 2002 (Professional Development Alternatives [PDA], n.d.).  Design of the 

PDA project began as a collaborative effort between many FLDOE professionals 

working with the Division of Professional Educators, Bureau of Educator Certification, 

and the Bureau of Exceptional Education and Student Services funded by a USDOE 

Teacher Quality Enhancement Grant (PDA, n.d.).  Additional partners essential to the 

project’s development highlighted in the History of the Development of the PDA Modules 

(PDA, n.d.) include the North East Florida Educational Consortium, Florida Center for 

Interactive Media, Florida Inclusion Network, and Florida Diagnostic and Learning 

Resource System, as well as numerous education and technology professionals.  The 
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PDA project grew from an original seven modules drafted in 2004 to currently offering 

21 different course modules (17 facilitated and four self-guided). 

Educator Practice 

Classroom practice is what teachers do in the classroom (Kington, Reed, & 

Sammons, 2014).  In the area of inclusion, this practice involves the use of “specialized 

instructional techniques, such as embedded interventions, environmental and curricular 

modifications, and use of assistive technology” (Soukakou et al., 2014, p. 224).  For 

teachers in the study district, Marzano’s (2010-2011) framework of 41 instructional 

strategies in three broad categories (routine, content, and on-the-spot) provides a guide to 

expected classroom practice activities.  These combined, describe the actions of teachers 

in the classroom, that is, their educator practice.  Heinecke and Stohl Drier (1998) 

reported that the use of qualitative research into classroom practice leads to more positive 

outcomes for both teachers and students.  Their research suggested a closer look at what 

they refer to as the “contexts and textures of teaching” to determine how it impacts 

classroom practices toward student success (p. 276). 

Huberman, Navo, and Parrish (2012) examined eight districts in California known 

for high performance and greater student outcomes.  They found that certain activities the 

teachers were engaged in on a regular basis, specifically inclusion practices, contributed 

most to the success of SWD.  Kington et al. (2014) focused their research on teacher 

creativity and flexibility in the classroom as a key to professional practice.  While 

Kington et al. (2014) did not specifically address SWD, they do discuss diverse 

populations and changes in teacher practice throughout their career.  Both of these studies 



 

29 

provide insight into what the teachers are doing in the classrooms to prepare students for 

success. 

Research conducted in Australia to examine the impact of inclusion practices on 

early-years teachers demonstrated the disconnect between policy initiatives and practical 

application.  Petriwskyj (2010) studied three Australian schools to discover how policy to 

address diverse learners was implemented.  While the study’s definition of diverse 

learners was not limited to SWD, the author asserted that the findings are relevant to a 

discussion of improving education for all students.  The research found that teachers 

identified policies providing for additional support staff and specialized instruction as 

most useful when educating diverse learners.  However, as students matriculated toward 

middle school, teachers reported that practical implementation of reform efforts imposed 

by the Queensland Government was hindered by educator resistance to inclusion policy. 

Teacher attitude is the enthusiasm and interest in their subject area, which affects 

their behaviors, actions, and efficacy as related to education (Van Reusen et al., 2000-

2001).  It is demonstrated by the tone of voice and comments made in and out of the 

classroom (Jacobs & Harvey, 2010).  In his original definition of street-level bureaucrats, 

Lipsky (1969) asserted that government employees, including educators, have a great 

amount of discretion on how to perform their job duties.  In respect to teachers at public 

schools, although there are content standards that should be addressed in the curriculum, 

teachers have wide discretion as to what they are going to teach and especially how they 

are going to teach it.  Lipsky also mentioned that an employee’s attitude during 

interaction with a client can significantly affect the client.  We see from previous 

literature that general education teachers report being unprepared and unwilling to teach 
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SWD (Allday et al., 2013; Gehrke & Cocchiarella, 2013; Grskovic & Trzcinka, 2011).  

These negative attitudes of some teachers towards their diverse population of students 

can translate into limited success of the teaching and learning occurring in the classroom. 

Correlations between teacher expectations and student outcomes have been noted 

in research in the United States and abroad (Huberman et al., 2012; Jacobs & Harvey, 

2010).  When analyzing the attitude of teachers compared to the student assessment data 

in Australia, researchers found that the better that teachers expected their students to 

perform, the higher that students scored on their assessments (Jacobs & Harvey, 2010).  

While this report did not differentiate the scores of the diverse populations of students in 

Victoria area schools, the teachers admitted that their perception of student ability guided 

their practice in the classroom.  Similarly, Huberman et al. (2012) identified classroom 

teacher practices in support of the high standards of achievement needed to score 

proficient in both English Language Arts (ELA) and Math.  Again the better that teachers 

expected their students to perform, the more that students were able to show learning 

gains, albeit at a lower rate than their non-disabled peers.  Studying the effect of teacher 

attitudes, perceptions, and expectations on their own classroom practice is what often 

contributes to the success of SWD included in general education settings (Heinecke & 

Stohl Drier, 1998). 

Teacher Self-Efficacy 

The study of teacher self-efficacy as it relates to inclusion practice is a relatively 

new approach to understanding how to better serve SWD in the classroom.  Dunst and 

Bruder (2014) examined pre-school teachers and found that preparedness and attitude 

toward inclusion influenced teacher “competence and confidence” (p. 121).  Similarly, 
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Peebles and Mendaglio (2014) found that pre-service teachers in Western Canada 

exhibited more self-efficacy to enter classrooms with SWD after having completed both a 

field experience and a particular course designed around understanding the needs of 

SWD and the use of instructional strategies to meet those needs.  Viel-Ruma, Houchins, 

Jolivette, and Benson (2010) took the research into teacher self-efficacy even further as a 

means to determine if the high turnover in the teaching field could be moderated by 

having a stronger belief in one’s ability to teach SWD.  They looked at the issue as a 

means to hiring and retaining teachers with high self-efficacy toward inclusion. 

Teacher efficacy is not only being address in the North America; Curcic (2009) 

explored 17 other countries attempts at implementation of inclusion of SWD in general 

education settings, finding that the teachers’ beliefs about inclusion led to different 

practices to include students.  The link between belief and practice was shown to lead to 

greater inclusion efforts by those teachers who believed that inclusion was appropriate for 

the students in their classroom.  Conversely, teachers who did not embrace inclusion 

because they felt it took time away from non-disabled students did not put effort into 

including SWD.  Just as Lipsky and Gartner (1996) noted in their argument for 

“remaking American society,” (p. 762), as long as there are general education teachers 

who do not take ownership of their role to educate SWD there will never be equality in 

schools.  Some of these differences in belief about inclusion come from the teachers’ lack 

of knowledge in how to differentiate instruction in their classroom (Curcic, 2009; 

Hudgins, 2012).  The preparation needed for teachers to successfully include diverse 

populations of students is a constant theme of the research into inclusion of SWD in 

general education settings. 
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In another examination of international research focused on pre-service teacher 

attitudes, Richards and Clough (2004) explored the perceptions of Initial Teacher 

Education (ITE) students in the United Kingdom.  After the ITE students completed their 

one-year program toward Postgraduate Certification in Education the authors identified, 

through pre and post questionnaires, attitudes and perceptions of inclusive education.  

Similar to research conducted in the United States, these pre-service teachers were 

unclear as to their role and ability in teaching SWD in general education classrooms.  

This finding aligns with Titone’s (2005) work in areas of collaboration between special 

and general education teachers toward the full inclusion of students no matter their 

particular strengths or weaknesses.  Richards and Clough (2004) also found that for a 

significant number of the new teachers “some pupils were perceived to be less valued 

than others” (p. 83).  The attitudes expressed by the ITE students also confirmed that 

general education teachers hold specialized teachers responsible for educating those less 

valued pupils, especially when the disability is perceived to take away from a more 

valued student. 

Within the discussion of complex problems facing “street-level bureaucrats” 

Lipsky (1969) addressed threats to teacher authority by stating that, “the threat of chaos is 

present whether or not teachers commonly experience chaos and whether or not chaotic 

student-classroom conduct can be said to be caused by the students or inspired by the 

teacher” (p. 6).  The notion that teachers can “inspire” chaos may be attributed to the 

aforementioned belief of being unprepared and unwilling to teach SWD.  The chaos 

described in the groundbreaking work by Lipsky (1969) continues today with research 

also indicating that teachers are especially concerned with inclusion of students with 
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severe and profound disabilities, as well as emotional and behavioral disabilities (Van 

Reusen et al., 2000-2001).  The stereotyping of trouble makers can be an attempt to 

identify students with special needs so that they are not placed in general education 

classrooms.  When an educator does not believe they can effectively teach certain 

students they may instead create an environment or situation where the student then 

needs to be removed from the classroom in order for teaching and learning to continue 

for the remaining students.  Most of the general education teachers Idol (2006) 

interviewed about inclusion indicated that they felt positively about the practice of 

inclusion, but wanted the special education teacher, or at least a teacher aide, to 

accompany the students while in the general education class. 

Summary 

If one can assume that the goal of the mandated continuing education in SB1108 

(The Florida Senate, 2013b) was to improve teacher classroom practice and that if it is 

successful student achievement will increase; then the argument becomes a question of 

causality.  Examining the scientific research discussed by Barrow and Rouse (2007), it 

would be difficult to make the connection necessary to prove that student achievement 

increased because teachers completed the legislative requirement in SB1108 (The Florida 

Senate, 2013b), which amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) (Process for Renewal of 

Professional Certificates, 2017).  The authors noted that “the sorting of teachers and 

students makes it difficult to disentangle the causal effects of various measures of teacher 

quality” (Barrow & Rouse, 2007, p. 150).  While the authors concluded that teachers 

matter, they also acknowledged that more research must be conducted to identify not only 

quality teachers at time of hire, but also how to provide sound professional development 
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to veteran teachers.  Cochran-Smith et al.’s (2013) review of three current reform efforts 

to improve the quality of teacher education in America demonstrated that reforms of this 

nature seek to increase the accountability of teachers in public schools, yet the reforms 

lead to the de-professionalism of educators and fail to address the social inequalities 

faced by teachers and students.  As suggested by McDonnell (2007), it should be a part of 

future research to delve into public opinion about this tug of war for resources and 

explore the understanding of those educators and students who are most influenced by 

policy. 

Each of the individual themes reviewed are directly related to this study designed 

to determine the influence of the required continuing education course in teaching SWD 

on teacher self-efficacy toward inclusion.  The historical background specifically relating 

to the mandated continuing education in SB1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b) is 

necessary to guide the discussion of how inclusion became the national trend it is and 

teachers’ acknowledgement that they are not prepared to be part of the reform effort 

(Nougaret et al., 2005).  Both general and special education teachers have reported a lack 

of preparation from either their pre-service or in-service training to work with the diverse 

student populations they encounter in the classroom (McHatton & Parker, 2013; Quick et 

al., 2009).  As inclusion has become the norm in public education through a variety of 

legislative requirements, school districts are working to ensure compliance with those 

laws by calling upon unprepared educators to take on roles for which they are not trained 

or sometimes willing to perform (Curcic, 2009; Hudgins, 2012).  Reviewing the teacher 

preparation programs and licensure requirements has shown that very little knowledge 

and skills are acquired through either coursework or fieldwork (Bocala et al., 2010).  The 
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next best step is to provide professional development opportunities to fill the gaps created 

when teachers are not prepared, and possibly unwilling to teach SWD (Petriwskyj, 2010; 

Quint et al., 2007; Udofia & Ikpe, 2012).  By influencing the attitudes, perceptions, and 

expectations that teachers hold of students with special needs, SB1108 (The Florida 

Senate, 2013b), which amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) (Process for Renewal of 

Professional Certificates, 2017), is the first Florida-mandated change in professional 

certification to address the gap in inclusion policy and practice. 
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III. METHODOLOGY 

 Preparing all teachers to serve SWD by providing much needed materials and 

information through continuing education courses is at the heart of the continuing 

education mandate in Florida SB1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b).  While the national 

trend has been to include SWD in general education settings, general education teachers 

report not being adequately trained or prepared to deliver curriculum or provide 

instruction to these diverse learners (Soukakou et al., 2014).  Using Bandura’s (1977) 

seminal work explaining self-efficacy as the measure of one’s own belief in their ability 

to perform a task, this study explored how the mandated continuing education in Florida 

SB1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b), which amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) 

(Process for Renewal of Professional Certificates, 2017), is addressing the inadequate 

preparedness of classroom teachers with regard to teaching SWD in inclusion classrooms.  

An assumption of this study is that in an inclusive classroom, when a teacher believes all 

students can learn; their methods of instruction are inclusive and expectations for learning 

are high for all students; whereas if a teacher does not believe they can teach SWD, then 

their expectations for their own teaching and for student learning diminish (Sharma et al., 

2012). 

The purpose of this study was to determine how the continuing education course 

required in SB 1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b), which amended Florida Statute 

1012.585 (3) (e) (Process for Renewal of Professional Certificates, 2017), is addressing 

the needs of teachers in preparing for inclusion, examine the self-efficacy of classroom 



 

37 

teachers who have completed the continuing education course compared to those who 

have not completed the requirement, and identify demographic and experiential factors 

that predict teacher self-efficacy.  The overarching question that guided this study was: 

“Are teachers who complete continuing education in teaching SWD more able to serve 

such students?”  Specifically the study addressed these three research questions: 

1. How is the legislatively mandated continuing education in SB1108 

preparing classroom teachers to serve SWD? 

2. What are the differences in teacher self-efficacy for inclusion among those 

who have completed the mandated continuing education in SB1108 and 

those who have not? 

3. What are the demographic and experiential factors that predict teacher 

self-efficacy for inclusion? 

To determine the self-efficacy of classroom teachers for inclusion of SWD this 

study employed a quasi-experimental research design.  The participants are classroom 

teachers employed in the study district.  Each participant responded to the online SB1108 

Teacher Self-Efficacy Survey that incorporated demographic and experiential factors 

with the TEIP scale (see Appendices A and C).  The data collected were entered into 

Atals.ti for qualitative analysis and Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for 

quantitative analysis to address each of the research questions. 

Research Design 

The design for this study incorporated components of both qualitative and 

quantitative research to thoroughly examine the influence of completing the continuing 

education course on teacher self-efficacy.  For the qualitative element, participants’ open-
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ended responses to two survey questions specific to the benefit of the continuing 

education course were examined.  The quantitative element of the research design 

analyzed self-reported demographic and experiential factors coupled with efficacy scores 

obtained through the online SB1108 Teacher Self-Efficacy Survey incorporating a Likert-

type scale designed in 2012 by researchers in Canada, Australia, Hong Kong, and India 

(used with permission of the lead researcher, see Appendix D).  The components of 

qualitative and quantitative design allowed for a comparative analysis of mandated 

continuing education and teacher self-efficacy toward inclusion of SWD. 

After reviewing previous literature and existing teacher efficacy scales, Sharma et 

al. (2012) identified three core areas of specific skills that are necessary for effective 

inclusion in general education classrooms and generated a total of 35 “I can…” or “I 

am…” statements using a range of six possible responses.  For initial validation of the 

scale items, results were submitted to six faculty members responsible for teacher 

education at universities in Canada, Australia, Hong Kong, and India.  At that point a 

revised scale with 29 items was administered to teacher education participants in the four 

countries (n = 609).  The reliability of the scale deployed in that administration was 

computed using Cronbach’s alpha and after inter-correlations were computed the 

researchers deleted three more items, leaving 26 items for exploratory factor analysis.  

Having determined the suitability for factor analysis of the 26 items, the researchers 

examined the eigenvalues and scree plot analyses, as well as parallel analysis, ultimately 

settling on the presence of three factors (efficacy to use inclusive instructions, efficacy in 

collaboration, efficacy in managing behavior). 
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Sharma et al. (2012) then used principal component analysis with varimax 

rotation to determine which items conceptually related to other items and the overall 

construct.  From that information the researchers deleted eight more items and concluded 

the remaining 18-item scale with three factors accounted for 64.5% of the explained 

variance.  Specifically the six items (5, 6, 10, 14, 15, 18) contained in factor 1 (efficacy to 

use inclusive instructions) accounted for 25.45% of the variance with an alpha coefficient 

of 0.93; the six items (3, 4, 9, 12, 13, 16) making up factor 2 (efficacy in collaboration) 

accounted for 19.8% of the variance with an alpha coefficient of 0.85; and the final six 

items (1, 2, 7, 8, 11, 17) in factor 3 (efficacy in managing behavior) accounted for 19% of 

the variance with an alpha coefficient of 0.85. 

The researchers reported the reliability coefficient of the total scale including all 

18 items at 0.89, with a response range from 18 to 108 with higher scores indicating a 

high sense of efficacy for inclusive teaching.  As the researchers represented four 

different countries, they also reported the alpha coefficients of the total scale using only 

the participants from their respective countries as 0.87 for Canada, 0.91 for Australia, 

0.89 for Hong Kong, and 0.84 for India, concluding that the scale is reliable measure 

across cultures to determine efficacy of pre-service teachers for inclusion.  Since its 

development, the TEIP scale has been utilized in research studies across the globe to both 

validate the use of the scale to measure teacher self-efficacy overall, and to confirm the 

three sub-scale factors of inclusive instruction, behavior management, and collaboration 

(Park, Dimitrov, Das, & Gichuru, 2016).  Most recently the scale has been translated into 

both Spanish to study a sample of pre-service teachers (Cardona-Moltó, Tichá, & Abery, 

2017) and Japanese to research in-service teachers (Yada & Savolainen, 2017) 
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confirming its status as the current gold-standard instrument to measure teacher self-

efficacy for inclusion. 

To address the first research question, the open-ended responses to questions 5 

and 6 embedded in the SB1108 Teacher Efficacy Survey were analyzed.  Employing 

evaluation coding, in vivo coding, and open coding, themes and connections of what 

materials and/or information classroom teachers reported that they need to be prepared to 

teach SWD were identified.  This was accomplished through a comparison of the open-

ended responses given by teachers who had completed the requirement and those who 

had not yet completed the continuing education course.  The needs expressed by teachers 

in both groups were compared to determine if the materials and information from the 

course was actually addressing their teacher preparedness. 

To address the second and third research questions data were needed on teacher 

self-efficacy for inclusion.  The research utilized an established research survey 

instrument, the TEIP scale developed by Sharma et al. (2012), as part of the quantitative 

data collection tool based on its suitability for addressing these research questions.  The 

TEIP uses a Likert-type rating scale for users to respond to 18 questions with a 1-6 

response range, providing for no neutral responses.  The survey developers reported the 

reliability coefficient of the total scale including all 18 items at 0.89, with a response 

range from 18 to 108.  Higher scores indicate a high sense of self-efficacy for inclusive 

teaching.  Fourteen demographic and experiential questions were added to build an 

overall picture of the respondents and to act as moderating variables for a predictive 

analysis in this study. 
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The SB1108 Teacher Self-Efficacy Survey was created using Qualtrics, which is 

cloud-based software available to Florida Atlantic University administrators, faculty, 

staff, and students to conduct research.  The Qualtrics software package allows users to 

create, test, and modify surveys online using flow logic options to tailor the survey.  

Qualtrics also provides distribution and tracking of the survey as well as multiple metrics 

and analytics as data is being collected.  Once approved by Florida Atlantic University’s 

Institutional Review Board the survey was distributed as a link embedded in an email to 

all classroom teachers in the study district.  The first page of the survey informed 

participants about the study and included a consent paragraph, along with the sampling 

criterion of being a classroom teacher for at least 50% of the school day.  If subjects 

chose not to participate in the study, at any time they could simply exit the survey. 

To address the second research question, a quasi-experimental design to compare 

the TEIP scale scores using specific variables (grade level taught and number of years 

teaching) to examine any interaction effect with SB1108-mandated course completion.  

This design tested the hypothesis that teachers who had completed the required 

continuing education course will report higher self-efficacy scores for inclusive practices 

than those teachers who had not yet completed the course.  The comparison group for the 

study had not taken the required continuing education in any format, while the treatment 

group had completed the course requirement as mandated in SB1108 (The Florida 

Senate, 2013b), which amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) (Process for Renewal of 

Professional Certificates, 2017). 

This study used the demographic (gender, age, ethnicity, and race) and 

experiential/environmental factors (highest degree completed, certifications/ 
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endorsements areas, NBPTS status, subject areas taught, grade level taught, and SB1108 

course status) of the participants to address the third research question and to develop 

prediction models for teacher self-efficacy based on those moderating factors.  This 

design tested the hypothesis that completing mandated continuing education increases 

self-efficacy for inclusion by giving teachers the materials and/or information they need 

to be prepared to serve SWD.  While the design was not intended to identify a cause and 

effect between completing the required continuing education course and self-efficacy, it 

did allow for an examination of the relationship between the demographic and 

experiential factors for those teachers who had and had not completed the continuing 

education course. 

Sampling Plan 

Cooperation was sought with a large metropolitan school district to recruit current 

classroom teachers as participants for this study.  The study district, located in Florida, 

employs almost 13,000 teachers to serve approximately 193,000 students attending 180 

schools (Study District, 2017a).  In 2017 over 42,000, or 22% of students across the study 

district, were receiving special education services through the Exceptional Student 

Education Department (Study District, 2017).  According to the most recent data 

available from the FLDOE (2017), the study district earned an overall grade of B for the 

2016-2017 school year, with 56% of students scoring proficient or better on the state 

reading assessment, 60% on the state math assessment, 59% on the state science 

assessment, 73% on the state social studies assessment, and had an 82% graduation rate.  

The study district was chosen as the site for this study due to the convenience of the 

researcher, who was a current employee at the time of data collection. 
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The target population for this study was current teachers in the study district (N = 

12,225) as of October 2017 (see study timeline in Appendix E).  In order to take part in 

this study, participants must have met the sampling criterion: working as a classroom 

teacher for at least 50% of the school day.  Power analysis was conducted to determine 

the sample size required to satisfy the desired power for all research questions.  A priori 

analysis was performed for an ANOVA with fixed effects, special, main effects, and 

interactions for difference between two independent means in G*Power to determine 

what sample size would be sufficient to achieve an alpha of 0.05, a desired power of 0.85, 

and a medium effect size (p = 0.25).  Based on these parameters a sample size of 150 

teachers in both the comparison and treatments groups would be required, for a total 

sample size of 300 teachers. 

Once approval was obtained by the FAU Institutional Review Board (see 

Appendix F) and permission granted by the study district (see Appendix G), a public 

records request to the Department of Communication and Engagement for email 

addresses of each public and charter school classroom teacher in the study district was 

submitted.  When the email addresses were obtained, an email invitation to potential 

participants, inviting them to participate in the study and identifying the sampling 

criterion was distributed (see Appendix H).  To participate, the recruitment email 

instructed teachers to click on the embedded Internet link to open the online SB1108 

Teacher Self-Efficacy Survey.  The online survey began with demographic queries, 

including a specific question about their completion status of the required continuing 

education course mandated in SB1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b) that led to open-

ended responses about preparation for inclusion, and concluded with the 18-item TEIP 
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scale.  A reminder email (see Appendix I) was sent 10 days after the initial invitation to 

participate in an attempt to meet the sample size required for appropriate power during 

analysis.  The goal was to reach a participant sample of 300 with an equal split of 

teachers who had and who had not completed the continuing education course. 

Data Collection 

 The SB1108 Teacher Efficacy Survey accessible through a Qualtrics Internet site 

was utilized to gather responses from the participants.  Participants were asked to provide 

demographic and experiential information and rate themselves using the TEIP scale.  

While the TEIP scale items are intermixed to gauge a participant’s response in the areas 

of inclusive instruction, collaboration, and classroom management, as well as provide an 

overall score for inclusion practice, for this study, only the overall score for inclusion 

practice was analyzed for discussion.  All collected data were stored within Qualtrics, 

which is a password-protected Internet collection and storage site.  Data were stored on a 

password-protected laptop computer that is only accessed by the researcher.  Data will be 

stored for three years after the study has been completed and will then be permanently 

deleted. 

The online survey included 14 demographic questions, one open-ended question, 

and the 18-item TEIP scale.  The first page of the survey included the research purpose 

and design, as well as the consent paragraph for the participants to review.  The next two 

questions asked the participants to select that they give consent to participate in the 

survey and that they met the criterion of working as a classroom teacher for at least 50% 

of the school day.  The demographic and experiential questions from the SB1108 Teacher 

Efficacy Survey used as variables for the research questions are displayed in Figure 2.  At 
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the conclusion of the demographic and experiential questions and open-ended question 

participants were asked to complete the 18-item TEIP scale. 
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Research Question One 

• Have you completed the required professional development for Teaching Students 
with Disabilities as mandated in SB1108? 

• What specific materials and/or information from the professional development 
was most beneficial to you feeling prepared to teach students with disabilities? 

• What specific materials and/or information would you need from a professional 
development to feel better prepared to teach students with disabilities? 

Research Question Two 

• Have you completed the required professional development for Teaching Students 
with Disabilities as mandated in SB1108? 

• How many years have you been a classroom teacher? 

• What is the status of your teaching certification through the Florida Department of 
Education? 

• Which coverages endorsements are listed on your professional certification 
through the Florida Department of Education? 

• What grade level do you teach for the majority of the school day? 

• TEIP Scale Score 
Research Question Three 

• Have you completed the required professional development for Teaching Students 
with Disabilities as mandated in SB1108? 

• What is your gender? 

• What is your age? 

• Are you Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino or none of these? 

• Choose one or more races that you consider yourself to be: 

• What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you 
have received? 

• How many years have you been a classroom teacher? 

• What is the status of your teaching certification through the Florida Department of 
Education? 

• Which coverages/endorsements are listed on your professional certification 
through the Florida Department of Education? 

• Are you now or have you ever been a National Board Certified Teacher? 

• TEIP Scale Score 
 
Figure 2.  SB1108 Teacher Self-efficacy Survey questions with corresponding research question. 
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Data Analysis 

All data from the SB1108 Teacher Efficacy Survey was initially transferred to 

SPSS software for quantitative analysis and then the open-ended responses were 

transferred to Atlas.ti for qualitative analysis.  This process allowed for reporting on the 

descriptive statistics of the participants and their responses, code the open-ended 

responses, as well as run a multitude of correlation analyses and develop predictive 

models for testing the hypotheses.  Descriptive statistics (n-value, mean, range, and 

standard deviation where appropriate) were calculated for all variables produced through 

the survey instrument (excluding questions 5 and 6).  Re-coding was necessary for a 

number of the variables in order to use them meaningfully in further analyses. 

To address the first research question, a combination of evaluation coding, in vivo 

coding, and open coding were employed on the open-ended responses to survey questions 

5 and 6 to determine the benefit of the required continuing education course mandated in 

SB1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b), which amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) 

(Process for Renewal of Professional Certificates, 2017).  The responses given to 

question 5 were compared to the responses given to question 6 to conclude if the 

materials and/or information classroom teachers found beneficial from the continuing 

education course were indeed similar to the materials and/or information needed by 

classroom teachers to be prepared to include SWD in their classrooms.  To address the 

second and third research questions, the survey data (excluding questions 5 and 6) were 

assessed through multi-step processes using SPSS to conduct three-way ANOVAs and 

hierarchal multiple regression analyses.  Procedures, analyses, and interpretation using 

SPSS were conducted following Laerd Statistics (2015) tutorial guides. 
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To more adequately explore the differences in TEIP scale scores discussed in the 

second research question, three-way ANOVA analyses were conducted using the 

experiential factors as moderating variables on different subsets of participants based on 

certification/endorsement areas. 

 Hierarchal multiple regression analysis was used to determine the moderating 

value for demographics and experiential factors in relationship to self-efficacy.  For the 

third research question the dependent variable was teachers’ self-reported TEIP scale 

scores.  The operational definition for the scale score is the total score received based on 

the 18-item survey using a one to six response range creating an overall score range of 18 

to 108. 

Multiple correlation (R) was reported to demonstrate the correlation between the 

observed values of the outcome and the values predicted by the model.  Additionally the 

effect size (R2) and adjusted R2 were reported as standardized measures of the magnitude 

of the observed effect and the success of the model to account for variance.  Using the 

TEIP scale score as the dependent variable in hierarchal multiple regression determined if 

analysis of the data produces a statistically significant model in predicting whether a 

teacher reports high self-efficacy given the predictor variables.  Comparing the Pearson 

correlations of the predictor variables to the dependent variable (TEIP scale score) 

determined the relative contribution of each variable.  Using the coefficients table, which 

predictor variables contributed to the model and which did not, were evaluated. 

Summary 

This study was designed to help address concerns of classroom teachers who have 

long reported being unprepared to include SWD in their classrooms.  Lawmakers, school 
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administrators, and designers of continuing education courses may use this data to 

understand the influence on teacher self-efficacy for inclusion by addressing the gap in 

inclusion policy and practice.  This study could also advance the research base of using 

the internationally recognized TEIP scale designed in 2012.  There is also the added 

benefit to the participant site as the research specifically addresses two of the four 

strategic themes outlined in the study district’s strategic plan (Study District, 2016). 

This quasi-experimental study addressed three research questions to examine the 

influence of completing mandated continuing education for teaching SWD on teacher 

self-efficacy for inclusion.  The participants were current classroom teachers working for 

the study district.  Data were collected using a web-based survey incorporating 

demographic and experiential factors, along with the 18-item TEIP scale.  Responses 

were analyzed to report the descriptive statistics, qualitative analysis, three-way 

ANOVAs, and hierarchical multiple regression analyses of the data to reject or fail to 

reject the null hypotheses and thoroughly explore the research questions. 

With regard to the first research question, it was expected that if the course is 

successfully addressing the teacher need for preparedness, then both sets of respondents 

would provide similar answers related to the materials and/or information needed and 

provided.  For the second research question it was hypothesized that a teacher’s TEIP 

scale score would increase after having completed the required continuing education 

course, the null hypothesis being that there will be no difference in the mean TEIP scale 

scores of those teachers who had or who had not completed the required continuing 

education course.  Finally the working hypothesis for the third research question was that 

a teacher’s TEIP scale score can be predicted by the demographic and experiential 
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factors, and completing the continuing education course will account for more variance 

than the other independent variables. 
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IV. RESULTS 

The data collection instrument (SB1108 Teacher Efficacy Survey) was available 

to participants by accessing a link embedded in the text of an emailed invitation to 

participate sent to all teachers in the study district.  During the 20-day availability period 

for the survey, 872 teachers opened the survey link and viewed the one-page 

introduction.  Of those 872 potential participants, 494 indicated their consent to 

participate by clicking on the required answer section.  Forty-two of those potential 

participants indicated that they did not they meet the survey criterion, resulting in 452 

potential participants.  Respondents were then asked to answer the primary research 

variable indicating if they had or had not yet completed the required continuing education 

course mandated in SB1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b), which amended Florida Statute 

1012.585 (3) (e) (Process for Renewal of Professional Certificates, 2017), resulting in 

428 potential participants. 342 potential participants provided a response for each of the 

14 remaining survey questions.  However, one participant did not provide a valid 

response for age and a different participant did not provide a valid response for years 

teaching, although their responses for all other variables were within expected ranges 

their data were excluded from the analyses.  Moreover, one participant’s data were 

excluded from the analyses due to their response on the primary research variable (TEIP 

scale score) falling more than three standard deviations outside the normal distribution.  

Therefore, surveys completed by 341 teachers were the basis for the data analysis 

conducted for this research study. 
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Descriptive Analyses 

Five of the variables used in this study were dichotomous in nature.  A visual 

representation of the descriptive analyses for these variables is presented in Table J1 (see 

Appendix J).  Descriptive analyses of the dichotomous variables revealed that of the 341 

participants, 236 (69.2 %) had completed the required continuing education course as 

mandated in SB1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b), while 105 (30.8 %) had not yet 

completed the course.  Additionally, 37 (10.9 %) of the participants identified their 

gender as male and 304 (89.1 %) identified as female.  Participants were also asked to 

indicate their ethnicity with 35 (10.3 %) identifying as Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino and 

306 (89.7 %) indicating they were none of the above.  The next dichotomous variable 

presented to the participants was the type of their current educator license.  Thirty-three 

(9.7 %) participants indicated they had a temporary license while 308 (90.3 %) were 

working under a professional certification.  Finally, while two of the participants (0.6 %) 

were working at a public charter school within the study district, the vast majority, 339 

(99.4 %), were not.  Further analysis of the variables does not include whether the teacher 

works in a public charter school.  This variable was removed as it was discovered that the 

list of current teachers provided by the study district as potential participants did not 

include teachers working at public charter schools. 

Descriptive analyses of the polytomous variables that allowed only single 

response options are presented in Table 1.  One participant provided an invalid response 

to the age variable indicating they were zero years old.  It is worth noting that the 

participant had indicated their highest degree earned was a bachelor’s degree and that 

they had been teaching for 22 years.  The value of zero was removed for analysis and is 
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indicated as missing with an n = 340 for the variable age.  Similarly, one survey 

participant indicated that they had been teaching for 85 years, yet entered their age as 58.  

Again this invalid response to the variable for years teaching was removed for analysis 

and is indicated as missing with an n = 340 for that variable as well. 

Table 1 also includes frequency data for the predictor variable for highest 

education degree obtained by the respondent.  For that variable there were six options and 

two participants did indicate they had only a high school diploma or equivalent.  None of 

the respondents indicated they had some college, but no degree, while the majority held 

post-graduate degrees.  It is worth noting that 21 (6.2 %) teachers reported being 

currently certified through the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 

(NBPTS), which is the same average for teachers across Florida (Education Week, 2017; 

FLDOE, 2016; National Board for Professional Teaching Standards [NBPTS], 2017).  

Grade level taught was also included as a predictor variable with options ranging from 

pre-kindergarten through 12th grade and other as 15 possible choices for the respondents. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Analysis of Single Response Variables (Polytomous) 

Variable	 n	 % M	 SD	 Range	

TEIP Scale Scorea	 341	 100	 91.68c	 10.110	 60-108	

Agea	 340	 99.7	 43.76	 11.953	 22-79	

Educational Degree	
High School	
Some College	
Associate	
Bachelor	
Master	
Doctorate	

 
2	
0	
1	

152	
164	
22	

 
0.6	
0.0	
0.3	
44.6	
48.1	
6.5	

4.65	 0.832	  

Years Teachinga	 340	 99.7	 14.62	 10.057	 0-43	

NBPTS Certification	
Yes – currently	
Yes – previously	
No	

 
21	
17	
303	

 
6.2	
5.0	
88.9	

2.83	 0.517	  

Grade Level Taughta	 341	 100	 9.13b	 4.533	 1-15	
Note.  aComplete frequency data table located in Appendix J. bRefers to an average response of seventh 
grade (since pre-kindergarten and kindergarten were options 1 and 2). cIndicates an average response of 
“agree” for the 18 statements listed in the scale. 

The variable for race allowed for multiple responses by the participants from six 

options.  The descriptive analysis presented in Table 2 includes the percent of 

respondents who chose a particular race, including the 10 participants who chose more 

than one race.  As demonstrated below, the majority (n = 278, 81.5 %) identified their 

race as White with 73 (21.5 %) participants identifying as a minority or other race. 
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Table 2 

Frequency Analysis of Race Options 

Race	 Responses	 % of Cases 

n	 % 

American Indian or Alaska Native 4 1.1 1.2 

Asian 6 1.7 1.8 

Black or African American 48 13.7 14.1 

Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0 0 0 

Other 15 4.3 4.4 

White	 278	 79.2	 81.5	

Total	 351	 100.0	 102.9	
Note.  Table J6 in Appendix J displays frequency data for all race combinations chosen by participants. 

Expanding on the predictor variable indicating if a teacher was certified through 

the NBPTS, Table J7 (see Appendix J) provides the frequency analysis of the areas of 

certification for those 38 teachers.  The most common certification areas were as an 

Exceptional Needs Specialist (n = 8, 21.1 %) and Middle Childhood Generalist (n = 7, 

18.4 %).  As the total number of “yes” responses for the NBPTS certification were so 

few, the variable indicating the individual certification area was not included in further 

analysis as a predictor variable. 

Participants were also asked to disclose which subject areas they taught during the 

majority of the school day.  Since it is common for teachers in all grade levels to teach 

multiple subject areas, respondents were able to select up to five different subject areas.  

Table 3 includes the five subject area options along with both the percent of responses 

and percent of cases for each subject area.  Descriptive analysis of this predictor variable 
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reveals that the majority (n = 188, 55.1 %) of the participants teach ELA, while the 

fewest (n = 65, 19.1 %) teach an elective/other subject area. 

Table 3 

Frequency Analysis of Subject Area Taught Options 

Subject Area	 Responses	 % of Cases 

n	 % 

ELA 188	 30.6	 55.1	

Math	 143	 23.3	 41.9	

Social Studies	 102	 16.6	 29.9	

Science	 117	 19.0	 34.3	

Elective/ Other	 65	 10.6	 19.1	

Total	 615	 100	 180.4	
Note.  Table J8 in Appendix J displays frequency data for all subject areas taught combinations chosen by 
participants. 

Expanding on the predictor variable relating to certification type, Table J9 (see 

Appendix J) provides frequency data for the 308 participants who hold a professional 

educator certification.  The data table displays the percent of responses and the percent of 

cases for each of the multiple option choices available to the respondents.  As there are 

state and local policies requiring a variety of teachers to be certified and/or endorsed in 

multiple areas, the respondents were able to choose as many of the certification options 

as applied (Study District, 2017b, 2017c).  Note that Table J9 includes all 75 certification 

and/or endorsement areas available to the 308 participants, although no respondent chose 

any of 28 possible certification and/or endorsement areas available.  The majority (n = 

171, 55.5%) of the respondents held an Elementary Education (grades K-6) certification.  
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Additionally, 34.4 % (n = 106) of respondents held an endorsement for teaching English 

for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL).  The next highest number of certification 

and/or endorsement area was for certification in ESE (grades K-12) with 102 respondents 

(33.1 %).  These three professional educator certification and/or endorsement areas 

accounted for 46.4% of the responses indicated by the 308 participants.  In order to use 

the participants’ certification/endorsement areas as a categorical variable in the analysis, 

the total number of areas were calculated and frequencies are presented in Table 4.  As 

zero certifications corresponds with having a temporary certification, the variable 

certification type was no longer used in further analysis. 

Table 4 

Descriptive Analysis of Number of Certifications/Endorsements 

Variable	 n	 % M	 SD	

Number of Cert./Endorse.	   2.40	 1.510	

Zero	 33	 9.7	   

One	 69	 20.2	   

Two	 82	 24.0	   

Three	 88	 25.8	   

Four	 42	 12.3	   

Five	 14	 4.1	   

Six	 10	 2.9	   

Seven	 2	 0.6	   

Eight	 1	 0.3	   
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Descriptive Summary 

From the descriptive analyses of the 15 predictor variables, the average 

participant for this research study is a 44-year-old non-Hispanic, White female with a 

master’s degree who has been teaching for 15 years.  She has completed the required 

continuing education course mandated in SB1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b) and is 

currently teaching seventh grade ELA for the majority of the day at a public school, not a 

charter school, within the study district.  The average participant holds three professional 

certification/endorsements with at least one in the area of Elementary K-6, possibly also 

including an ESE certification and/or an ESOL endorsement.  While she is not now or 

was previously certified by the NBPTS, if they were it would be in the area of ESE.  This 

participant has an average TEIP scale score of 92, indicating that they agree with the 18-

item survey questions (see Figure 3). 
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Figure 3.  Descriptive summary of average participant. 

Re-Coding Variables for Further Analyses 

There is a loss of sensitivity for data analysis when grouping responses; however 

it was necessary to develop large enough sample sizes for further analysis of the predictor 

variable. Table 5 displays the frequency data for a number of variables that were re-coded 

into meaningful categories for further analysis.  When completing the survey, 

respondents were able to choose from pre-kindergarten through 12th grade and an open-

ended response for other to indicate their grade level taught.  However, for further 

analysis the individual grade levels were categorized by school levels found within the 

• Female 
• 44 years old 
• White, Non-Hispanic 
• Master’s degree 
• Teaching 15 years 
• Completed SB1108-mandated 

course 
• Teaching 7th grade ELA 

• Holds Three certs./endorse 
(Most likely in Elem. K-6, 
ESE, ESOL) 

• Not certified NBPTS 
• TEIP scale score 92 (Agrees 

with the 18 survey items) 
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study district.  Therefore the pre-kindergarten through fifth grade were categorized into 

elementary school, sixth through eighth grades into middle school, and ninth through 

twelfth grades into high school.  There were also a number of respondents who originally 

indicated “other,” but wrote in grade levels that corresponded to the new categories.  For 

example a participant may have chosen “other” and typed in “I teach all grades in 9-12.”  

In that instance the response was re-coded into the high school category.  Of the 76 

respondents who originally indicated “other” for grade level taught, all but four were able 

to be re-coded into either elementary, middle, or high school. 

The multiple-response variable for participant race was also re-coded for further 

analysis based on whether the participant identified as a minority or non-minority race.  

Subject area taught was re-coded to develop meaningful categories from the multiple 

response options available.  Participants were able to choose any combination of five 

possible subject areas (English, Math, Science, Social Studies, Elective/Other).  Based on 

a frequency analysis conducted for the 20 combinations of subject areas chosen by the 

participants, it was found that 127 of the participants chose more than one subject area.  

Those 20 combinations were re-coded into groups based on the number of core subject 

areas taught. 

Additionally, the “yes” responses for certification by the NPBTS were combined 

to create a dichotomous variable, not discerning whether the participant is currently or 

was previously certified.  Furthermore, based on a frequency analysis of the highest 

degree earned by participants, that variable was re-coded into either post-graduate degree 

(master’s or doctoral) or not post-graduate (bachelor’s or less).  The total number of 

certification/endorsement areas for each participant was also re-coded by combining all 
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those who had four or more areas into one category to assist with analysis by creating a 

larger and more similar sample size.  Finally, using the frequency analyses for the scale 

variables of age and years teaching, these variables were individually re-coded as 

categorical variables in order to further analysis. 

Table 5 

Frequency Analysis of Re-Coded Variables 

Variable	 n	 %	 M	 SD	
Grade Level	   1.83	 0.907	

Elementary	 169	 49.6	   
Middle	 64	 18.8	   
High	 104	 30.5	   
Other	 4	 1.2	   

Race	   0.21	 0.407	
Not Minority	 270	 79.2	   
Minority	 71	 20.8	   

Subject Area	   1.61	 1.316	
0 Core Areas	 49	 14.4	   
1 Core Area	 175	 51.3	   
2 Core Areas	 40	 11.7	   
3 Core Areas	 13	 3.8	   
4 Core Areas	 64	 18.8	   

NBPTS Certification	   0.11	 0.315	
Yes	 38	 11.1	   
No	 303	 88.9	   

Degree Level	   0.55	 0.499	
Not Post-Graduate	 155	 45.5	   
Post-Graduate	 186	 54.5	   

Number of Cert/Endorse	   2.27	 1.261	
Zero	 33	 9.7	   
One	 69	 20.2	   
Two	 82	 24.0	   
Three	 88	 25.8	   
Four or more	 69	 20.2	   

Age	   2.93	 1.228	
20s	 49	 14.4	   
30s	 88	 25.9	   
40s	 76	 22.4	   
50s	 93	 27.4	   
60+	 34	 10.0	   

Years Teaching	   2.34	 1.002	
0-5	 78	 22.9	   
6-15	 122	 35.9	   
16-25	 86	 25.3	   
26+	 54	 15.9	   
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The large percentage of elementary school teachers completing the survey could 

be due in part to the dedicated planning time allotted to elementary school teachers after 

their students have been dismissed for the day.  Middle and high school teachers in the 

study district are only afforded planning time during the school day when students are 

present; possibly making it more difficult for them to find time to complete the survey.  

Similarly, a high percentage of ESOL and ESE certified teachers completed survey, 

which may be due to their interest in teaching SWD as opposed to general education 

teachers who, as the literature suggests (Gately & Hammer, 2005), are often not willing 

or able to teach diverse populations of students.  Table J10 (see Appendix J) displays the 

complete frequency analysis of the entire sample for variables as used in further analyses. 

 To conduct analyses based on different certifications/endorsements for 

professional license holders, the 47 areas outlined in Table J9 (see Appendix J) were 

categorized into 10 meaningful groups.  In this instance the categorization grew out of 

intuitive similarities between the different certification/endorsement areas.  Displayed in 

Table J11 (see Appendix J) are the frequency analyses of the new groupings, including 

the original response categories comprising the new group.  Note that the response of the 

seven participants who indicated Middle Grade Integrated Curriculum is included in each 

of the four new groupings that the certification covers (Secondary ELA, Secondary Math, 

Secondary Social Studies, and Secondary Science).  These groupings will be used to 

analyze variables that predict TEIP scale scores for teachers certified in different areas 

(subsets of the entire sample) through three-way ANOVA and hierarchal multiple 

regression as well as compare qualitative responses.  Tables displaying the frequency 
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data for the subset groups are also located in Appendix J (Table J12: ESE Subset, Table 

J13: General Education Subset, Table J14: Non-Certified Subset). 

A comparison of the frequency data for the different groups used in further 

analysis is displayed in Table 6.  The group with the highest TEIP scale scores was the 

ESE subset (M = 94.92, SD = 9.077) and the group with the lowest TEIP scale scores was 

the non-certified subset (M = 85.48, SD = 10.329).  Overall the most notable differences 

in average participant were found in the non-certified subset.  However, the ESE subset 

had the highest number of certifications/endorsements and taught the most core subject 

areas. 

Table 6 

Descriptive Average Participant in Each Group 

Variable	 Entire Sample	 ESE	 General 
Education	

Non-Certified	

TEIP	 91.68	 94.92	 90.44	 85.48	
SB1108	 Completed	 Completed	 Completed	 Not completed	
Gender	 Female	 Female	 Female	 Female	
Age	 50s	 50s	 30s	 20s	
Ethnicity	 Non-Hispanic	 Non-Hispanic	 Non-Hispanic	 Non-Hispanic	
Race	 Non-minority	 Non-minority	 Non-minority	 Non-minority	
Degree Level	 Post-Grad	 Post-Grad	 Post-Grad	 Not Post-Grad	
Years Teaching	 6-15	 6-15	 6-15	 0-5	
Certification Type	 Professional	 n/a	 n/a	 n/a	
# of Certs/Endorse	 3	 3, 4+	 1	 n/a	
NBPTS Certified	 No	 No	 No	 No	
Subject Area	 English Only	 English Only, 

4 Core	
English Only	 Elective/Other 

Only	
Grade Level	 Elementary	 Elementary	 Elementary	 Elementary	

 



 

64 

An independent-samples t-test was run to determine if there were differences in 

TEIP scale score between the 131 ESE and 177 general education teacher participants.  

There were four outliers in the data found in the general education subset as assessed by 

inspection of a boxplot.  However, the outliers were not removed after test comparison 

was conducted finding similar results with the outliers included.  TEIP scale scores for 

each subset of teachers were normally distributed as assessed by visual inspection of Q-Q 

Plot, and there was homogeneity of variances as assessed by Levene’s test for equality of 

variances (p = 0.742).  TEIP scale score was higher for ESE teachers (M = 94.92, SD = 

9.077) than General Education teachers (M = 90.44, SD = 10.031), a statistically 

significant difference, M = 4.483, 95% CI [6.669, 2.297], t(306) = 4.036, p < 0.0005, d = 

0.46 as displayed in Figure 4. 

 

Figure 4.  Difference in mean TEIP scale scores for ESE and general education teachers.  This figure 
illustrates the difference in mean TEIP scale scores including error bars at the 95% CI. 
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Findings for Research Question One 

 To address the first research question, how is the legislatively mandated 

continuing education in SB1108 preparing classroom teachers to serve SWD, the open-

ended responses to question 5 of the online survey were analyzed for significant 

statements made to understand what materials/information from the continuing education 

course were beneficial to participants who had completed the required course.  For those 

teachers who had not yet completed the continuing education course, the open-ended 

responses to question 6 were analyzed to determine what materials/information would be 

beneficial to them.  Statements from both questions were analyzed to determine if there 

were clusters of meaning that were then grouped into themes of what 

materials/information were either beneficial or perceived to be beneficial (Saldaña, 

2013).  As themes were constructed from the participants’ own words, it was possible to 

begin to understand if the continuing education course provided material/information 

needed for teacher preparedness to serve SWD. 

 The open-ended responses from the online survey were imported into Atlas.ti 

qualitative research software for coding and analysis. The initial coding process consisted 

of evaluation coding by assigning either a positive or negative evaluation of the benefits 

of the continuing education course to the open-ended responses.  After which each 

statement was coded using a combination of in-vivo and open coding to identify the 

materials/information listed by the participant that were either beneficial, or perceived to 

be beneficial in the future, when serving SWD.  This process garnered an initial list of 23 

codes.  Upon the next coding cycle it was determined that some of the initial codes were 
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identifying the same materials/information.  Therefore, the 23 initial codes were merged 

into 10 family codes, or themes, for analysis as displayed in Appendix K. 

In the initial round of coding, each statement was coded for the overall evaluation 

of the course or perceived course as either positive or negative.  Examples of positive 

statements included; “I think everything was important,” “I found it informative,” “It was 

very good,” and “fantastic overall.”  Whereas, examples of negative statements included; 

“There was nothing new in the information I received that I didn’t already know,” “To be 

honest, most of what was taught in the class is common knowledge,” “The material was 

nothing new,” “I don’t recall any relevant information,” and “The course was more like 

jumping through the hoops.” 

Each statement was then coded using both in-vivo and open coding.  Those 

second round codes were then combined where applicable into themes of the 

materials/information the respondent found beneficial from the course, or needed from 

the course to be prepared to teach SWD.  Figures 5 through 11 display example 

statements from respondents contained in each code and theme. 
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Figure 5.  Participant statements coded in the best practices theme. 

Accommodations 

•  “Teachers must be well informed on the accommodations listed on every students 
IEP.” 

•  “I am accustomed to making accommodations.” 

•  “Accommodation for specific needs of the child.” 

Best Practices 

•  “Ideas for how to plan and maximize benefit/time.” 

•  “I need guidance and clear instruction on how to use the on-line curriculum, its 
resources, and assessments...use a rubric to grade anecdotal and standard 
assessments.” 

•  “How to adequately serve the students.” 

Differentiation 

•  “Differentiates learning for all of the various levels and exceptionalities taught.” 

•  “How to modify work and assignments for them to be successful.” 

•  “Any information that shows how to present information in different ways in order 
to meet each child’s needs.” 

Resources 

•  “Small group materials.” 

•  “Manipulatives.” 

•  “There is a wheel chart that helps line up suggested accommodations/modifications 
for different disabilities.” 

Strategies 

•  “New strategies and researched based intervention for improving reading.” 

•  “Strategies for working with mainstreamed students.” 

•  “Learning the strategies that have been most effective for students with each of the 
specific disabilities in my classroom.” 
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Figure 6.  Participant statements coded in the collaboration theme. 

 

Figure 7.  Participant statements coded in the experience theme. 

Collaboration 
•  “How to create an inclusive partnership with your co-teacher.” 

•  “Working closely with staff to monitor student’s progress.” 

•  “The collaboration that I had with other ESE teachers to complete the assignments 
were most beneficial.” 

•  “Talking to other teachers who have done it.” 

Hands-On 

•  “Working with actual students.” 

•  “Hands-on experience.” 

Practical Use 

•  “Practical experience.” 

•  “Practical information.” 

Prior Experience 

•  “I am already ESE certified so I feel I know a decent amount about teaching 
students with disabilities.” 

•   “I was a respite care worker at the age of 18 I was a volunteer working with 
special needs students from the time I was 10.” 

•  “I am a general education teacher who began her career as an ESE teacher.” 

•  “I have a master’s degree in learning disabilities/special education and general 
education.” 
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Figure 8.  Participant statements coded in the legal issues theme. 

 

Figure 9.  Participant statements coded in the social/emotional theme. 

IEPs/504s 
•  “Understanding the use of an IEP, and its implementation.” 

•  “How to use the IEP.” 

•  “IEP writing.” 

•  “Following their needs according to the IEP.” 

•  “Reading an IEP and analyzying information on the IEP, attending IEP meetings.” 

Laws & Rights 
•  “Knowing the rights of parents was very beneficial.” 

•  “The most important information was the details about what is required by law.” 

•  “A better understanding of the laws.” 

Lingo 
•  “Current terminology for ESE students.” 

•  “Knowing the list of labels.” 

Paperwork 
•  “I always made sure to follow proper procedures when meeting with parents and 

preparing paperwork.” 

Defining Disabilities 
•  “Descriptions of the different disabilities.” 

•  “Information regarding specific disabilities so I can better understand the intricacies 
of each condition so I can better assist my students.” 

Social/Emotional 

•  “Dealing with difficult students.” 

•  “How to motivate children with disabilities to complete work.” 

•  “Learning about empathy.” 

•  “Behavioral techniques.” 

•  “Ways to talk to the other students about how to treat students with disabilities.” 

•  “Antisocial behaviors.” 
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Figure 10.  Participant statements coded in the specific examples theme. 

 

Figure 11.  Participant statements coded in the technology theme. 

Only participants with teaching certifications (n = 308), either ESE (n = 131, 43 

%) or general education (n = 177, 57 %), were used to address the first research question.  

Twenty-five percent of those participants had not yet completed the required continuing 

education course (n = 77).  Sixty percent of the overall responses were positive (n = 186), 

indicating that the majority of participants found the continuing education course to be 

beneficial or perceived a future course to have benefit in preparing to serve SWD.  Table 

7 displays the total number of respondents with percentages based on certification type 

(ESE or General Education) and SB1108-mandated course status (completed or not 

completed). 

Specific Examples 
•  “Researched based intervention for improving reading.” 

•  “Information about students with dislexia [sic].” 

•  “Specific to teachers of students with ASD.” 

•  “LLI (When used) RRR Top Score Small group.” 

•  “How to teach students with low reading comprehension.” 

•  “Fine Arts.” 

•  “This is my third year in ESE PreK and I’m not sure if there are other programs that 
would best fit my developmentally delayed students.” 

Technology 
•  “Computer technology.” 

•  “I use a lot of technology in my classroom and am concerned about those with 
disabilities being able to follow long when the assignment is not paper/pencil.” 

•  “Depending on the disability of the student any helpful ideas, equipment, 
technology and sources would be helpful.” 

•  “Online classwork.” 
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Table 7 

Evaluation Coding by Participant 

Participant Status Positive Evaluation Negative Evaluation 

 n % n % 

Gen Ed     

Completed 74 59 51 41 

Not Completed 33 63 19 37 

ESE     

Completed 59 56 47 44 

Not Completed 20 80 5 20 

 

Of the participants who evaluated the course or perceived the course in a negative 

manner, the majority indicated there were no beneficial materials/information they 

needed to be prepared to teach SWD.  For instance, of the 122 teachers who evaluated the 

course as negative, 89 (73%) indicated there was nothing beneficial from the course to 

prepare them to teach SWD, while the remaining 33 (27%) all discussed their prior 

experience as a rationale for receiving no benefit from the required continuing education 

course. 

Qualitative analysis of entire sample.  Examining the materials/information 

found or perceived beneficial to the teachers who evaluated the SB1108-mandated 

course, Table 8 compares the results to address if the course is offering the 

materials/information teachers need to be prepared to serve SWD (see also Figures 12 

and 13).  As hypothesized, teachers reported receiving materials/information from the 

required course in similar numbers to those who report needing that 



 

72 

materials/information in the areas of collaboration, experiences, legal issues, and 

technology; however, the participants reported that the course provides far less 

materials/information in the areas of best practices, social/emotional development, and 

specific examples than requested by educators who have not yet completed the course. 

Table 8 

Comparison of SB1108 Benefits for Entire Sample 

Beneficial Materials/Information Did Not Complete SB1108	 Completed SB1108	

Best Practices	 68%	 48%	

Collaboration	 9%	 7%	

Experience	 4%	 5%	

Legal Issues	 23%	 23%	

Social/Emotional	 13%	 3%	

Specific Examples	 23%	 5%	

Technology	 8%	 6%	

 

Qualitative analysis of ESE subset.  When reviewing the analysis of the data for 

teachers in the ESE subset there was one additional area in which content/materials are 

being provided in the SB1108-mandated course: that teachers reported needing to be 

prepared to serve SWD far less than general education teachers.  As displayed in Table 9, 

materials/information provided by the course on best practices, social/emotional 

development, and specific examples were reported in lower numbers by those who had 

completed the course than those who need that information.  For the ESE subset, the area 

of collaboration was also reported as an area of need not being adequately addressed by 

the SB1108-mandated course.  For instance, 15% of respondents who had not yet 



 

73 

completed the course reported needing materials/information on collaboration, but less 

than half that many (7%) of teachers who had completed the course received beneficial 

materials/information in that needed area for their preparedness. 

Table 9 

Comparison of SB1108 Benefits for ESE Teachers 

Beneficial Materials/Information Completed SB1108	 Not Completed SB1108	

Best Practices	 47%	 70%	

Collaboration	 7%	 15%	

Experience	 2%	 0%	

Legal Issues	 29%	 10%	

Social/Emotional	 2%	 20%	

Specific Examples	 7%	 25%	

Technology	 7%	 10%	

 

Qualitative analysis of general education subset.  Comparing the benefits of 

SB1108-mandated course completion for teachers within the general education subset 

there were again discrepancies found in four of the seven common need areas, as 

displayed in Table 10.  Beneficial materials/information in best practices, 

social/emotional development, and specific examples were again found to be reported 

less by those who had completed the course than those who need that 

material/information to be prepared to serve SWD.  While not as many participants 

reported needing materials/information in meeting the social/emotional needs of students, 

those who received that benefit were one-third as many than those who reported needing 

it.  Also, a large percentage of general education teachers desire specific examples for 
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serving SWD, while only 3% of course completers indicated that they received benefit in 

that need area.  However, understanding the legal issues surrounding teaching SWD was 

also a top concern for general education teachers who had not completed the required 

continuing education course (30%), and far fewer course completers reported receiving 

benefit in that area. 

Table 10 

Comparison of SB1108 Benefits for General Education Teachers 

Beneficial Materials/Information Completed SB1108	 Not Completed SB1108	

Best Practices	 49%	 67%	

Collaboration	 7%	 6%	

Experience	 7%	 6%	

Legal Issues	 18%	 30%	

Social/Emotional	 3%	 9%	

Specific Examples	 3%	 21%	

Technology	 5%	 6%	

 

Summary of findings for research question one.  To address the first research 

question, the analysis of the data shows that, overall, the SB1108-mandated course is 

meeting the perceived needs of teachers in two of the seven areas of need, experiences 

and technology.  However, both general education and ESE teachers reported needing 

materials/information on best practices, social/emotional development, and specific 

examples to serve SWD.  It was found that ESE teachers also need more 

materials/information on collaboration and social/emotional needs, while general 

education teachers need more materials/information on legal issues.  Best practices as an 



 

75 

area of need was reported by the majority of teachers who had not yet completed the 

required course, but there was a 20% difference in reported benefit for that area by those 

teachers who had completed the SB1108-mandated course (see Figure 12). 

 

Figure 12.  Summary of SB1108-mandated course benefits. 

Findings for Research Question Two 

Three-way ANOVAs were conducted to address the second research question: 

what are the differences in teacher self-efficacy for inclusion of those who have 

completed the mandated continuing education in SB1108 and those who have not?  It was 

hypothesized that TEIP scale scores of those who have completed the continuing 

education course would be higher than those who had not yet completed the course.  

Conversely, the null hypothesis was that there would be no difference in TEIP scale 

scores of those who had or had not completed the required continuing education course. 

To explore these differences the sample was split into three subsets.  If a person 

held certification and/or endorsement in any of the ESE areas, then that participant was 
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placed in the ESE subset (n = 130).  If a participant did not hold any certifications and/or 

endorsements, then they were placed in the non-certified subset (n = 33).  The remaining 

participants were placed in the general education subset (n = 177).  Due to the small 

sample size of the non-certified subset who had and who had not completed the required 

continuing education course, only the differences in the ESE and general education 

subsets were analyzed along with the entire sample (n = 340) when performing three-way 

ANOVAs. 

The analyses used grade level taught, years teaching, and SB1108-mandated 

course completion as independent variables and TEIP scale score as the dependent 

variable.  The independent variables were included based on modifiability and low 

correlation results with other variables and usefulness for lawmakers, school 

administrators, and designers of continuing education courses.  Four cases were excluded 

from these analyses based on grade level taught being identified as “other” instead of 

either elementary, middle, or high school. 

Three-way ANOVA of entire sample.  A three-way ANOVA was conducted to 

determine the effects of grade level taught, years teaching, and SB1108-mandated course 

completion on TEIP scale scores for the sample (n = 336).  There were six outliers 

assessed as a value greater than 1.5 box-lengths from the edge of the box.  However, 

since the results of the three-way ANOVA were the same with and without the outliers 

these additional cases were not excluded from the analysis.  TEIP scale scores were 

normally distributed (p < 0.05) except for one group, elementary teachers who completed 

the SB1108-mandated course teaching 6-15 years (p = 0.034), as assessed by Shapiro-

Wilk’s test of normality.  There was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene’s 
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test for equality of variances, p = 0.678.  There was not a statistically significant three-

way interaction between grade level taught, years teaching, and SB1108-mandated course 

completion, F(6, 312) = 0.372, p = 0.897, ηρ2 = 0.007.  However, there was a statistically 

significant grade level taught by SB1108-mandated course completion interaction, F(2, 

312) = 4.550, p = 0.011, ηρ2 = 0.028.  Statistical significance was accepted at the p < 

0.025 level for simple main effects. 

 

Figure 13.  Difference in mean TEIP scale scores for entire sample.  This figure illustrates the mean TEIP 
scale scores by grade level taught and SB1108-mandated course completion status. 

The simple main effect of the SB1108-mandated course completion on TEIP scale 

scores was equal for the three different grade levels taught for those who had and who 

had not completed the course (irrespective of years teaching): F(2, 312) = 2.843 at p = 

0.060, ηρ2 < 0.0005 and F (2, 312) = 2.129, p = 0.121, ηρ2 = 0.013, respectively.  There 
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was also a statistically significant simple main effect of grade level taught on TEIP scale 

scores for elementary school teachers F(1, 312) = 15.515, p < 0.0005, ηρ2 = 0.047.  As 

shown in Figure 13, the mean TEIP scale score was 87.063 (SE = 1.683) for elementary 

school teachers who had not completed the SB1108-mandated course and 94.602 (SE = 

0.912) for those who had completed the SB1108-mandated course: a statistically 

significant difference of -7.540, 95% CI [-11.306, -3.773], p < 0.0005.  There were no 

statistically significant differences in TEIP scale scores between middle school or high 

school teachers who had or had not completed the SB1108-mandated course at p = 0.719 

and p = 0.730, respectively. 

Three-way ANOVA of ESE subset.  A three-way ANOVA was conducted to 

determine the effects of grade level taught, years teaching, and SB1108-mandated course 

completion on TEIP scale scores for the ESE subset (n = 127).  There were no outliers as 

assessed by visual inspection of the box plots.  TEIP scale scores were normally 

distributed (p < 0.05) as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test of normality.  There was 

homogeneity of variances as assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances, p = 

0.153.  There was not a statistically significant three-way interaction between grade level 

taught, years teaching, and SB1108-mandated course completion, F(5, 104) = 0.637, p = 

0.672, ηρ2 = 0.030.  There were also no statistically significant two-way interactions for 

either years teaching by course completion, F(3, 104) = 0.115, p = 0.951, ηρ2 = 0.003; 

grade level taught by course completion, F(2, 104) = 0.911, p = 0.405, ηρ2 = 0.017; or 

years teaching by grade level taught, F(6, 104) = 0.705, p = 0.646, ηρ2 = 0.039. 

Three-way ANOVA of general education subset.  A three-way ANOVA was 

conducted to determine the effects of grade level taught, years teaching, and SB1108-
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mandated course completion on TEIP scale scores for the general education subset (n = 

176).  There were three outliers assessed as a value greater than 1.5 box-lengths from the 

edge of the box.  However, since the results of the three-way ANOVA were the same 

with and without the outliers these additional cases were not excluded from the analysis.  

TEIP scale scores were normally distributed (p < 0.05), as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s 

test of normality.  There was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene’s test for 

equality of variances, p = 0.223.  There was not a statistically significant three-way 

interaction between grade level taught, years teaching, and SB1108-mandated course 

completion, F(6, 152) = 0.613, p = 0.720, ηρ2 = 0.024.  However, there was a statistically 

significant grade level taught by SB1108-mandated course completion interaction, F(2, 

152) = 8.850, p < 0.0005, ηρ2 = 0.104.  The simple main effect of grade level taught on 

TEIP scale scores for those who had not completed SB1108-mandated course was 

statistically significant F(2, 152) = 4.498, p = 0.013, ηρ2 = 0.056, as well as for those who 

had completed SB1108-mandated course F(2, 152) = 5.061, p = 0.007, ηρ2 = 0.062. 
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Figure 14.  Difference in mean TEIP scale scores for general education subset.  This figure illustrates the 
mean TEIP scale scores by grade level taught and SB1108-mandated course completion status. 

All pairwise comparisons were made for those who had and who had not 

completed the SB1108-mandated course with a Bonferroni adjustment.  As seen in Figure 

14, the mean TEIP scale score was 82.304 (SE = 2.706) for elementary school teachers 

who had not completed the SB1108-mandated course and 92.438 (SE = 2.214) for high 

school teachers who had not completed the SB1108-mandated course, a statistically 

significant difference of -10.134, 95% CI [-18.598, -1.670], p = 0.013.  For elementary 

school teachers who had completed the SB1108-mandated course, the mean TEIP scale 

score was 94.176 (SE = 1.334) and 87.497 (SE = 1.895) for high school teachers who had 

completed the SB1108-mandated course, a statistically significant difference of 6.679, 

95% CI [1.067, 12.290], p = 0.014.  There were no statistically significant differences in 
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TEIP scale scores between middle school teachers who had or had not completed the 

SB1108-mandated course and either elementary or high school teachers at p = 0.099, p = 

1.000, p = 0.118, p = 1.000, respectively. 

 

Figure 15.  Difference in mean TEIP scale scores for general education subset.  This figure illustrates the 
mean TEIP scale scores by grade level taught and SB1108-mandated course completion status. 

There was also a statistically significant simple main effect of grade level taught 

on TEIP scale scores for elementary school teachers, F(1, 152) = 15.487, p < 0.0005, �ρ
2 

= 0.092.  As seen in Figure 15, the mean TEIP scale score was 82.304 (SE = 2.706) for 

elementary school teachers who had not completed the SB1108-mandated course and 

94.176 (SE = 1.334) for those who had completed the SB1108-mandated course, a 

statistically significant difference of -11.872, 95% CI [-17.833, -5.912], p < 0.0005.  
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There were no statistically significant differences in TEIP scale scores between middle or 

high school teachers who had or had not completed the SB1108-mandated course at p = 

0.515 and p = 0.092, respectively. 

Summary of findings for research question two.  There was not a statistically 

significant three-way interaction between grade level taught, years teaching, and SB1108-

mandated course completion for the entire sample, F(6, 312) = 0.372, p = 0.897, ηρ2 = 

0.007.  However, there was a statistically significant grade level taught by SB1108-

mandated course completion interaction, F(2, 312) = 4.550, p = 0.011, ηρ2 = 0.028.  

There was a statistically significant difference of -7.540, 95% CI [-11.306, -3.773], p < 

0.0005 for elementary school teachers who had and who had not completed the SB1108-

mandated course.  For the ESE subset there was not a statistically significant three-way 

interaction between grade level taught, years teaching, and SB1108-mandated course 

completion, F(5, 104) = 0.637, p = 0.672, ηρ2 = 0.030.  There were also no statistically 

significant two-way interactions for either years teaching by course completion, grade 

level taught by course completion, or years teaching by grade level taught.  There was 

also not a statistically significant three-way interaction between grade level taught, years 

teaching, and SB1108-mandated course completion for the general education subset.  

However, there was a statistically significant grade level taught by SB1108-mandated 

course completion interaction, F(2, 152) = 8.850, p < 0.0005, ηρ2 = 0.104.  There was a 

statistically significant difference of -10.134, 95% CI [-18.598, -1.670], p = 0.013 for 

elementary school teachers who had not completed the SB1108-mandated course and 

high school teachers who had not completed the SB1108-mandated course.  For 

elementary school teachers who had completed the SB1108-mandated course the mean 
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TEIP scale score was 94.176 (SE = 1.334), and 87.497 (SE = 1.895) for high school 

teachers who had completed the SB1108-mandated course, as well as a statistically 

significant difference of 6.679, 95% CI [1.067, 12.290], p = 0.014 for elementary and 

high school teachers who had completed the SB1108-mandated course.  Lastly, there was 

also a statistically significant simple main effect of grade level taught on TEIP scale 

scores for elementary school teachers with a statistically significant difference of -11.872, 

95% CI [-17.833, -5.912], p < 0.0005 for those who had and who had not completed the 

SB1108-mandated course. 

Findings for Research Question Three 

Hierarchal multiple regression analyses were performed to address the third 

research question: what are the demographic and experiential factors that predict teacher 

self-efficacy for inclusion?  It was hypothesized that TEIP scale scores can be predicted 

knowing certain pertinent individual characteristics of a teacher.  The null hypothesis was 

that TEIP scale scores cannot be predicted by these variables.  Four blocks were 

developed for the hierarchal multiple regression to test the hypothesis.  Block one 

consisted of demographic factors (race, gender, age, and ethnicity); block two included 

experiential factors (degree type, years teaching, total number of 

certifications/endorsements, and NBPTS certification); block three was composed of the 

two environmental factors (number of core subjects taught and grade level taught), and 

block four contained the focal variable, completion status of the required continuing 

education course in teaching SWD. 

To explore these differences the sample was split into three subsets.  If a person 

held certification and/or endorsement in any of the ESE areas, then that participant was 
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placed in the ESE subset (n = 129).  If a participant did not hold any certifications and/or 

endorsements they were placed in the non-certified subset (n = 33).  The remaining 

participants were placed in the general education subset (n = 177), these were teachers 

certified in any area other than ESE.  Analysis was first performed on the sample, then on 

the ESE and general education subsets.  Due to a very small sample size, analysis was not 

performed on the 33 participants in the non-certified subset. 

Hierarchical multiple regression of entire sample.  A hierarchical multiple 

regression was performed to predict TEIP scale scores for the entire sample (n = 339).  

Three cases were excluded as outliers having residuals plus or minus three standard 

deviations, leaving 336 participants in the entire sample for this analysis.  A hierarchical 

multiple regression was run to determine if the addition of experiential factors (degree 

type, years teaching, total number of certifications/endorsements, and NBPTS 

certification) and then environmental factors (number of core subjects taught and grade 

level taught) coupled with the completion of the required continuing education course in 

teaching SWD, improved the prediction of TEIP scale scores over and above 

demographic factors (race, gender, age, and ethnicity).  See Table 11 for details on each 

regression model. 

Addressing the assumptions.  There was linearity as assessed by partial 

regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals against the predicted values.  There 

was independence of residuals as assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 2.089.  There 

was homoscedasticity as assessed by visual inspection of a plot of studentized residuals 

versus unstandardized predicted values.  There was no evidence of multicollinearity as 

assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1.  There were no studentized deleted 
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residuals greater than plus or minus three standard deviations, no leverage values greater 

than 0.2, and values for Cook’s distance above one.  The assumption of normality was 

met as assessed by a visual inspection of the histogram, which was confirmed by the P-P 

plot of regression standardized residual. 

Model fit.  The full model of demographic factors, experiential factors, and 

environmental factors, in addition to the focal independent variable for completion of a 

continuing education course to predict TEIP scale scores (full model), was statistically 

significant, R2 = 0.157, F(11,324) = 5.503, p < 0.0005; adjusted R2 = 0.129, with a small 

effect size according to Cohen (1988).  The multiple correlation coefficient R (0.397) 

shows weak to moderate strength for the model as a whole in predicting TEIP scores.  

The addition of the experiential factors to predict TEIP scale scores (model 2) led to a 

statistically significant increase in R2 of 0.059, F(4,327) = 5.630, p < 0.0005.  Also the 

addition of environmental factors to predict TEIP scale scores (model 3) led to a not 

statistically significant increase in R2 of 0.014, F(2,325) = 2.739, p = 0.066.  Finally, the 

addition of continuing education course status to predict TEIP scale scores (model 4) led 

to a not statistically significant, R2 = 0.002, F(1, 324) = 0.653, p = 0.420. 
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Table 11 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Predicting TEIP Scale Scores for Entire Sample 

 TEIP Scale Score 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Variable B β B β B β B β 

Gender -0.346 -0.011 -1.719 -0.056 -2.592 -0.084 -2.668 -0.086 

Age 2.195* 0.278 1.067 0.135 1.021 0.129 0.983 0.125 

Ethnicity -1.625 -0.051 -1.039 -0.033 -0.783 -0.025 -0.672 -0.021 

Race 2.220 0.093 2.830* 0.119 2.754* 0.116 2.750* 0.115 

Degree   -0.435 -0.022 -0.008 0.000 0.018 0.001 

Years Teaching   1.287 0.133 1.512* 0.157 1.489* 0.154 

# of Certs/Endorse   1.395* 0.181 1.168* 0.152 1.061* 0.138 

NBPTS Cert   3.12 0.102 3.361* 0.110 3.357* 0.110 

# of Core Subjects     0.655 0.087 0.612 0.083 

Grade Level     -0.626 -0.059 -0.631 -0.059 

SB1108 Status       0.954 0.045 

         

R2 0.082  0.141  0.156  0.157  

F 7.428*  6.737*  5.995*  5.503*  

∆R2 0.082  0.059  0.014  0.002  

∆F 7.428*  5.630*  2.739  0.653  

Note.  n = 336.  *p < 0.050.  B = unstandardized regression coefficient.  β = standardized coefficient. 

Predicting TEIP scale scores using beta coefficients.  Predictions were made to 

determine mean TEIP scale scores for White, non-Hispanic females who were in their 

twenties, without a post-graduate degree, who had been teaching for four years, with two 

professional certification/endorsement areas, who were not certified by the NBPTS, but 



 

87 

who had completed the continuing education course, teaching only one core subject area 

at the high school level.  The mean TEIP scale score was 86.483, 95% CI [83.468, 

89.498]. 

Summary of the coefficients.  Demographic, experiential, and environmental 

factors found to increase TEIP scale scores for the entire sample included; being male, 

being older, having a non-Hispanic ethnicity, identifying as a minority race*, having a 

post-graduate degree, teaching more years*, having more certifications/endorsements*, 

being certified by the NBPTS*, teaching more core subject areas, teaching lower grade 

levels, and completing the mandated continuing education course in SB1108.  The four 

variables indicated with an asterisk were found to be statistically significant at p < 0.050. 

Hierarchal multiple regression of ESE subset.  An identical hierarchical 

multiple regression was run to predict TEIP scale scores for a subset of the entire sample 

that were certified/endorsed in the areas identified as ESE (n = 129).  A hierarchical 

multiple regression was run to determine if the addition of experiential factors (degree 

type, total number of certifications/endorsements, NBPTS certification, and years 

teaching) and then environmental factors (number of core subjects taught and grade level 

taught), coupled with the completion of the required continuing education course in 

teaching SWD, improved the prediction of TEIP scale scores over and above 

demographic factors (race, gender, age, and ethnicity).  See Table 12 for details on each 

regression model.  One of the variables (years teaching) added statistical significance to 

the full model prediction at p = 0.012. 

Addressing the assumptions.  The first two assumptions were met for this study 

as it has one continuous dependent variable and two or more independent variables that 
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are either continuous or nominal in nature.  The third assumption tested for independence 

of observations (residuals).  In this analysis there was independence of residuals as 

assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.920.  In addressing the fourth and fifth 

assumptions, a visual inspection of a plot of studentized residual versus unstandardized 

predicted value indicated a linear relationship with homoscedasticity between the 

dependent variable and all independent variables collectively.  While six of the 

independent variables were dichotomous in nature and the partial regression plots for 

those variables could be ignored when assessing for a linear relationship between the 

dependent variable and independent variables individually, a visual inspection of the five 

other independent variables indicated linear relationships. 

For the sixth assumption, there was no multicollinearity observed in either the 

correlation coefficients or the tolerance/VIF values of all variables.  There were no 

outliers in need of investigation located in either the casewise diagnostics table or by 

reviewing the studentized deleted residual variable for those with values above or below 

three standard deviations.  Leverage values were also examined with one case identified 

at 0.3 being in the risky range above 0.2.  There were no cases found with influential 

points higher than one using Cook’s Distance value.  However, based on findings for the 

seventh assumption, none of the cases were excluded as an outlier.  The final assumption 

checked for residuals’ approximate normal distribution.  A visual inspection of the 

histogram showed the standardized residuals appear to be approximately normally 

distributed, which was confirmed by the P-P plot of regression standardized residual. 

Model fit.  The full model of demographic factors, experiential factors, and 

environmental factors, in addition to the focal independent variable for completion of a 



 

89 

continuing education course to predict TEIP scale scores (full model), was not 

statistically significant, R2 = 0.139, F(11,117) = 1.724, p = 0.076; adjusted R2 = 0.059, 

with a very small effect size according to Cohen (1988).  The multiple correlation 

coefficient R (0.373) shows weak to moderate strength for the model as a whole in 

predicting TEIP score.  The addition of the experiential factors to predict TEIP scale 

scores (model 2) led to a not statistically significant increase in R2 of 0.070, F(4,120) = 

2.394, p = 0.054.  Also the addition of environmental factors to predict TEIP scale scores 

(model 3) led to a not statistically significant increase in R2 of 0.011, F(2,118) = 0.750, p 

= 0.474.  Finally, the addition of continuing education course status to predict TEIP scale 

scores (model 4) led to a not statistically significant increase in R2 of 0.006, F(1, 117) = 

0.764, p = 0.384. 
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Table 12 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Predicting TEIP Scale Scores for ESE Subset 

 TEIP Scale Score 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Variable B Β B β B β B β 

Gender -5.667 -0.134 -5.780 -0.137 -5.352 -0.127 -5.032 0.233 

Age 1.411 0.175 0.037 0.005 0.068 0.008 0.047 0.957 

Ethnicity -1.858 -0.063 -0.472 -0.016 -0.753 -0.026 -0.529 0.855 

Race -0.073 -0.003 0.331 0.013 0.003 0.000 -0.105 0.961 

Degree   0.852 0.047 1.375 0.076 1.523 0.375 

Years Teaching   2.665* 0.281 2.708* 0.285 2.696* 0.284 

# of Certs/Endorse   0.794 0.073 0.450 0.041 0.205 0.019 

NBPTS Cert   1.506 0.064 1.720 0.073 1.542 0.065 

# of Core Subjects     0.832 0.123 0.800 0.118 

Grade Level     0.946 0.094 0.988 0.098 

SB1108 Status       1.783 0.079 

         

R2 0.053  0.123  0.134  0.139  

F 1.730  2.101*  1.824  1.724  

∆R2 0.053  0.070  0.011  0.006  

∆F 1.730  2.394  0.750  0.764  

Note.  n = 129.  *p < 0.050.  B = unstandardized regression coefficient.  β = standardized coefficient. 

Predicting TEIP scale scores using beta coefficients.  Predictions were made to 

determine mean TEIP scale scores for ESE certified/endorsed White, non-Hispanic 

females who were in their twenties, without a post-graduate degree, who had been 

teaching for four years, with two professional certification/endorsement areas, who were 
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not certified by the NBPTS, but who had completed the continuing education course, 

teaching only one core subject area at the high school level.  The mean TEIP scale score 

was 90.024, 95% CI [84.524, 95.527]. 

Summary of the coefficients.  Demographic, experiential, and environmental 

factors found to increase TEIP scale scores for the ESE subset included; being male, 

being older, having a non-Hispanic ethnicity, identifying as a non-minority race, having a 

post-graduate degree, teaching for more years*, having more certifications/endorsements, 

being certified by the NBPTS, teaching more core subject areas, teaching higher grade 

levels, and completing the mandated continuing education course in SB1108.  The one 

variable indicated with an asterisk was found to be statistically significant at p < 0.050. 

Hierarchical multiple regression of general education subset.  An identical 

hierarchical multiple regression was run to predict TEIP scale scores for a subset of the 

entire population that were certified/endorsed in the areas not covered by ESE, in other 

words general education teachers (n = 177).  However, two cases were excluded as 

outliers having residuals plus or minus three standard deviations. The variable for number 

of years teaching was removed due to high correlation with the variable for age of 

participant.  Therefore, a hierarchical multiple regression was run to determine if the 

addition of experiential factors (degree type, total number of certifications/endorsements, 

and NBPTS certification) and then environmental factors (number of core subjects taught 

and grade level taught), coupled with the completion of the required continuing education 

course in teaching SWD, improved the prediction of TEIP scale scores over and above 

demographic factors (race, gender, age, and ethnicity).  See Table 13 for full details on 

each regression model. 
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Addressing the assumptions.  There was linearity as assessed by partial 

regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals against the predicted values.  There 

was independence of residuals as assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 2.125.  There 

was homoscedasticity as assessed by visual inspection of a plot of studentized residuals 

versus unstandardized predicted values.  There was no evidence of multicollinearity as 

assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1.  There were no studentized deleted 

residuals greater than plus or minus three standard deviations, no leverage values greater 

than 0.2, and values for Cook’s distance above one.  The assumption of normality was 

met as assessed by a visual inspection of the histogram, which was confirmed by the P-P 

plot of regression standardized residual. 

Model fit.  The full model of demographic factors, experiential factors, and 

environmental factors in addition to the focal independent variable for completion of a 

continuing education course to predict TEIP scale scores (full model) was statistically 

significant, R2 = 0.124, F(10,164) = 2.321, p = 0.014; adjusted R2 = 0.071, with a very 

small effect size according to Cohen (1988).  The multiple correlation coefficient R 

(0.352) shows weak to moderate strength for the model as a whole in predicting TEIP 

scale scores.  The addition of the experiential factors to predict TEIP scale scores (model 

2) led to a not statistically significant increase in R2 of 0.019, F(3,167) = 1.151, p = 

0.330.  Also the addition of environmental factors to predict TEIP scale scores (model 3) 

led to a not statistically significant increase in R2 of 0.025, F(2,165) = 2.304, p = 0.103.  

Finally, the addition of continuing education course status to predict TEIP scale scores 

(model 4) led to a not statistically significant increase in R2 of 0.002, F(1, 164) = 0.341, p 

= 0.560. 
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Table 13 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Predicting TEIP Scale Scores for General Education 

Subset 

 TEIP Scale Score 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Variable B β B β B β B β 

Gender 1.046 0.038 0.923 0.034 -0.256 -0.009 -0.084 -0.003 

Age 1.857* 0.247 1.782* 0.237 1.862* 0.248 1.937* 0.258 

Ethnicity -3.441 -0.109 -3.068 -0.097 -2.472 -0.079 -2.683 -0.085 

Race 2.861 0.127 3.172 0.140 2.993 0.133 2.934 0.130 

Degree   -1.259 -0.065 -0.445 -0.023 -0.460 -0.024 

# of Certs/Endorse   0.434 0.044 0.154 0.016 0.176 0.018 

NBPTS Cert   4.342 0.127 5.025 0.147 4.949 0.145 

# of Core Subjects     0.515 0.068 0.547 0.073 

Grade Level     -1.321 -0.125 -1.333 -0.126 

SB1108 Status       -0.963 -0.045 

         

R2 0.079  0.098  0.122  0.124  

F 3.646*  2.582*  2.552*  2.321*  

∆R2 0.079  0.019  0.025  0.002  

∆F 3.646*  1.151  2.304  0.341  

Note.  n = 175.  *p < 0.050.  B = unstandardized regression coefficient.  β = standardized coefficient. 

Predicting TEIP scale scores using beta coefficients.  Predictions were made to 

determine mean TEIP scale scores for general education certified/endorsed White, non-

Hispanic females who were in their twenties, without a post-graduate degree, with two 

professional certification/endorsement areas, who were not certified by the NBPTS, but 
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who had completed the continuing education course, teaching only one core subject area 

at the high school level.  The mean TEIP scale score was 84.519, 95% CI [80.339, 

88.700]. 

Summary of the coefficients.  Demographic, experiential, and environmental 

factors found to increase TEIP scale scores for the general education subset included; 

being male, being older*, having a non-Hispanic ethnicity, identifying as a minority race, 

not having a post-graduate degree, having more certifications/endorsements, being 

certified by the NBPTS, teaching more core subject areas, teaching lower grade levels, 

and not completing the mandated continuing education course in SB1108.  The one 

variable indicated with an asterisk was found to be statistically significant at p < 0.050. 

Summary of findings for research question three.  The full model of 

demographic factors, experiential factors, and environmental factors, in addition to the 

focal independent variable for completion of a continuing education course to predict 

TEIP scale scores for the entire sample, was statistically significant, R2 = 0.157, 

F(11,324) = 5.503, p < 0.0005.  Factors found to increase TEIP scale scores for the entire 

sample included; being male, being older, having a non-Hispanic ethnicity, identifying as 

a minority race*, having a post-graduate degree, teaching more years*, having more 

certifications/endorsements*, being certified by the NBPTS*, teaching more core subject 

areas, teaching lower grade levels, and completing the continuing education course 

mandated by SB1108.  The four variables indicated with an asterisk were found to be 

statistically significant at p < 0.050.  Using hierarchal multiple regression on the ESE 

subset, the full model of demographic factors, experiential factors, and environmental 

factors, in addition to the focal independent variable for completion of a continuing 
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education course to predict TEIP scale scores, was not statistically significant, R2 = 

0.139, F(11,117) = 1.724, p = 0.076; adjusted R2 = 0.059.  For the general education 

subset, the full model of demographic factors, experiential factors, and environmental 

factors, in addition to the focal independent variable for completion of a continuing 

education course to predict TEIP scale scores, was statistically significant, R2 = 0.124, 

F(10,164) = 2.321, p = 0.014; adjusted R2 = 0.071.  Factors found to increase TEIP scale 

scores for the general education subset included; being male, being older*, having a non-

Hispanic ethnicity, identifying as a minority race, not having a post-graduate degree, 

having more certifications/endorsements, being certified by the NBPTS, teaching more 

core subject areas, teaching lower grade levels, and not completing the mandated 

continuing education course in SB1108.  The one variable indicated with an asterisk was 

found to be statistically significant at p < 0.050. 

Summary of Findings 

Descriptive analyses of the 15 predictor variables indicated the average 

participant for this research study is a 44-year-old non-Hispanic, White female with a 

master’s degree who has been teaching for 15 years.  She has completed the required 

continuing education course mandated by SB1108 (The Florida Senate, 2013b), which 

amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) (Process for Renewal of Professional 

Certificates, 2017), and is currently teaching seventh grade ELA for the majority of the 

day at a public non-charter school within the study district.  The average participant holds 

three professional certification/endorsements with at least one in the area of Elementary 

K-6, possibly also including an ESE certification and/or an ESOL endorsement.  While 

she is not now, or was previously, certified by the NBPTS, if she were it would be in the 
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area of ESE.  This participant has an average TEIP scale score of 92 indicating that they 

agree with the 18-item survey questions. 

To address the first research question: how is the legislatively mandated 

continuing education in SB1108 preparing classroom teachers to serve SWD, qualitative 

analyses found that, overall, the SB1108-mandated course is meeting the perceived needs 

of teachers in two of the seven areas of need, experiences and technology.  Best practices 

as an area of need was reported by the majority of teachers who had not yet completed 

the required course, but there was a 20% difference in reported benefit for that area by 

those teachers who had completed the SB1108-mandated course.  Additionally, 

participants in the sample reported needing more materials/information on 

social/emotional development and specific examples to serve SWD than was reported as 

beneficial by those who had completed the required course.  It was found that ESE 

teachers also need more materials/information on collaboration and social/emotional 

needs, while general education teachers need more materials/information on legal issues. 

To address the second research question: what are the differences in teacher self-

efficacy for inclusion among those who have completed the mandated continuing 

education course in SB1108 and those who have not, three-way ANOVAs on the entire 

sample found there was a statistically significant grade level taught by SB1108-mandated 

course completion interaction, as well as a statistically significant difference of -7.540 for 

elementary school teachers who had and who had not completed SB1108-mandated 

course.  For the ESE subset there were no statistically significant three-way or two-way 

interactions found between the experiential factors and TEIP scale scores; however, there 

was a statistically significant grade level taught by SB1108-mandated course completion 
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interaction for the general education subset, as well as a statistically significant difference 

of -10.134 for elementary school teachers who had not completed the SB1108-mandated 

course and high school teachers who had not completed the SB1108-mandated course.  

The analysis of the data also indicated a statistically significant difference of 6.679 for 

elementary and high school teachers who had completed the SB1108-mandated course.  

Lastly, there was also a statistically significant simple main effect of grade level taught 

on TEIP scale scores for elementary school teachers with a statistically significant 

difference of -11.872 for those who had and who had not completed the SB1108-

mandated course. 

To address the third research question: what are the demographic and experiential 

factors that predict teacher self-efficacy for inclusion, the full model of demographic 

factors, experiential factors, and environmental factors, in addition to the focal 

independent variable for completion of a continuing education course to predict TEIP 

scale scores for the entire sample, was statistically significant.  Specific factors found to 

increase TEIP scale scores for the entire sample included; being male, being older, 

having a non-Hispanic ethnicity, identifying as a minority race*, having a post-graduate 

degree, teaching more years*, having more certifications/endorsements*, being certified 

by the NBPTS*, teaching more core subject areas, teaching lower grade levels, and 

completing the continuing education course mandated by SB1108.  The four variables 

indicated with an asterisk were found to be statistically significant at p < 0.050; however, 

using hierarchal multiple regression on the ESE subset, the full model was not 

statistically significant.  For the general education subset, the full model was statistically 

significant, with being male, being older*, having a non-Hispanic ethnicity, identifying as 
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a minority race, not having a post-graduate degree, having more 

certifications/endorsements, being certified by the NBPTS, teaching more core subject 

areas, teaching lower grade levels, and not completing the continuing education course 

mandated by SB1108 found to increase TEIP scale scores.  The one variable indicated 

with an asterisk was found to be statistically significant at p < 0.050. 
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V. DISCUSSION 

This study sought to address the problem of general education teachers reporting 

being unprepared to serve SWD in the ever-increasing inclusion model of American 

Education (Brown et al., 2008).  Florida state government sought to remedy this concern 

by requiring “any applicant for renewal of a professional certificate must earn a minimum 

of 1 college credit or the equivalent inservice points in the area of instruction of teaching 

students with disabilities” (The Florida Senate, 2013b, p. 20).  The purpose of this study 

was threefold: to determine how continuing education is addressing the needs of teachers 

in preparing for inclusion, examine the self-efficacy of classroom teachers who have 

completed the required continuing education course mandated in Florida SB1108 (The 

Florida Senate, 2013b), which amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) (Processs for 

Renewal of Professional Certificates, 2017), and those who have not completed the 

requirement, and to identify demographic and experiential factors that predict teacher 

self-efficacy.  It was expected that an examination of teacher efficacy may assist 

lawmakers, school administrators, and designers of continuing education courses in 

addressing the needs of classroom teachers who traditionally have reported being 

unprepared to serve SWD. 

The participants were current classroom teachers working for the study district 

who self-reported their efficacy through an online survey incorporating individual 

characteristics and the TEIP scale developed by Sharma et al. (2012).  The overarching 

question that guided this study was: “Are teachers who complete continuing education in 
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teaching SWD more able to serve such students?”  In order to address elements in the 

guiding question three specific research questions were focused on throughout the study: 

1. How is the legislatively mandated continuing education in SB1108 preparing 

classroom teachers to serve SWD? 

2. What are the differences in teacher self-efficacy for inclusion among those who 

have completed the mandated continuing education in SB1108 and those who 

have not? 

3. What are the demographic and experiential factors that predict teacher self-

efficacy for inclusion? 

Responses were analyzed through qualitative analysis, three-way ANOVAs, and 

hierarchical multiple regression quantitative analyses of the data to reject or fail to reject 

the null hypotheses and thoroughly explore the research questions. 

Discussion of Research Question One 

 Study participants were asked to identify materials/information from the required 

continuing education course that were or would be beneficial in their being prepared to 

teach SWD.  While qualitatively coding those responses it was found that 40% of the 

participants had given a negative evaluation of the continuing education course, finding 

nothing beneficial from their participation in the course or perceiving no benefit from a 

future course (see Figure 16).  Considering that every educator in Florida is now required 

to complete a course in teaching SWD to renew their professional certification, it is 

alarming that so many teachers reported no benefit at all from the course.  While it may 

have been expected that teachers already holding an ESE certification would not perceive 

as much benefit as teachers without an ESE certification, the analysis of the data showed 
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equal numbers of both general and special education teachers held negative evaluations 

of the course.  As almost half of the respondents reported negative evaluation of the 

course it is unlikely that the course is providing the intended professional development 

for teachers working with students with disabilities.  There may be underlying issues with 

the perception of the required continuing education course that has negatively skewed 

respondents’ evaluation of the course, for example mandating the course with no input 

from teachers themselves. 

 

Figure 16.  Evaluation coding for research question one.  This figure illustrates the percentage of teachers 
indicating a positive or negative evaluation of SB1108-mandated course. 

 Reviewing the positive evaluation responses, seven areas in which 

materials/information were beneficial to teacher preparedness for inclusion were noted.  

The analysis of the data showed that in the areas of experiences (n = 8) and technology (n 

= 12) the course was indeed providing enough materials/information to satisfy the needs 

educators.  However it is important to note that only a few participants (6%) highlighted 

those areas as being beneficial to their ability to serve SWD.  So while the required 

course is adequately covering topics including practical/ hands-on experience and 

technology, overall, those areas were not of much concern to the participants. 
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 The analysis of the data did indicate that both general and special education 

teachers reported needing materials/information on best practices, social/emotional 

development, and specific examples to serve SWD.  The most frequent responses given 

by both those who had completed the course and those who had not yet completed the 

course were best practices as an area of need; yet there was a 20% difference in reported 

benefit for that area by those teachers who had completed the SB1108-mandated course, 

showing that while most teachers need continuing education in that area, most teachers 

are not receiving adequate continuing education from that required course.  In this study, 

best practices included strategies, resources, and how to accomplish differentiation for 

SWD, themes discussed by McHatton and Parker (2013) for teacher preparation to serve 

SWD. 

While both groups of participants also expressed more need than provided in how 

to work with students’ social/emotional development, interestingly it was the ESE 

teachers who were most concerned with receiving materials/information in this area (see 

Figure 17).  It is quite possible that this is more of a concern for ESE teachers because 

students who disrupt general education classes are consistently and quickly placed in ESE 

settings.  Thus, most general education teachers do not have to worry about how to serve 

those students as they are simply removed from their classes.  This aligns with research 

presented by Gehrke and Cocchiarella (2013) that discussed how teacher preparation is 

often not based on what teachers experience in the classroom. 
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Figure 17.  Comparison of actual benefits for ESE and general education teachers who completed the 
SB1108-mandated course. 

Materials/information with specific examples was the second most frequent area 

of benefit and need for the two groups of teachers.  Both general education and ESE 

teachers reported receiving very few specific examples of how to serve SWD from the 

required course.  Almost a quarter of those teachers who had not yet completed the 

course requested specific examples for their preparation.  From this discrepancy it may be 

concluded that while teachers report needing specific examples, they will not be 

receiving much materials/information in that area.  It is possible that there are just too 

many possible situations that one course cannot cover every specific example needed by 

teachers to be prepared.  For instance students with high incidence disabilities, such as 

specific learning disabilities and language impairments, may require different 

instructional materials and methods than students with low incidence disabilities, such as 

traumatic brain injury and intellectual disabilities.  Trying to create one continuing 

education course to cover all the different eventualities faced by classroom teachers may 
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not be possible and therefore leaves many teachers unprepared.  Similarly, Curcic (2009) 

and Hudgins (2012) discussed the importance of differentiating continuing education for 

as many types of disabilities, but explained that doing so also leads teachers to doubt their 

ability to serve such a diverse population of students. 

 It was also found that ESE teachers need more materials/information on 

collaboration, while general education teachers need more materials/information on legal 

issues (see Figure 18).  The need for a focus on legal issues is not surprising for general 

education teachers, as ESE teachers are constantly inundated with the constantly 

changing laws and mandates that dictate much of their daily work, whereas, general 

education teachers are largely excluded from the intricacies that surround special 

education policies and procedures.  Yell Katsiyannis, Rose, and Houchins (2016) 

concurred, recommending continuing education focused on the legal responsibilities 

teachers have when serving students with disabilities under federal law.  This confirms 

research by Gallego and Busch (2017) who found success with continuing education 

courses designed for support staff to identify needs for accommodations and appropriate 

instructional methods after completing accessibility training. 
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Figure 18.  Comparison of perceived benefits for ESE and general education teachers who have not 
completed the SB1108-mandated course. 

The “us versus them” attitudes that exist between these two groups of teachers 

may be in play when only one group is asking for more collaboration.  It would appear 

from their responses that general education teachers do not see benefit in collaborating 

with their ESE counterparts as mentioned by Nougaret et al. (2005), whereas the ESE 

teachers who participated in this study expressed that materials/information in that area 

would help them be more prepared to serve SWD.  As most SWD are being served in 

general education settings, there is an intuitive need for both teachers to collaborate and 

work together to fully serve students.  Research conducted by Battey & Franke (2008) 

noted that teachers must adapt to the new identity that inclusive education brings to their 
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language to remind teachers that the student’s disability is second to their being a student 

first. 

Answering the first research question, how is the legislatively mandated 

continuing education in SB1108 preparing classroom teachers to serve SWD, by 

examining the participants’ open-ended responses shows definite areas of concern that 

need to be improved upon for all teachers, as well as areas that are concerning to the 

individual subsets as well.  Overall, this study shows that the course is not providing 

enough materials/information for the majority of needs expressed by teachers in the study 

district.  While there are some low incident areas where the course is adequately 

providing materials/information needed to be prepared to serve SWD, teachers report 

needing much more than is currently available.  There was overlap in what was needed 

and what was provided in all seven themes created through the qualitative analysis, but 

the amount of materials/information was just not equal for both those who had completed 

the course and those who had not yet completed the course.  The continuing education 

course needs to be refined to allow for more development opportunities in areas deemed 

necessary by the teachers themselves. 

Discussion of Research Question Two 

 Three-way ANOVAs were conducted to determine if there were interactions 

between specific independent variables within the experiential factors for each participant 

and their TEIP scale score as the dependent variable.  As with the first research question, 

the entire sample was analyzed and then separated into the ESE and general education 

subsets to make comparisons and discuss the differences found in teacher self-efficacy.  

Within the entire sample there was not a statistically significant three-way interaction 
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between grade level taught, years teaching, and SB1108-mandated course completion, 

F(6, 312) = 0.372, p = 0.897, ηρ2 = 0.007. 

However, there was a statistically significant interaction for grade level taught and 

SB1108-mandated course completion, F(2, 312) = 4.550, p = 0.011, ηρ2 = 0.028.  There 

was a statistically significant difference of -7.540, 95% CI [-11.306, -3.773], p < 0.0005 

for elementary school teachers who had and who had not completed the SB1108-

mandated course.  In this instance the analysis of the data showed that while elementary 

school teachers’ self-efficacy benefited significantly by completing the required SB1108 

course, neither middle or high school teachers’ self-efficacy were impacted by 

completing the course.  Considering the far fewer number of students an elementary 

school teacher serves each day, it may be more beneficial if the secondary school 

teachers’ self-efficacy improved.  However, early childhood education does hold many of 

the keys to future educational success and having at least that group of teachers find 

benefit from the required course should be celebrated. 

 For the ESE subset there was not a statistically significant three-way interaction 

between grade level taught, years teaching, and SB1108-mandated course completion, 

F(5, 104) = 0.637, p = 0.672, ηρ2 = 0.030.  There were also no statistically significant 

two-way interactions for either years teaching by course completion, grade level taught 

by course completion, or years teaching by grade level taught.  This is not surprising 

since the required course is designed to provide materials/information for teaching SWD 

and ESE teachers, by default, are already serving that function.  Since there were no 

significant interactions found for this subset of teachers it is worth noting that the original 

Florida HB465 (The Florida Senate, 2013a) specifically excluded ESE teachers from the 
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course requirement for exactly this reason.  Continuing education for ESE teachers could 

instead focus on the areas of concern brought forward in analysis of research question 

one, which include needing more materials/information on collaboration and 

social/emotional needs. 

Within in the general education subset there was not a statistically significant 

three-way interaction between grade level taught, years teaching, and SB1108-mandated 

course completion, F(6, 152) = 0.613, p = 0.720, ηρ2 = 0.024.  However, there was a 

statistically significant interaction for grade level taught and SB1108-mandated course 

completion, F(2, 152) = 8.850, p < 0.0005, ηρ2 = 0.104.  The simple main effect of grade 

level taught on TEIP scale scores for those who had not completed the SB1108-mandated 

course was statistically significant F(2, 152) = 4.498, p = 0.013, ηρ2 = 0.056, as well as 

for those who had completed the SB110-mandated course F(2, 152) = 5.061, p = 0.007, 

ηρ2 = 0.062.  As with the entire sample analysis, the difference in grade level did have an 

effect on TEIP scale scores for the general education teachers.  Specifically, the mean 

TEIP scale score was 82.304 (SE = 2.706) for elementary school teachers who had not 

completed the SB1108-mandated course and 92.438 (SE = 2.214) for high school 

teachers who had not completed the SB1108-mandated course, a statistically significant 

difference of -10.134, 95% CI [-18.598, -1.670], p = 0.013.  This shows that high school 

teachers report far higher self-efficacy than elementary school teachers before completing 

the required continuing education course.  However, for elementary school teachers who 

had completed the SB1108-mandated course, the mean TEIP scale score was 94.176 (SE 

= 1.334), and 87.497 (SE = 1.895) for high school teachers who had completed the 

SB1108-mandated course, a statistically significant difference of 6.679, 95% CI [1.067, 
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12.290], p = 0.014.  While the significantly higher reported TEIP scale scores for 

elementary school teachers who had completed the required course is not surprising and 

similar to the results seen in the entire sample, it is interesting that high school teachers 

who had completed the required course would report far lower TEIP scores than the high 

school teachers who had not completed the course (see Figures 19 through 22). 

 

Figure 19.  Summary of findings using three-way ANOVA (three-way interaction). 

 

Figure 20.  Summary of findings using three-way ANOVA (two-way interaction grade level taught and 
years teaching). 
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Figure 21.  Summary of findings using three-way ANOVA (two-way interaction years teaching and course 
completion). 

 

Figure 22.  Summary of findings using three-way ANOVA (two-way interaction course completion and 
grade level taught). 
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Answering the second research question, what are the differences in teacher self-

efficacy for inclusion among those who have completed the mandated continuing 

education course in SB1108 and those who have not, the findings show differences only 

for the general education teachers and only in the area of grade level taught.  As one 

might expect, ESE teachers completing the required course did not have significantly 

higher TEIP scale scores than ESE teachers who had not yet completed the course.  

However, general education elementary school teachers did report significantly higher 

TEIP scale scores indicating an increase in self-efficacy to serve SWD if they had 

completed the required course.  As early childhood education is known to be a guidepost 

to later success, these findings support the need for continuing education for teaching 

SWD for elementary school teachers.  However, no significance was found for middle 

school teachers and the course seems to have had the opposite effect for high school 

teachers.  It is possible that secondary school teachers have different continuing 

education needs than their primary school colleagues.  These examples highlight the 

importance of differentiating continuing education based on grade level and similar areas 

of interest as discussed by Wei, Darling-Hammond, Andree, Richardson, and Orphanos 

(2009) in their research on teacher development through professional learning teams. 

Discussion of Research Question Three 

Hierarchical multiple regression was conducted to determine if TEIP scale scores 

could be predicted based on multiple independent variables.  Introducing specific 

variables in blocks through the regression analysis controlled for covariates and causal 

effects of those independent variables to predict TEIP scale scores, ultimately building on 

the background of the participant from demographic factors, to experiential factors, to 
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environmental factors, and finally completion status of the required course to determine 

how much variance is accounted for in TEIP scale scores.  Once again, the entire sample 

was analyzed before splitting the participants into either ESE or general education subsets 

based on their certification/endorsement areas.  This splitting of the participants was 

necessary to conduct a comparative analysis of these two subsets of teachers as they are 

both required to complete the continuing education course. 

The full model of demographic factors, experiential factors, and environmental 

factors in addition to the focal independent variable for completion of a continuing 

education course to predict TEIP scale scores for the entire sample, was statistically 

significant, R2 = 0.157, F(11,324) = 5.503, p < 0.0005; adjusted R2 = 0.129.  Factors 

found to significantly increase TEIP scale scores for the entire sample included 

identifying as a minority race, teaching more years, having more 

certifications/endorsements, and being certified by the NBPTS.  However, examining the 

individual block analyses indicates that the largest amount of variance occurred when 

adding the experiential factors (graduate degree, years teaching, number of 

certifications/endorsements, and NBPTS certification) to the demographic factors 

(gender, age, ethnicity, and race).  After those two blocks of independent variables were 

accounted for, there was only a 1% or less increase in the variance explained by the 

models.  In this study, the experiential factors (number of core subject areas teaching, 

grade level taught, or completing the required continuing education course) did not 

improve the models ability to predict TEIP scale scores (see Figure 23). 
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Figure 23.  Amount of variance explained for entire sample.  *Statistically significant at p < 0.05. 

Similarly to findings discussed for research question two, using hierarchal multiple 

regression on the ESE subset, the full model of demographic factors, experiential factors, 

and environmental factors in addition to the focal independent variable for completion of 

a continuing education course to predict TEIP scale scores, was not statistically 

significant, R2 = 0.139, F(11,117) = 1.724, p = 0.076; adjusted R2 = 0.059.  It is quite 

possible that once again requiring continuing education in teaching SWD is not a very 

effective way to improve teacher self-efficacy for ESE teachers.  As these teachers are 

already performing that function, they may need a different measure of self-efficacy 

and/or different continuing education to improve their practice (see Figure 24).  There is 

also an argument to be made that since there was a statistically significant difference in 

the mean TEIP scale scores for ESE and general education teachers that ESE 

certified/endorsed teachers could be exempt from the requirement all together. 
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Figure 24.  Amount of variance explained for ESE subset.  *Statistically significant at p < 0.05. 

For the general education subset, the full model of demographic factors, 

experiential factors, and environmental factors in addition to the focal independent 

variable for completion of a continuing education course to predict TEIP scale scores, 

was statistically significant, R2 = 0.124, F(10,164) = 2.321, p = 0.014; adjusted R2 = 

0.071.  Only one factor was found to significantly increase TEIP scale scores for the 

general education subset: being older.  Reviewing the variance explained for each of the 

four models in the hierarchical multiple regression shows a 7% increase from 

demographic to experiential variables, but a 1% or less increase in explained variance 

when moving to experiential factors and course completion status.  Overall, the model 

was only able to account for 7% of the variance in TEIP scale scores based on the 

independent variables researched in this study for the general education subset (see 

Figure 25). 
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Figure 25.  Amount of variance explained for general education subset.  *Statistically significant at p < 
0.05. 

Answering the third research question, what are the demographic and experiential 

factors that predict teacher self-efficacy for inclusion, the analysis of the data show that 
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endorsements, and being certified through the NBPTS did have a significant influence on 

the model.  As this study has shown, analyzing the ESE subset did not have statistically 

significant results, while the general education subset model individually was only able to 

account for 7% of the variance in TEIP scale scores in the population.  In that subset 

being older showed to have statistical significance, whereas in the entire sample the 

similar variable, years teaching, proved significant.  Also, as with the entire sample 

demographic, variables and experiential factors accounted for the majority of the 

variance, whereas completing the required course added less than 1% to the explained 

variance of the model.  From these results it does not appear that requiring teachers to 
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complete a course in teaching SWD is having the intended effect of improving teacher 

self-efficacy.  Which leads to the question: Why continue requiring the course as it is 

currently being implemented? 

Implications 

Lawmakers.  As completing the required SB1108 course did not show 

improvements in TEIP scale scores for ESE teachers in either of the quantitative 

analyses, it would behoove lawmakers to consider excluding ESE teachers from the 

requirement as suggested in the original HB465 (The Florida Senate, 2013a).  ESE 

teachers in Florida are already required to be dual-certified in both ESE and a general 

education subject area in order to be “highly-qualified” by state law.  Therefore, requiring 

another continuing education course on top of their original certification areas shows a 

lack of respect for those teachers’ education and experience. 

 Additionally, lawmakers may want to consider which general education teachers 

need to complete the course, as TEIP scale scores only increased for elementary school 

teachers who completed the course.  Secondary school teachers who completed the 

course did not show higher TEIP scale scores, indicating that their self-efficacy may need 

to be addressed in a different manner as discussed by Hudgins (2012) in researching 

school district responses to state mandates.  Instead of creating a one-size-fits-all law 

requiring continuing education, lawmakers ought to take a lesson from special education 

and individualize learning based on the needs of the learner.  This may also go a long 

way in combating the negative evaluation almost half of the teachers reported about the 

course in general, as suggested by McDonnell (2007).  If nothing else, there needs to be 

specific standards developed for the courses that fulfill the requirement in SB1108, which 
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amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) (Process for Renewal of Professional 

Certificates, 2017), so that evaluation of the many different courses can occur to ensure 

teachers gain the materials/information they need to serve SWD. 

School administrators.  Two of the four themes outlined in the study district’s 

strategic plan (Study District, 2016), “Effective and Relevant Instruction to Meet the 

Needs of All Students” and “Talent Development,” can be assisted by understanding and 

improving teacher self-efficacy for inclusion.  School administrators could administer the 

TEIP scale to teachers and incorporate their score to measure a teachers’ ability to 

provide differentiation for SWD as highlighted in their second pillar of effective 

instruction.  There are always conversations of how best to evaluate teacher performance, 

and the TEIP could be another tool in an administrator’s toolbox to gauge effectiveness. 

More importantly, knowledge of a teacher’s self-efficacy can translate into 

ensuring that “high-quality, skilled applicants” are being considered for classroom 

teacher positions across the county (Study District, 2016).  When school administrators 

are looking to fill positions in inclusion classrooms, ESE resource rooms, and even in 

areas with high incidents of SWD, it would benefit them to know an applicant’s efficacy 

for inclusion as discussed by Barrow and Rouse (2007).  As the prediction models show, 

there are very few variables that were able to account for differences in self-efficacy, so 

hiring managers will need to rely on as many different evaluation sources as possible. 

Designers of continuing education courses.  While there is no one specific 

course that educators have to complete in order to satisfy the legislative requirement, 

most teachers in the study district complete the PDA online-module.  As the study found 

that different teachers need different materials/information to be better prepared to teach 
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SWD, it would benefit teachers and students if those continuing education options were 

tailored for as many different teachers and students as possible.  As Bocala et al. (2010) 

suggested, courses need to contain much more education in best practices for teaching 

SWD and not feel as though they are “just jumping through hoops,” as one participant 

indicated.  This could be accomplished by differentiating the continuing education to 

meet the needs of different grade level teachers and academic and non-academic teachers, 

as supported by Wei et al. (2009). 

Recommendations 

 The immediate policy recommendation is that state legislatures re-think 

mandating that ESE teachers complete the course.  Data did not show any statistically 

significant difference in self-reported efficacy for those ESE teachers that had or had not 

completed the course, and logically, no one should have expected a difference.  School 

administrators may want to also begin incorporating inclusion self-efficacy scores in their 

hiring and retention policies to ensure that the best teachers are serving students with the 

most need, as noted by Cochran-Smith et al. (2013).  Then there could be a push for 

meaningful continuing education that addresses the concerns of the educators themselves.  

Also, evaluations of the courses that teachers are completing to fulfill the legislative 

requirement ought to be mandated to ensure that the benefits are being achieved for both 

teachers and students. 

Further research into the influence of required continuing education on teacher 

self-efficacy for inclusion may need to begin with collecting data from other school 

districts across Florida, as well as from other certified educators that are not teaching in 

the classroom.  Based on the findings of this study, future research may want to examine 
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the different needs of primary and secondary school teachers for continuing education for 

inclusion.  If completing the required continuing course is having a negative impact on 

teacher self-efficacy for high school teachers, then a decision needs to be made quickly as 

to what continuing education those teachers need to improve their self-efficacy for 

inclusion.  Also, as completing the required course attributed to less than 1% of variance 

in TEIP scale scores across the entire sample and subsets, future research could examine 

different options for improving self-efficacy, rather than a required one-off courses in 

teaching SWD.  It may be more important to investigate requiring general education 

teachers to cross-train in special education just as special education teachers are already 

required to cross-train in general education. 

Conclusion 

Many researchers have already concluded that the next best step is to provide 

professional development opportunities to fill the gaps created when teachers are not 

prepared, and possibly unwilling to teach SWD (Petriwskyj, 2010; Quint et al., 2007; 

Udofia & Ikpe, 2012).  This quasi-experimental study uncovered the impact of 

completing the required continuing education course in teaching SWD mandated by 

Florida SB1108, which amended Florida Statute 1012.585 (3) (e) (Process for Renewal of 

Professional Certificates, 2017), on perceived teacher ability to implement inclusion 

practices.  Using an online version of the TEIP scale developed by Sharma et al. (2012), 

along with demographic and experiential factors for classroom teachers in the study 

district, self-efficacy toward inclusion was examined in this study. 

Descriptive statistics coupled with qualitative and quantitative analyses revealed 

that almost half of the teachers have a negative view of the required course and did not 
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find or perceive any benefit from the course.  While ESE and general education teachers 

had similar preparation needs, they also reported areas of concern specific to their subset.  

Overall, the course was not providing enough continuing education in the areas most 

needed by the participants.  SB1108-mandated course completion was also not found to 

be an indicator of higher teacher self-efficacy for the majority of teachers.  Analysis of 

the differences in TEIP scale scores found that only elementary school teachers benefited 

from completing the course, while it had the opposite effect for general education high 

school teachers and no significant effect for ESE teachers at all.  Predicting TEIP scale 

scores from demographic and experiential factors accounted for 13% of the variance in 

the population and again was not significant for the ESE teacher subset.  Even then less 

than 1% of the variance was attributed to completion of the required continuing education 

course. 

Implications for lawmakers based on this study include reviewing the legislation’s 

effectiveness for teachers in different areas and grade levels, as the analysis of the data 

did not show a positive influence on teacher self-efficacy across the board.  Hiring and 

evaluation decisions for school administrators based on TEIP scale scores of applicants 

and employees are equally important policy recommendations.  Also, more meaningful 

continuing education course options with materials/information are needed by teachers to 

provide improved benefit for both teacher efficacy and student learning.  Finally, based 

on the results of this study, future research ought to analyze how to improve teacher self-

efficacy for inclusive practices for all teachers in different ways.
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Appendix A. SB1108 Teacher Self-Efficacy Survey 
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Appendix B. Disability Definitions 
 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (2004) 
 Child with a disability.- 

(A) In general.--The term `child with a disability' means a child-- 
(i) with mental retardation, hearing impairments (including deafness), speech or 
language impairments, visual impairments (including blindness), serious 
emotional disturbance (referred to in this title as `emotional disturbance'), 
orthopedic impairments, autism, traumatic brain injury, other health impairments, 
or specific learning disabilities; and  
(ii) who, by reason thereof, needs special education and related services. 
(B) Child aged 3 through 9.--The term `child with a disability' for a child aged 3 
through 9 (or any subset of that age range, including ages 3 through 5), may, at 
the discretion of the State and the local educational agency, include a child-- 
(i) experiencing developmental delays, as defined by the State and as measured by 
appropriate diagnostic instruments and procedures, in 1 or more of the following 
areas: physical development; cognitive development; communication 
development; social or emotional development; or adaptive development;  

 and 
(ii) who, by reason thereof, needs special education and related services (p. 7). 

 
ESE Programs 

Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) 
Deaf or Hard-of-Hearing (DHH) 
Ages Birth-5 Years 
Birth Through Two Years 
Established Conditions (EC): Ages Birth Through 2 Years Old 
Developmentally Delayed (DD): Ages Birth Through 2 Years Old 
Ages Three through Five Years 
Developmentally Delayed (DD): Ages 3-5 Years 
Dual-Sensory Impairment (DSI): Deaf-Blind 
Emotional/Behavioral Disability (E/BD) 
Gifted 
Homebound or Hospitalized (HH) 
Intellectual Disability (InD) 
Language Impairment (LI) 
Other Health Impairment (OHI) 
Orthopedic Impairment (OI) 
Specific Learning Disability (SLD) 
Speech Impairment (SI) 
Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI) 
Visual Impairment (VI): Blind and Partially Sighted (FLDOE, 2015) 
 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1979 for Americans with Disabilities: 
regulatory provision at 34 C.F.R. 104.3(j)(2)(i) defines a physical or mental 
impairment as any physiological disorder or condition, cosmetic disfigurement, or 
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anatomical loss affecting one or more of the following body systems: 
neurological; musculoskeletal; special sense organs; respiratory, including speech 
organs; cardiovascular; reproductive; digestive; genito-urinary; hemic and 
lymphatic; skin; and endocrine; or any mental or psychological disorder, such as 
mental retardation, organic brain syndrome, emotional or mental illness, and 
specific learning disabilities. (USDOE, 2015, para. 22) 

 
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1979 for Americans with Disabilities (USDOE, 
2015): “regulations at 34 C.F.R. 104.3(j)(2)(ii), include functions such as caring for one's 
self, performing manual tasks, walking, seeing, hearing, speaking, breathing, learning, 
and working.” (para. 23). 
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Appendix C. TEIP Scale 
 

1 - Strongly disagree; 2 - Disagree; 3 - Disagree somewhat; 4 - Agree somewhat; 5 - Agree; 6 - Strongly Agree 

1. I can make my expectations clear about student behavior. 
 
2. I am able to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy. 
 
3. I can make parents feel comfortable coming to school. 
 
4. I can assist families in helping their children do well in school. 
 
5. I can accurately gauge student comprehension of what I have taught. 
 
6. I can provide appropriate challenges for very capable students. 
 
7. I am confident in my ability to prevent disruptive behavior in the classroom before it occurs. 
 
8. I can control disruptive behavior in the classroom. 
 
9. I am confident in my ability to get parents involved in school activities of their children with 
disabilities. 
 
10. I am confident in designing learning tasks so that the individual needs of students with 
disabilities are accommodated. 
 
11. I am able to get children to follow classroom rules. 
 
12. I can collaborate with other professionals (e.g., itinerant teachers or speech pathologists) in 
designing educational plans for students with disabilities. 
 
13. I am able to work jointly with other professionals and staff (e.g., aides, other teachers) to 
teach students with disabilities in the classroom. 
 
14. I am confident in my ability to get students to work together in pairs or in small groups. 
 
15. I can use a variety of assessment strategies (e.g., portfolio assessment, modified tests, 
performance-based assessment, etc.). 
 
16. I am confident in informing others who know little about laws and policies relating to the 
inclusion of students with disabilities. 
 
17. I am confident when dealing with students who are physically aggressive. 
 
18. I am able to provide an alternate explanation or example when students are confused. 
 
Originally published in Sharma et al. (2012). Reproduced with permission from Umesh Sharma. 
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Appendix D. Approval to Use TEIP Scale 

 
  

3/20/2017 Florida Atlantic University Mail  use of TEIP Scale in dissertation research

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=45a5b5de55&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=1559e517e9a330a0&dsqt=1&siml=1559e517e9a330a0 1/1

Leigh Scruggs <lscruggs2013@fau.edu>

use of TEIP Scale in dissertation research 
Umesh <umesh.sharma@monash.edu> Wed, Jun 29, 2016 at 6:39 PM
To: Leigh Scruggs <lscruggs2013@fau.edu>

Hi Leigh,
You are most welcome to use and adopt the scale for your research. I would appreciate it highly if you can let us know
what adaptations you will make and also if you could share your findings with us at the end of your project.
All the very best with your research.
Regards,
Umesh

Sent from my iPad

On 30 Jun 2016, at 1:02 am, Leigh Scruggs <lscruggs2013@fau.edu> wrote:

Good Morning Sir,

I am a doctoral student at Florida Atlantic University in Boca Raton, FL, USA and am contacting you to
discuss adopting the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practice (TEIP) Scale your research team developed
and presented in the following journal article for my dissertation research.

Sharma, U., Loreman, T., Forlin, C., 2012, Measuring teacher efficacy to implement inclusive
practices, Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs [P], vol 12, issue 1, WileyBlackwell,
United Kingdom, pp. 1221.

I am in the early stages of developing my dissertation research proposal to determine current teacher self
efficacy toward inclusion where I live and work, as well as if their selfefficacy is influenced by a new state
requirement to complete professional development in "teaching students with disabilities".

I would truly appreciate your permission to adopt the TEIP Scale for my dissertation research.

Thank you,

 
Leigh Scruggs, MA, MS
Ph.D. Student

Department of Curriculum & Instruction
College of Education
Florida Atlantic University
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Appendix E. Study Timeline 
 
2016 
 December 13  Proposal hearing 
 
2017 
 April 20  Submitted to FAU IRB 
 
 May 25  Approved by FAU IRB 
 

July 17 Submitted to study district’s Department of Research and 
Evaluation 

 
September 25 Approved by study district’s Department of Research and 

Evaluation 
 

October 1 Requested teacher email addresses from study district’s 
Department of Communication and Engagement 

 
October 2 Received teacher email addresses from study district’s 

Department of Communication and Engagement 
  
 October 4  Opened Qualtrics survey for data collection 
 
 October 4  Recruitment email sent 
 
 October 15  Reminder email sent 
 
 October 25  Closed Qualtrics survey for data collection 
 
 November/  Data analysis 
 December 
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Appendix F. FAU IRB Exemption Letter 

 

 

- 1 - Generated on IRBNet

 Institutional Review Board
Division of Research

777 Glades Rd.
Boca Raton, FL 33431

Tel: 561.297.1383

FLORIDA  fau.edu/research/researchint

ATLANTIC   

UNIVERSITY  Charles Dukes, Ed.D., Chair

 
DATE: May 25, 2017
  
TO: Roberta Weber
FROM: Florida Atlantic University Social, Behavioral and Educational Research IRB
  
PROTOCOL #: 1034876-1
PROTOCOL TITLE: [1034876-1] TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY IN SERVING STUDENTS WITH

DISABILITIES.
  
SUBMISSION TYPE: New Project
REVIEW CATEGORY: Exemption category # A3
  
ACTION: DETERMINATION OF EXEMPT STATUS
EFFECTIVE DATE: May 25, 2017

 

Thank you for your submission of New Project materials for this research study. The Florida Atlantic
University Social, Behavioral and Educational Research IRB has determined this project is EXEMPT
FROM FEDERAL REGULATIONS. Therefore, you may initiate your research study.

We will keep a copy of this correspondence on file in our office. Please keep the IRB informed of any
substantive change in your procedures, so that the exemption status may be re-evaluated if needed.
Substantive changes are changes that are not minor and may result in increased risk or burden or
decreased benefits to participants. Please also inform our office if you encounter any problem involving
human subjects while conducting your research.

If you have any questions or comments about this correspondence, please contact Donna Simonovitch at:

Institutional Review Board
Research Integrity/Division of Research
Florida Atlantic University
Boca Raton, FL 33431
Phone: 561.297.1383
researchintegrity@fau.edu

* Please include your protocol number and title in all correspondence with this office.

 

This letter has been electronically signed in accordance with all applicable regulations,
and a copy is retained within our records.
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Appendix G. Approval From Research Site 
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Appendix H. Recruitment Email 
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Appendix I. Reminder Email 
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Appendix J. Frequency Data Tables for Descriptive Analyses 

Table J1 

Frequency Analysis of Single Response Variables (Dichotomous) 

Variable	 n	 % 

SB1108-mandated 
Course Status	

Completed	
Not Completed	

 
236	
105	

 
69.2	
30.8	

Charter School Teacher	
No	
Yes	

 
339	
2	

 
99.4	
0.6	

Gender	
Female	
Male	

 

304	
37	

 

89.1	
10.9	

Ethnicity	
Non-Hispanic	
Hispanic	

 
306	
35	

 
89.7	
10.3	

Certificate Type	
Professional	
Temporary	

 

308	
33	

 

90.3	
9.7	
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Table J2 

Frequency Analysis for TEIP Scale Scores 

Score	 n	 % Score n % 

60	 3	 0.9	 88 9 2.6 

63	 3	 0.9	 89 10 2.9 

67	 1	 0.3	 90 22 6.5 

69	 1	 0.3	 91 12 3.5 

71	 2	 0.6	 92 9 2.6 

72	 3	 0.9	 93 13 3.8 

73	 3	 0.9	 94 14 4.1 

74	 6	 1.8	 95 10 2.9 

75	 2	 0.6	 96 9 2.6 

76	 2	 0.6	 97 13 3.8 

77	 2	 0.6	 98 6 1.8 

78	 4	 1.2	 99 8 2.3 

79	 3	 0.9	 100 9 2.6 

80	 2	 0.6	 101 7 2.1 

81	 5	 1.5	 102 14 4.1 

82	 11	 3.2	 103 9 2.6 

83	 11	 3.2	 104 12 3.5 

84	 10	 2.9	 105 7 2.1 

85	 14	 4.1	 106 10 2.9 

86	 9	 2.6	 107 5 1.5 

87	 21	 6.2	 108 15 4.4 
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Table J3 

Frequency Analysis for Age 

Years	 n	 % Valid %	 Years n % Valid % 

22	 3	 0.9	 0.9	 49 10 2.9 2.9 
23	 2	 0.6	 0.6	 50 18 5.3 5.3 

24	 7	 2.1	 2.1	 51 12 3.5 3.5 
25	 7	 2.1	 2.1	 52 9 2.6 2.6 

26	 6	 1.8	 1.8	 53 5 1.5 1.5 
27	 6	 1.8	 1.8	 54 7 2.1 2.1 

28	 10	 2.9	 2.9	 55 13 3.8	 3.8 
29	 8	 2.3	 2.4	 56 6 1.8 1.8 

30	 6	 1.8	 1.8	 57 8 2.3 2.4 
31	 12	 3.5	 3.5	 58 5 1.5 1.5 

32	 9	 2.6	 2.6	 59 10 2.9 2.9 
33	 15	 4.4	 4.4	 60 15 4.4 4.4 

34	 6	 1.8	 1.8	 61 3 0.9 0.9 
35	 12	 3.5	 3.5	 62 1 0.3 0.3 

36	 7	 2.1	 2.1	 63 2 0.6 0.6 
37	 8	 2.3	 2.4	 64 4 1.2 1.2 

38	 7	 2.1	 2.1	 65 3 0.9 0.9 
39	 6	 1.8	 1.8	 67 3 0.9 0.9 

40	 8	 2.3	 2.4	 70 1 0.3 0.3 
41	 3	 0.9	 0.9	 72 1 0.3 0.3 

42	 5	 1.5	 1.5	 79 1 0.3 0.3 

43	 8	 2.3	 2.4	 Subtotal 340 99.7 100.0 

44	 7	 2.1	 2.1	 Missing 1 0.3  

45	 6	 1.8	 1.8	 Total 341 100.0  

46	 9	 2.6	 2.6	     
47	 8	 2.3	 2.4	     

48	 12	 3.5	 3.5	     



 

145 

Table J4 

Frequency Analysis for Years Teaching 

Years	 n	 % Valid %	 Years n % Valid % 

0	 5	 1.5	 1.5	 27 2 0.6 0.6 
1	 17	 5.0	 5.0	 28 7 2.1 2.1 

2	 15	 4.4	 4.4	 29 7 2.1 2.1 
3	 14	 4.1	 4.1	 30 8 2.3 2.4 

4	 14	 4.1	 4.1	 31 1 0.3 0.3 
5	 13	 3.8	 3.8	 32 2 0.6 0.6 

6	 12	 3.5	 3.5	 33 3 0.9 0.9 
7	 10	 2.9	 2.9	 34 3 0.9 0.9 

8	 13	 3.8	 3.8	 35 4 1.2 1.2 
9	 10	 2.9	 2.9	 36 3 0.9 0.9 

10	 11	 3.2	 3.2	 37 2 0.6 0.6 
11	 13	 3.8	 3.8	 38 3 0.9 0.9 

12	 15	 4.4	 4.4	 39 1 0.3 0.3 
13	 15	 4.4	 4.4	 43 2 0.6 0.6 

14	 6	 1.8	 1.8	 Subtotal 340 99.7 100.0 

15	 17	 5.0	 5.0	 Missing 1 0.3  

16	 6	 1.8	 1.8	 Total 341 100.0  

17	 12	 3.5	 3.5	     

18	 8	 2.3	 2.4	     
19	 8	 2.3	 2.4	     

20	 16	 4.7	 4.7	     
21	 5	 1.5	 1.5	     

22	 9	 2.6	 2.6	     
23	 6	 1.8	 1.8	     

24	 5	 1.5	 1.5	     
25	 11	 3.2	 3.2	     

26	 6	 1.8	 1.8	     
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Table J5 

Frequency Analysis for Grade Level Taught 

Grade Level	 n	 % 

Pre-Kindergarten	 13	 3.8	

Kindergarten	 15	 4.4	

1st grade	 12	 3.5	

2nd grade	 26	 7.6	

3rd grade	 26	 7.6	

4th grade	 25	 7.3	

5th grade	 23	 6.7	

6th grade	 21	 6.2	

7th grade	 18	 5.3	

8th grade	 15	 4.4	

9th grade	 22	 6.5	

10th grade	 19	 5.6	

11th grade	 19	 5.6	

12th grade	 11	 3.2	

Other	 76	 22.3	
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Table J6 

Frequency Analysis for Race Combinations 

Race	 n	 % 

White Only	 270	 79.2	

Black or African American Only	 46	 13.5	

American Indian or Alaska Native Only	 1	 0.3	

Asian Only	 5	 1.5	

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander Only	 0	 0	

Other Only	 9	 2.6	

White, Other	 5	 1.5	

White, American Indian or Alaska Native	 2	 0.6	

White, Asian	 1	 0.3	

Black, American Indian or Alaska Native	 1	 0.3	

Black, Other	 1	 0.3	

 



 

 

Table J7 

Frequency Analysis for NBPTS Certificate Areas 

NBPTS Certification Area n % Valid % 
Art - Early and Middle Childhood (ages 3-12) 0 0 0 
Art - Early Adolescence through Young Adulthood (ages 11-18+) 1 0.3 2.6 
Career and Technical Education - Early Adolescence through Young Adulthood (ages 11-18+) 1 0.3 2.6 
English as a New Language - Early and Middle Childhood (ages 3-12) 0 0 0 
English as a New Language - Early Adolescence through Young Adulthood (ages 11-18+) 0 0 0 
ELA - Early Adolescence (ages 11-15) 1 0.3 2.6 
ELA - Adolescence and Young Adulthood (ages 14-18+) 2 0.6 5.3 
Exceptional Needs Specialist - Early Childhood through Young Adulthood (ages birth-21+) 8 2.3 21.1 
Generalist - Early Childhood (ages 3-8) 3 0.9 7.9 
Generalist - Middle Childhood (ages 7-12) 7 2.1 18.4 
Health Education - Early Adolescence through Young Adulthood (ages 11-18+) 0 0 0 
Library Media - Early Childhood through Young Adulthood (ages 3-18+) 1 0.3 2.6 
Literacy: Reading-Language Arts - Early and Middle Childhood (ages 3-12) 1 0.3 2.6 
Mathematics - Early Adolescence (ages 11-15) 1 0.3 2.6 
Mathematics - Adolescence and Young Adulthood (ages 14-18+) 0 0 0 
Music - Early and Middle Childhood (ages 3-12) 1 0.3 2.6 
Music - Early Adolescence through Young Adulthood (ages 11-18+) 0 0 0 
Physical Education - Early and Middle Childhood (ages 3-12) 0 0 0 
Physical Education - Adolescence through Young Adulthood (ages 11-18+) 0 0 0 
School Counseling - Early Childhood through Young Adulthood (ages 3-18+) 0 0 0 
Science - Early Adolescence (ages 11-15) 1 0.3 2.6 
Science - Adolescence and Young Adulthood (ages 14-18+) 3 0.9 7.9 
Social Studies-History - Early Adolescence (ages 11-15) 1 0.3 2.6 
Social Studies-History - Adolescence and Young Adulthood (ages 14-18+) 4 1.2 10.5 
World Languages - Early Adolescence though Young Adulthood (ages 11-18+) 1 0.3 2.6 
Other (please specify) 1 0.3 2.6 
Subtotal 38 11.1 100.0 
Missing System 303 88.9  
Total 341 100.0  
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Table J8 

Frequency Analysis for Subject Area Taught Combinations 

Subject Area N % 

English Only 79 23.2 

Math Only 31 9.1 

Social Studies Only 28 8.2 

Science Only 27 7.9 

Elective/Other Only 49 14.4 

English, Elective/Other 5 1.5 

Math, Elective/Other 2 0.6 

Social Studies, Elective/Other 2 0.6 

Science, Elective/Other 1 0.3 

Math, Social Studies 1 0.3 

Math, Science 9 2.6 

English, Social Studies 2 0.6 

English, Science 3 0.9 

English, Math 24 7.0 

Math, Social Studies, Science 3 0.9 

English, Social Studies, Science 2 0.6 

English, Math, Elective/Other 1 0.3 

English, Math, Science 8 2.3 

English, Math, Social Studies, Science 60 17.6 

English, Math, Social Studies, Science, Elective/Other 4 1.2 

 



 

 

Table J9 

Frequency Analysis for Certification/Endorsement Area 

Certification/Endorsement Area Responses % of Cases 
n % 

Elementary Level Coverages    
Elementary Education (grades K-6) 171 20.9 55.5 
Prekindergarten/Primary Education (age 3 through grade 3) 37 4.5 12.0 
Preschool Education (birth through age 4) 7 0.9 2.3 

Middle Level Coverages (grades 5-9)    
Middle Grades English (grades 5-9) 5 0.6 1.6 
Middle Grades General Science (grades 5-9) 11 1.3 3.6 
Middle Grades Mathematics (grades 5-9) 16 2.0 5.2 
Middle Grades Social Science (grades 5-9) 8 1.0 2.6 
Middle Grades Integrated Curriculum 7 0.9 2.3 

Secondary Level Coverages (grades 6-12)    
Drama (grades 6-12) 3 0.4 1.0 
English (grades 6-12) 34 4.2 11.0 
Journalism (grades 6-12) 0 0 0 
Mathematics (grades 6-12) 14 1.7 4.5 
Speech (grades 6-12) 0 0 0 
Social Science (broad field; grades 6-12) 37 4.5 12.0 

Science Areas    
Biology (grades 6-12) 14 1.7 4.5 
Chemistry (grades 6-12) 4 0.5 1.3 
Earth-Space Science (grades 6-12) 1 0.1 0.3 
Physics (grades 6-12) 1 0.1 0.3 

Elementary and Secondary Coverages (grades K-12)    
Art (grades K-12) 7 0.9 2.3 
Athletic Coaching (grades K-12) 1 0.1 0.3 
Computer Science (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
Dance (grades K-12) 1 0.1 0.3 
ESOL (grades K-12) 40 4.9 13.0 
Health (grades K-12) 2 0.2 0.6 
Humanities (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
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Certification/Endorsement Area Responses % of Cases 
 n %  

Music (grades K-12) 6 0.7 1.9 
Physical Education (grades K-12) 6 0.7 1.9 
Reading (grades K-12) 28 3.4 9.1 

World Language Areas    
Arabic (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
Chinese (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
Farsi (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
French (grades K-12) 1 0.1 0.3 
German (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
Greek (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
Haitian Creole (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
Hebrew (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
Hindi (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
Italian (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
Japanese (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
Latin (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
Portuguese (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
Russian (grades K-12) 0 0 0 
Spanish (grades K-12) 7 0.9 2.3 
Turkish (grades K-12) 0 0 0 

Exceptional Student Education Areas    
Exceptional Student Education (grades K-12) 102 12.5 33.1 
Hearing Impaired (grades K-12) 2 0.2 0.6 
Speech-Language Impaired (grades K-12) 2 0.2 0.6 
Visually Impaired (grades K-12) 0 0 0 

Professional Service Areas (grades PK-12)    
Educational Media Specialist (grades PK-12) 6 0.7 1.9 
Guidance and Counseling (grades PK-12) 5 0.6 1.6 
School Psychologist (grades PK-12) 0 0 0 
School Social Worker (grades PK-12) 1 0.1 0.3 

Administrative Coverages    
Administration of Adult Education (adult) 0 0 0 
Educational Leadership 20 2.4 6.5 
School Principal 0 0 0 
Local Director of Career and Technical Education 0 0 0 
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Certification/Endorsement Area Responses % of Cases 
 n %  

Academic Endorsements    
Endorsement - American Sign Language 2 0.2 0.6 
Endorsement - Athletic Coaching 1 0.1 0.3 
Endorsement - Autism Spectrum Disorders 11 1.3 3.6 
Endorsement - Driver Education 0 0 0 
Endorsement – ESOL 106 13.0 34.4 
Endorsement – Gifted 30 3.7 9.7 
Endorsement - Orientation and Mobility 0 0 0 
Endorsement - Prekindergarten Disabilities 7 0.9 2.3 
Endorsement - Reading 39 4.8 12.7 
Endorsement - Severe or Profound Disabilities 1 0.1 0.3 

Degreed Career and Technical Coverages    
CTE - Agriculture (grades 6-12) 0 0 0 
CTE - Business Education (grades 6-12) 4 0.5 1.3 
CTE - Engineering and Technology Education (grades 6-12) 1 0.1 0.3 
CTE - Family and Consumer Science (grades 6-12) 3 0.4 1.0 
CTE - Marketing (grades 6-12) 0 0 0 

Career and Technical Endorsements    
CTE Endorsement - Teacher Coordinator of Cooperative Education 1 0.1 0.3 
CTE Endorsement - Teacher Coordinator of Work Experience Programs 0 0 0 

Nondegreed Career and Technical Coverages    
Other Career and Technical Education (CTE) Programs and Curriculum Frameworks 1 0.1 0.3 

Other 3 0.4 1.0 
Total 817 100.0 265.3 

152 



 

153 

Table J10 

Frequency Analysis for Entire Sample 

Variable n % M SD Range 

TEIP 341  91.68 10.110 60–108 

SB1108 

Completed 

Not Completed 

 

236 

105 

 

69.2 

30.8 

   

Gender 

Female 

Male 

 

304 

37 

 

89.1 

10.9 

   

Age 

20s 

30s 

40s 

50s 

60+ 

 

49 

88 

76 

93 

34 

 

14.4 

25.9 

22.4 

27.4 

10.0 

2.93 1.228  

Ethnicity 

Non-Hispanic 

Hispanic 

 

306 

35 

 

89.7 

10.3 

   

Race 

Non-minority 

Minority 

 

270 

71 

 

79.2 

20.8 

   

Degree Level 

Not Post-Graduate 

Post-Graduate 

 

155 

186 

 

45.5 

54.5 

   

Years Teaching 

0-5 

6-15 

16-25 

26+ 

 

78 

122 

86 

54 

 

22.9 

35.9 

25.3 

15.9 

2.34 1.002  
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Variable n % M SD Range 

Certification Type 

Professional 

Temporary 

 

308 

33 

 

90.3 

9.7 

   

Number of Certs/Endorse 

Zero 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four or more 

 

33 

69 

82 

88 

69 

 

9.7 

20.2 

24.0 

25.8 

20.2 

2.27 1.261  

NBPTS Cert 

No 

Yes 

 

303 

38 

 

88.9 

11.1 

   

Subject Area 

1 Core Area 

English Only 

Math Only 

Social Studies Only 

Science Only 

Elective/Other Only 

2 Core Areas 

3 Core Areas 

 

175 

84 

33 

30 

28 

49 

40 

13 

 

51.3 

24.6 

9.7 

8.8 

8.2 

14.4 

11.7 

3.8 

1.61 1.316  

4 Core Areas 64 18.8    

Grade Level 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Other 

 

169 

64 

10 

4 

 

49.6 

18.8 

30.5 

1.2 

1.83 0.907  

 

 



 

 

Table J11 

Frequency Analysis for Categorized Certification/Endorsement Area 

Certification/ 
Endorsement Group 

Individual Certification/Endorsement Area Responses % of Cases 
n % 

Pre-Kindergarten – 
Elementary 

Elementary Education (grades K-6)    
Prekindergarten/Primary Education (age 3 through grade 3)    
Preschool Education (birth through age 4) 

185 24.8 59.9 

Secondary ELA Middle Grades English (grades 5-9)    
English (grades 6-12)    
Middle Grades Integrated Curriculum 

44 5.9 14.2 

Secondary Math Middle Grades Mathematics (grades 5-9)    
Mathematics (grades 6-12)    
Middle Grades Integrated Curriculum 

29 3.9 9.4 

Secondary Social Studies Middle Grades Social Science (grades 5-9)    
Social Science (broad field; grades 6-12)    
Middle Grades Integrated Curriculum 

48 6.4 15.5 

Secondary Science Middle Grades General Science (grades 5-9)    
Biology (grades 6-12)    
Chemistry (grades 6-12)    
Earth-Space Science (grades 6-12)    
Physics (grades 6-12)    
Middle Grades Integrated Curriculum 

32 4.3 10.4 

ESE ESE (grades K-12)    
Hearing Impaired (grades K-12)    
Speech-Language Impaired (grades K-12)    
Endorsement - Autism Spectrum Disorders 
Endorsement - Gifted    
Endorsement - Prekindergarten Disabilities    
Endorsement - Severe or Profound Disabilities 

131 17.6 42.4 

ESOL ESOL (grades K-12)    
Endorsement – ESOL 

142 19.1 46.0 

Reading Reading (grades K-12)    
Endorsement – Reading 
 
 

60 8.1 19.4 
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Certification/ 
Endorsement Group 

Individual Certification/Endorsement Area Responses % of Cases 
n %  

Elective Art (grades K-12) 
Dance (grades K-12)    
Music (grades K-12)    
French (grades K-12)    
Spanish (grades K-12)    
Health (grades K-12)    
Educational Media Specialist (grades PK-12)    
Endorsement - American Sign Language    
Athletic Coaching (grades K-12)    
Physical Education (grades K-12)    
Endorsement - Athletic Coaching    
Drama (grades 6-12)    
CTE - Business Education (grades 6-12)    
CTE - Engineering and Technology Education (grades 6-12)    
CTE - Family and Consumer Science (grades 6-12)    
CTE Endorsement - Teacher Coordinator of Cooperative Education 
Other Career & Technical Education (CTE) Programs and Curriculum Frameworks 

46 6.2 14.9 

Other Guidance and Counseling (grades PK-12)    
School Social Worker (grades PK-12)    
Educational Leadership    
Other 

28 3.8 9.1 

Total  745 100.0 241.1 
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Table J12 

Frequency Analysis for ESE Subset 

Variable N % M SD Range 

TEIP 131  94.92 9.077 72 - 108 

SB1108 

Completed 

Not Completed 

 

106 

25 

 

80.9 

19.1 

   

Gender 

Female 

Male 

 

125 

6 

 

95.4 

4.6 

   

Age 

20s 

30s 

40s 

50s 

60+ 

 

12 

28 

30 

52 

8 

 

9.2 

21.5 

23.1 

40.0 

6.2 

3.12 1.107  

Ethnicity 

Non-Hispanic 

Hispanic 

 

118 

13 

 

90.1 

9.9 

   

Race 

Non-minority 

Minority 

 

111 

20 

 

84.7 

15.3 

   

Degree Level 

Not Post-Graduate 

Post-Graduate 

 

54 

77 

 

41.2 

58.8 

   

Years Teaching 

0-5 

6-15 

16-25 

26+ 

 

15 

48 

41 

26 

 

11.5 

36.9 

31.5 

20.0	

 

 

2.60 0.937  



 

158 

Variable N % M SD Range 

Number of Certs/Endorse 

1 

2 

3 

4+ 

 

4 

23 

52 

52 

 

3.1 

17.6 

39.7 

39.7 

3.16 0.821  

NBPTS Cert 

No 

Yes 

 

109 

22 

 

83.2 

16.8 

   

Subject Area 

1 Core Area 

English Only 

Math Only 

Social Studies Only 

Science Only 

Elective/Other Only 

2 Core Areas 

3 Core Areas 

 

58 

31 

14 

8 

5 

11 

27 

4 

 

44.3 

23.7 

10.7 

6.1 

3.8 

8.4 

20.6 

3.1 

1.89 1.326  

4 Core Areas 31 23.7    

Grade Level 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Other 

 

77 

24 

27 

3 

 

58.8 

18.3 

20.6 

2.3 

1.66 0.882  
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Table J13 

Frequency Analysis for General Education Subset 

Variable n % M SD Range 

TEIP 177  90.44 10.031 60–108 

SB1108 

Completed 

Not Completed 

 

125 

52 

 

70.6 

29.4 

   

Gender 

Female 

Male 

 

152 

25 

 

85.9 

14.1 

   

Age 

20s 

30s 

40s 

50s 

60+ 

 

24 

51 

39 

37 

26 

 

13.6 

28.8 

22.0 

20.9 

14.7 

2.94 1.278  

Ethnicity 

Non-Hispanic 

Hispanic 

 

159 

18 

 

89.8 

10.2 

   

Race 

Non-minority 

Minority 

 

136 

41 

 

76.8 

23.2 

   

Degree Level 

Not Post-Graduate 

Post-Graduate 

 

78 

99 

 

44.1 

55.9 

   

Years Teaching 

0-5 

6-15 

16-25 

26+ 

 

35 

70 

44 

28 

 

19.8 

39.5 

24.9 

15.8	

 

 

2.37 0.974  
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Variable n % M SD Range 

Number of Certs/Endorse 

1 

2 

3 

4+ 

 

65 

59 

36 

17 

 

36.7 

33.3 

20.3 

9.6 

2.03 0.980  

NBPTS Cert 

No 

Yes 

 

162 

15 

 

91.5 

8.5 

   

Subject Area 

1 Core Area 

English Only 

Math Only 

Social Studies Only 

Science Only 

Elective/Other Only 

2 Core Areas 

3 Core Areas 

 

102 

48 

16 

19 

19 

30 

10 

6 

 

57.6 

27.1 

9.0 

10.7 

10.7 

16.9 

5.6 

3.4 

1.45 1.283  

4 Core Areas 29 16.4    

Grade Level 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Other 

 

77 

35 

64 

1 

 

43.5 

19.8 

36.2 

0.6 

1.94 0.906  
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Table J14 

Frequency Analysis for Non-Certified Subset 

Variable n % M SD Range 

TEIP 33  85.48 10.329 60–108 

SB1108 

Completed 

Not Completed 

 

5 

28 

 

15.2 

84.8 

   

Gender 

Female 

Male 

 

27 

6 

 

81.8 

18.2 

   

Age 

20s 

30s 

40s 

50s 

60+ 

 

13 

9 

7 

4 

0 

 

39.4 

27.3 

21.2 

12.1 

0.0 

2.06 1.059  

Ethnicity 

Non-Hispanic 

Hispanic 

 

29 

4 

 

87.9 

12.1 

   

Race 

Non-minority 

Minority 

 

23 

10 

 

69.7 

30.3 

   

Degree Level 

Not Post-Graduate 

Post-Graduate 

 

23 

10 

 

69.7 

30.3 

   

Years Teaching 

0-5 

6-15 

16-25 

26+ 

 

28 

4 

1 

0 

 

84.8 

12.1 

3.0 

0.0	

 

 

1.18 0.465  
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Variable n % M SD Range 

NBPTS Cert 

No 

Yes 

 

32 

1 

 

97.0 

3.0 

   

Subject Area 

1 Core Area 

English Only 

Math Only 

Social Studies Only 

Science Only 

Elective/Other Only 

2 Core Areas 

3 Core Areas 

4 Core Areas 

 

15 

5 

3 

3 

4 

8 

3 

3 

4 

 

45.5 

15.2 

9.1 

9.1 

12.1 

24.2 

9.1 

9.1 

12.1 

1.39 1.298  

Grade Level 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Other 

 

15 

5 

13 

0 

 

45.5 

15.2 

39.4 

0.0 

1.94 0.933  
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Appendix K. Qualitative Code Frequency List 

Code Frequency 

Best Practices	 112 
Accommodations 8 

Best Practices 21 
Differentiation 30 

Resources 27 
Strategies 38 

Collaboration 16 
Experience 58 

Hands-on 6 
Practical Use 6 

Prior Experience 46 
Legal Issues 56 

IEPs/504s 16 
Laws and Rights 25 

Lingo 5 
Paperwork 3 

Defining Disabilities 11 
Negative Evaluation 122 

Nothing Beneficial 91 
Don’t remember 12 

N/A 15 
Not sure 4 

Nothing 60 
Positive Evaluation 186 

Social and Emotional 12 
Specific Examples 20 

Technology 13 
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