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Brunei is including more learners with special needs in general schools.  To gain insight into problems that might arise research needs to be undertaken on a number of related issues.  This study explored the attitudes to and concerns about inclusive education of 166 randomly selected pre-service and in-service teachers at the University of Brunei Darussalam on the BA primary education, BEd and PGCE programs.  A three-part pre-tested instrument was used to collect demographic, attitudinal and concerns data.  The alpha reliabilities of the Likert-type scales for attitudes and concerns were 0.85 and 0.88 respectively.  At the whole group level no gender differences were found. Significant difference on attitudes to inclusive education were however found on all three bivariate comparisons of the program students .The  BEd special education students were more favourable to inclusive education than the other two groups. Surprisingly the groups did not differ significantly on their concerns about inclusive students.  Findings have implication for teacher education.

Inclusion implies accommodating the learning environment and curriculum to meet the needs of all students and ensuring that all learners belong to a community. Inclusion or lack of it is also about equity of access to quality education and can be related to aspects of social disadvantage, oppression and discrimination (United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific [UNESCAP], 2002). Unfortunately many educators have reservations about inclusion or supporting the wide spread placement of students with special needs in general classrooms (Bradshaw, 2004; 2003). One of the main factors influencing the successful implementation of any inclusive policy is the positive attitude of teachers (Shade & Stewart, 2000). Teachers’ acceptance of the policy of inclusion is likely to affect their commitment to implementing it. 

Attitude research regarding inclusion has provided varied results. Some studies suggest attitudes toward inclusion were strongly influenced by the nature of disabilities (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000; Dean, Elrod & Blackbourn, 1999; Mak, 2003). Other studies have indicated that teachers were positive about including only those children whose characteristics were not likely to require extra instructional or management skills on the part of the teacher (Forlin, 1995; Schumm, Vaughn, Haager, McDowell, Rothlein & Saumell, 1999; Vaughn, Schumm, Jallad, Slusher, & Saumell, 1996). An analysis of international research indicates that some change in attitude has occurred over the past 10 years, partly as a result of teachers experiencing working with students with special needs and whether they had developed some competencies teaching students with learning difficulties (Clough & Lindsay, 1991). More recently Scruggs & Mastopieri (1996) in their meta analysis of American attitude studies from 1958-95 found no correlation between positive attitude toward inclusion and date of publication, suggesting teachers’ attitudes have not substantially changed over time.

Three types of variables seem to influence inclusion: child related variables, teacher related variables and educational-environmental related variables. A description of each type follows.

Variables affecting inclusion

Child Variables. Child related variables refer to the type of disability and its effect on teacher acceptance. As stated earlier, some studies indicate teachers are more accepting of some disabilities than others. Behavioural disabilities are seen as the most difficult for teachers to include followed by severe sensory disabilities such as visual impairment and hearing impairment. The least disruptive to teacher routine is mild to moderate learning difficulties and are usually the easiest of the child related variable for teachers to include. 

Teacher Variables. Teacher related variables include teacher efficacy, training/ in-service, experience and teacher beliefs about students. Studies reinforce views that courses in special education acquired pre- or in-service were associated with less resistance to inclusive practices (Avramidis et al., 2000; Buell et al., 1999; Van Ruesen et al., 2000). Staff development was concluded by many as a key to successful inclusion.

Teacher beliefs’ about students also affects their acceptance of inclusion.  If teachers believe students' problems are a result of interaction between the student and the environment they are more able to successfully meet student needs (recognizing the contribution their teaching has on student progress). If they believe in a more pathognomic perspective where the problem is inherent in the student, their interaction with the students or teaching is less effective (Soodak, Podell & Lehman, 1998; Stanovich & Jordan, 1998).  In studies where teachers had active experiences of inclusion results favored inclusion (LeRoy & Simpson, 1996; Villa et al., 1996) indicating that teacher commitment often emerges after implementation inclusion or from the experience of contact.

Educational-environment variables. Educational-environmental related variables include materials and physical resources and supports for inclusion available for teachers. Availability of support services has consistently been found to be associated with more positive attitudes to inclusion (Janney, 1995; LeRoy & Simpson 1996). Other factors reported to negatively affect inclusion included overcrowded classrooms, lack of pre-prepared teaching materials, inflexible timetable, inadequate time for planning and meeting and inadequate specialist support (Avramidis et al., 2000; Bradshaw, 2003; Vaughn et al, 1996). Staff more distant from the classroom (administrators and advisors) expressed more positive attitudes than those closer to the classroom context (teachers). Special education teachers were the most positive, school heads next, followed by classroom teachers (Bradshaw, 2004; Forlin, 1995; Padeleadous & Lamprogaulou, 1997). Educational-environmental factors are the most frequently mentioned variables that affect inclusion, perhaps because they are most obvious and possibly due to a feeling of control by someone.

This study attempted to examine attitudes and concerns of three different groups of teachers in-training regarding the inclusion of students with disabilities into general classrooms.  It explored not only attitudes and concerns but present reasons for the differences between the groups since one groups was special educators doing in-service and having training and experience in the area of inclusive education, one groups was primary pre-service teachers who had taken one course on inclusive education and the third group was secondary pre-service teachers who had not taken any courses in special or inclusive education.

Method

Design  

The field survey approach was employed to investigate the problem.  Three major benefits were anticipated in using this research method.  First, the procedure allowed direct interaction with the research participants.  Second, it facilitated the involvement of many students in the study.  Third, the required data were obtained quickly as needed by the investigators.  The main disadvantage of any survey research is that it cannot establish cause-and-effect relationships among the variables investigated.

Participants

The study used 166 randomly selected student teachers at the University of Brunei Darussalam 

from three different courses taught by the researchers.  Of these, 24 (15%) were mature teachers taking the in-service Bachelor of Education in special education, 46 (28%) were undergraduate students doing the BA primary education degree, while the rest (96, 57%) were a mixture of BEd and PGCE pre-service students studying to be secondary classroom teachers.  The sample consisted of 48 (29%) males and 118 (71%) females.  Their age ranged from 19 to 47 (Mean = 24.8 and Standard deviation = 6.5).  The mean age for the three groups differed: BEd inservice in special education (40.0); BA primary education (22.8); and BEd / PGCE (21.9).  The majority of the teachers (101, 60.5%) had a very low level of confidence in teaching students with disabilities.  Only 70 (42%) of the students indicated they had undertaken training focusing on the education of students with disabilities.  Furthermore, only 45 (27%) said they had taught students with a disability.  However, all students had the experience of interacting with persons with disabilities as a family member (40, 24%), close friend (76, 46%), and others (50, 30%).

Instrument

A three-part pre-tested instrument with 43 items was used to collect the research data.  Section A with seven (7) items collected demographic data.  This part of the instrument was designed by the researchers.  Section B with 16 items consisted of a 6-point Likert-type attitude toward inclusive education scale (1SD, 2D, 3 Somewhat disagree, 4 Somewhat Agree, 5A, 6SA).  This instrument was adopted from Wilczenski (1992).  The alpha reliability for this scale was .86 (inter-item mean correlation = .28 and scale mean and standard deviation were 57.3 and 11.4 respectively).  Section C contained the 21-item 4-point Likert-type concerns about inclusive education scale (1 Not at all concerned, 2 A little concerned, 3 Very concerned, 4 Extremely concerned).  The scale’s alpha reliability was 0.88 (scale average inter-item correlation = 0.25, Mean = 57.5 and Standard deviation = 9.6).  This instrument was adopted from Sharma, Ee and Desai (2003).  Both scales were deemed to have adequate content validity by special education personnel in both Singapore and Brunei where they have been used recently.  

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed by a variety of statistical techniques: frequencies, percentages, mean (M), standard deviation (SD), t-test and mean difference (MD).

Results

The attitude scores for the whole sample ranged from 32 to 88 (M = 57.4, SD = 11.4) while the concerns scores ranged from 30 to 75 (M = 57.5, SD = 9.6).  There was more variation in the attitudes to inclusive education scores although the two means were close.  The performance of different subgroups of the participants on the two scales was also examined.  No significant difference was found on the basis of gender in the scores on both the attitude and concerns scales (Table 1).

Table 1

Gender differences on attitudes to and concerns about inclusive education   (N = 166)

	Group   
	N
	M
	SD
	T
	DF
	P (2 tailed)
	MD



	Males
	48
	57.0
	10.9
	-0.25a
	164
	0.79
	-0.5

	Females
	118
	57.5
	11.6
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Males
	48
	55.3
	11.5
	-1.886b
	164
	0.06
	-3.0

	Females
	118
	58.3
	8.6
	
	
	
	


a:   Attitudes      b:   Concerns

Significant differences on attitudes to inclusive education were obtained on the three bivariate groups of program students but their mean scores did not differ significantly on the concerns about inclusive education scale (Table 2).

Table 2

Differences and similarities on attitudes to and concerns about inclusive education (N = 166)

	Group
	N
	M
	SD
	t
	df
	P (2-tailed)
	MD



	BEd Sp Ed
	24
	71.79
	7.1
	5.75a
	68
	0.002
	11.8

	BA Primary
	46
	60.00
	8.7
	
	
	
	

	BEd Sp Ed
	24
	71.79
	7.1
	8.96a
	118
	0.001
	19.3

	BEd/PGCE
	96
	52.48
	9.9
	
	
	
	

	BA Primary
	46
	60.00
	8.7
	4.39a
	140
	0.001
	7.5

	BEd/PGCE
	96
	52.48
	9.9
	
	
	
	

	BEd Sp Ed
	24
	55.21
	11.3
	-0.86b
	68
	0.395
	-2.0

	BA Primary
	46
	57.22
	8.1
	
	
	
	

	BEd Sp Ed
	24
	55.21
	11.3
	-1.26b
	118
	0.209
	-2.9

	BEd/PGCE
	96
	58.13
	9.9
	
	
	
	

	BA Primary
	46
	57.22
	8.1
	-0.55b
	140
	0.584
	-0.9

	BEd/PGCE
	96
	58.13
	9.9
	
	
	
	


a:   Attitudes  b:   Concerns 

The pooled group of in-service certificate and BA primary education students scored significantly higher on the attitude scale than their combined BEd / PGCE pre-service counterparts but their mean scores did not differ significantly on the concerns scale (Table 3). There is a difference in attitude score between the BEd Special Education and the BA Primary Education Groups and also between the BEd Special Education and the BEd/PCGE groups.  The fact that there were no differences on the concern scale was a bit surprising but when recombined there was still no significant difference on the concern scale regarding inclusive education.  BA Primary students are closer in attitude to the BEd Special education group than with the BEd/PCGE students.

Table 3

Differences and similarities on attitudes to and concerns about inclusive education (N = 166)

	Group
	N
	M
	SD
	t
	df
	P(2-tailed)
	MD



	SpEd/BA
	70
	64.0
	9.9
	7.36a
	163
	0.01
	11.53

	BEd/PGCE
	96
	52.47
	9.9
	
	
	
	

	SpEd/BA
	70
	56.46
	9.3
	-1.09b
	163
	0.274
	-1.67

	BEd/PGCE
	96
	58.13
	9.8
	
	
	
	


a:   Attitudes      b:   Concerns

Methodological Issues

Underlying factors that affect attitudes are the assumptions that attitudes will be expressed in behavior and that participants will express politically correct and socially desirable answers.  Teachers may express acceptance but not be willing to make the adaptations and modifications necessary for successful inclusion.  The examination of concerns show that these participants may have positive attitudes but still have concerns about actual implementation of inclusion..

Eisner (1994) views attitudes from a social constructivist perspective stating attitudes should not be viewed as solely personal but arising out of interactions with other in the system (e.g. school, teachers, students). With this social constructivist view of attitude as context dependent and responsive to factors with a socio-cultural environment, future research would benefit from employing alternative methods such as life history, narrative, autobiography and dialogic retrospection and could lead to a better understanding of the interrelated processes of personal experiences, attitudes and practices. One such study using dialogic retrospection was completed by the researchers with a group of pre-service teachers examining the formation of their attitudes toward disability (Bradshaw & Mundia, 2004). Attitude formation appeared to be based on myth rather than experiences and the need to Bruneian teacher to confront their fears about people with disabilities and their doubts about the abilities of people with disabilities was apparent. Recommendations of exposure to people with disabilities in a natural setting, increasing accessibility and public awareness with the media portraying people with disability in a positive light were suggested.

Discussion

Teacher education programs that engage participants in knowledge construction and heterogeneous classroom teaching and learning are necessary, but it is also essential that teacher training institutions provide relevant opportunities for pre-service teachers to develop personal philosophies that promote classroom environments supportive of participation and achievement for all learners.  Critically informed teachers are central to those processes. As was illustrated in this study, pre-service and in-service teachers who had completed at least one course exposing them to special and inclusive education had a much better attitude toward people with disabilities.  As there was no significant difference between the groups on their concerns in the classroom leading one to believe perhaps a second course is needed that focuses more on strategies to alleviate teacher feelings of inadequacy. Of serious concern brought to light in this study is that special education in-service teachers expressed almost the same concerns as undergraduate students yet most have been Learning Assistance Teachers for five years or more.  If these specialists in the area have as high a level of concern as pre-service teachers further research into the areas of concern and steps to deal with these concerns are essential. Through course development, teacher-education providers must ensure graduates have the necessary attitudes and competence to design and deliver inclusive curriculum to a diverse range of learners to improve their individual outcomes for schooling. If we are to bring about real change in our education system and create a model that is more closely aligned to inclusive ideals, then universities must work in close partnership with the teaching profession to formulate and integrate new knowledge about inclusive learning management, particularly in the hearts and minds of those entering the profession.

Educational policy has moved beyond the medical and dependency models in many parts of the world to a new paradigm that requires that teacher possess positive attitudes toward inclusion (Brownlee & Carrington, 2000), teachers must redefine their roles to enable rather than disable students.  Teacher educators share responsibility for giving future teacher a lens through which to view every learner as a part of their class and capable of learning. It is clear that teachers in this study who had completed a course in special/inclusive education had gained that lens. Now we must ensure that all teachers receive this type of course.

Teachers may welcome all learners but feel ill equipped at times, to deal with the diverse range of needs (Bradshaw, 2003).  As teachers are regarded highly as the key to change in education, their feelings of frustration and inadequacy are potential barriers to inclusive education.  As more secondary schools in Brunei move to including a wider range of student abilities it seems apparent that secondary pre-service teachers should also have a required special education course before graduation and moving into the field.

Teacher education programs are in the position to ensure that pre-service teachers acquire the knowledge, attitudes and skills required to succeed in educating students with disabilities.  The good news is that even one required course appears to yield significant differences in attitudes between the groups. As schools across the country and the world move toward more inclusive models of education, both pre-service and in-service teachers must be prepared to meet this challenge through a sound knowledge base and development of appropriate attitudes and skills.  Teacher educators must search for new avenues to pursue this goal and establish field study or practical situation which meet the needs of the teacher.

This study investigated the attitudes and concerns of inservice teachers with many years of experience and course work in the area and two groups of preservice teachers without that experience and course work in Brunei. It appears that attitudes were more positive for those that have taken at least on course in special education. The study identified some variables that may be relevant for policy makers and teacher educators.
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