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The objectives of the study were to investigate regular education teachers’ attitudes towards inclu-
sion and their educational setting preferences for teaching students with disabilities. In addition,
the impact of teachers’ gender and teaching experience on the attitudes towards inclusion were ex-
amined. Seven hundred three Omani regular education teachers participated in this study. The
findings suggest that the Omani regular education teachers held neutral behavior, cognitive, and
affective attitudes towards inclusion; and a small minority of teachers believed that full inclusion in
regular education classrooms or resource rooms were the best educational settings for educating
the students with disabilities in comparison with other educational settings. Finally, the results in-
dicated that there were significant relationships between teachers’ gender, teaching experience, and
educational settings preference for educating students with disabilities and teachers' attitudes to-
wards inclusion.
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Inclusion refers to teaching students with dis-
abilities in their neighborhood school within
the regular classroom with their peers without
disabilities (Rafferty, Boettcher, & Griffin,
2001). Inclusive education became a global
agenda when The United Nations endorsed
the idea of ‘Education for AIl' in 1990, and
challenged all nations in 1994 to include stu-
dents with disabilities in regular education
environments with their peers. In 2006, Article
24 of the United Nations Convention on the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities guarantees
to the right of persons with disabilities an
education in an inclusive educational setting.
Most nations around the world accepted the
challenge and committed themselves to an
inclusive education by declaring laws and leg-
islations that mandate the rights of students
with disabilities to inclusive education. In
2008, the Welfare and Rehabilitation of Per-
sons with Disabilities Act in Oman was issued
by Royal Decree No. 63/2008. Furthermore, in
the same year, the International Agreement on
the Rights of Persons with Disabilities was
accepted by Royal Decree No. 121/2008.

Despite commitment and regulations, the im-
plementation of inclusive education is a com-
plicated process. Successful inclusive educa-
tion requires restructuring the education sys-
tem, establishing national policy and proce-
dures that define and regulate teaching stu-
dents with disabilities, allocating resources,
creating accessible schools, and relying on
competent teachers with positive attitudes.
Regular education teachers play a critical role
in the implementation of inclusive education.
The success of inclusive education depends on
the teachers’ attitude (Ahsan, Sharma & Dep-
peler, 2012; Avramidis, Balyliss, & Burden,
2000; Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Emam &
Mohamed, 2011; Sari, Celikoz & Secer, 2009).
The teacher’s attitude is an important factor in
determining the acceptance or the rejection of
the students with disabilities, which impacts
their social participation and academic per-
formance in the regular classroom.

In spite of students with disabilities having
rights, the opinions of educators vary signifi-
cantly whether regular classroom is the best
placement for educating students with all
types of disabilities Bowman, 1986). Also,
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion varies
across nations, cultural values, level of train-
ing, number of students receiving services,
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and the existence of special education within
the educational system (Leyser, Kapperman,
& Keller, 1994).

Teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive educa-
tion and the impact of teacher-related va-
riables on their attitudes have been the focus
of many studies. In addition, measuring
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive educa-
tion has been a concern (A. de Boer, 2012; A.
de Boer, Timmerman, Pijl, & Minnaert, 2012;
Ernst, 2006).

With regard to teachers’ attitudes towards in-
clusive education Scruggs and Mastropieri
(1996) conducted a meta-analysis study on 28
studies published from 1958 to 1995. A total of
10,560 teachers, including 6,459 regular educa-
tion teachers from the U.S.A., Australia, and
Canada participated in the 28 studies. Their
findings indicated that 53.4% support the
concept of inclusion, 50.8% agreed that stu-
dents with or without disabilities could bene-
fit from inclusion experiences, and 33.3% of
regular education teachers agreed that the
general education classroom was the best en-
vironment for students with disabilities; 81.6%
of regular education teachers agreed that in-
clusion creates more work, and 48.7% would
feel “imposed upon”. The findings also indi-
cated that regular education teachers’ support
for inclusion varies according to the type and
severity of the disability.

Another literature review by Avramidis and
Norwich (2002) included studies relevant to
teachers’ attitudes published from 1984 to
2000. They cited two studies from the United
States (Coates, 1989., Semmel et al., 1991)
which indicated that regular education teach-
ers did not express support for inclusion and
they did not have a negative view of pullout
programs. Also, they concluded that there is
sufficient evidence that teachers have negative
attitudes towards inclusive education for stu-
dents with severe learning problems and be-
havioral difficulties. With regard to the im-
pact of teachers’ gender the findings were not
conclusive; some researchers reported that
female teachers express higher positive atti-
tudes towards inclusion than male teachers.
Other researchers reported that the effect of
gender was not significant. Similarly, some
researchers reported a significant negative
relationship between years of teaching expe-
rience and their attitudes towards inclusion,
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while others reported no significant relation-
ship between the two variables.

Ernst (2006) investigated the impact of regular
education teachers’ gender and teaching expe-
rience on their attitudes towards inclusive
education. The sample involved 149 high
school teachers from Connecticut, U.S.A. Her
literature review indicated that the impact of
teachers’ gender and teaching experience on
their attitudes towards inclusion were incon-
sistent. The findings of her study indicated
that male teachers expressed more positive
affective attitudes towards inclusion than the
female teachers. In contrast, gender had no
significant impact on their cognitive and be-
havior attitudes. Additionally, teachers’
teaching experience had no significant impact
on their cognitive, affective, and behavior atti-
tudes.

De Boer, Pijlb, and Minnaerta (2011) (cited in
Eagly & Chaiken, 1993) reviewed studies rele-
vant to regular education teachers’ attitudes
towards inclusion published between 1998
and 2008 according to the three-component
theory. The authors found 396 articles; of
these articles only 26 met the criteria set forth
in the study. These studies represented sam-
ples of regular education teachers from 16
countries. The findings indicated none of the
selected studies addressed the three compo-
nents of attitudes; most of the studies focused
on the cognitive component. In addition, the
findings revealed that teachers showed nega-
tive, or were undecided in, their cognitive,
affective, and behavior responses to inclusive
education. The findings support that teachers
with fewer years of teaching experience hold
more positive attitudes towards inclusive
education than teachers who have many years
of teaching experience. However, the findings
were inconsistent with regard to the impact of
teachers’ gender on their attitudes towards
inclusive education. Finally, teachers showed
more negative attitudes towards the inclusion
of students with learning disabilities, AD/HD
and other behavior problems than towards the
inclusion of students with physical disabilities
and sensory impairments.

Despite the numerous studies of teachers’ atti-
tudes towards inclusion, there are many con-
cerns regarding the instruments that have
been used in measuring their attitudes. The
literature review by Ernst (2006), and De Boer,
Timmerman, Pijl, & Minnaert, (2012) and the
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present authors revealed the following: a) lack
of definition of attitude and inclusion, b) lack
of theory in developing the instrument, c) var-
iation in the level of specificity among the in-
struments, d) variation in the number of the
factor structure among the instruments, and )
many authors did not report evidence regard-
ing the reliability and validity of the instru-
ments used in measuring the attitudes.

In addition, De Boer, Timmerman, Pijl, &
Minnaert, (2012) reported that none of the se-
lected studies they reviewed addressed the
three components of attitudes (cognitive, be-
havior, & affective); most of the studies fo-
cused on the cognitive component.  Ernst
(2006) found that one study (Avramidis and
Norwich, 2002) addressed the three compo-
nents based on Eagly & Chaiken (1993) theo-
retical frame work; the present author found
two studies (Avramidis and Norwich, 2002;
Ernst, 2006 ) including the study found by
Ernst, 2006.

In summary, all researchers agreed that the
regular education teacher plays a major role in
developing and implementing inclusive edu-
cation. With regard to the regular teachers’
attitudes towards inclusion the findings of the
previous studies were not conclusive. Also,
the impact of teachers’ gender and teaching
experience on their attitudes was not consis-
tent. Finally, measuring attitudes remains a
concern.

Further exploration of regular classroom
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion, the im-
pact of teachers’ gender and teaching expe-
rience on their attitudes is still needed. In ad-
dition, there is a lack of research regarding
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion in Oman.
The aims of the current study were the follow-
ing: a) to investigate the attitudes of regular
education teachers towards inclusion, b) to
examine the regular education teachers’ edu-
cational settings preference for educating stu-
dents with disabilities, c) to examine the effect
of teachers’ gender and teaching experience
on attitudes towards inclusion, and d) to ex-
amine the impact of the regular education
teacher educational settings preference for
educating students with disabilities on their
attitudes towards inclusion.
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METHOD
Participants

A total of 800 questionnaires were sent to the
administrators of the public schools in Sulta-
nate Oman in various directorates; 703 regular
education teachers volunteered to complete
the questionnaires. The sample involved 140
basic education- cycle one teachers, 236 basic
education-cycle two teachers, and 325 post
basic education- cycle teachers. Finally, the
range of teaching experience among the par-
ticipants varied from 1 to 30 years, the aver-
age being 8.38 years with a standard deviation
of 4.97. The distribution of the sample accord-
ing to directorate and gender is presented in
Table 1.

Table 1
Sample distribution by province and gender

Province Gender

Male Female
Muscat 192 212
Al Batinah Janoob 46 10
Al Batinah Shamal 37 41
Al Dakhiliyah 7 14
Ash Shargiyah Janoob 0 5
Ash Shargiyah Shamal 17 9
Al Burimi 8 8
Al Dhirah 8 4
Dhofar 25 34
AL Wousta 11 0
Musandam 8 7
Total 359 344

Measures

Attitudes towards inclusion: This continuous
variable was defined as participants’ scores on
each component of attitudes (cognitive, affec-
tive, and behavioral intentions) in the Atti-
tudes Scale towards Inclusion (ASTI). The
ASTI was designed by the authors to measure
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion based on
the definition of inclusion as teaching students
with disabilities in regular neighborhood
schools within the regular classrooms with
their peers. Also, the scale was designed
based on the conceptualization of attitudes as
a tri-component evaluation consisting of cog-
nitive, affective, and behavioral intentions.

Eagly & Chaiken (1993) define attitude as ten-
dencies to evaluate an entity with some de-
gree of favor or disfavor, generally expressed
in cognitive, affective, and behavioral res-
ponses. The cognitive response consists of
thoughts and beliefs towards the attitude ob-
ject. The affective response includes moods,
feelings or emotions in relation to the attitude
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object. The behavioral response involves in-
tentions or overt actions towards the attitude
object.

The ASTI consisted of 19 items, seven items
reflecting cognitive beliefs response, the
second factor consisted of seven items reflect-
ing behavior or intention, and the third factor
consisted of five items reflecting affective re-
sponse. The participant’s extent of the agree-
ment with each item was measured by a 3-
point Likert scale (1 disagree, 2 agree, and 3
strongly agree).

The items’ content validity was examined by
four experts, among them two experts in mea-
surement and psychometric theory and two
experts in special education. The experts’ re-
view revealed that the items were written in
clear and precise language and measured the
components intended to be measured, con-
firming the content validity of the scale.

In addition, a principal components analysis
was performed on 370 general education
teachers’ raw scores on 19 items. The results
revealed that the three factors after rotation
accounted for 66.92% of the total variance:
23.76%, 23.15%, and 20.02%, respectively. The
19 items loaded significantly in the three fac-
tors they were intended to measure. All val-
ues of the items loading were higher than .55
which exceeds the recommended cutoff value
.30 (Costello & Osborne, 2005).

Furthermore, test-retest reliability coefficients
(N=50) for each factor were .84 for cognitive,
.85 for behavior, .85 for affective and .87 for
global attitude. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients
(N=370) for each factor were: .91 for cognitive,
.90 for behavior, .89 for affective and .96 for
global attitude. All the coefficients values ex-
ceed the conventional minimum of .7 (Nun-
nally and Bernstein 1994) and demonstrate
high internal consistency and levels of tem-
poral stability.

Preferred educational setting: To identify the
teachers’ beliefs on the best educational set-
ting for the students with disabilities, they
were asked to choose one of the following set-
tings: a) separate setting (full-time outside the
regular school), b) self-contained class (full-
time in special education classrooms in the
regular school), ¢) resource room (part-time in
regular classroom with part-time in a resource
room), and d) general education (full-time in
regular classroom with other support services)
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as the best educational setting for the students
with disabilities. These educational settings
represent the most segregated setting (a) to
the full inclusive educational setting (d).

Gender: This categorical variable involved
two levels: Male and female

Teaching Experience: This continuous varia-
ble was defined by the number of years the
teacher taught.

Data analysis

Data was analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics
20 and IBM Amos 20. Descriptive statistics,
chi square, MANOVA, and multiple regres-
sions were performed to analyze the data. In
the current study, unlike most of the previous
studies, the data relevant to attitudes was ana-
lyzed based on the three components of atti-
tudes; these were behavior, cognitive, and af-
fective rather than overall attitudes composite.

RESULTS

Attitudes towards inclusion: Regular educa-
tion teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion
were investigated. The criteria used by De
Boer, Pijlb and Minnaerta (2011) were utilized
to determine if the attitudes are positive, neg-
ative or neutral. The mean score of the items
in each component above 2 (on a 3-point Li-
kert scale) reflects positive attitudes. The
mean score of the items in each component
between 1.5 and 2 reflects neutral attitudes.
The mean score of the items in each compo-
nent below 1.5 reflects negative attitudes. The
teachers’ mean score for each component was
1.90 for the behavior attitudes, 1.83 for the

Table 2
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cognitive attitudes, and 1.59 for the affective
and suggest that the regular education teach-
ers held neutral behavior, cognitive, and affec-
tive attitudes towards inclusion.

Teachers’ preference of the educational set-
tings: The regular education teachers’ prefe-
rence of the educational settings for the stu-
dents with disabilities was examined. The fre-
guency and percentages of teachers’ responses
on educational settings preference list were
calculated. The results indicated that 48.1%,
33.3%, 9.9%, and 8.8%, of the regular educa-
tion teachers selected separate setting, self-
contained, resource room, and general educa-
tion respectively as the best educational set-
tings for educating students with disabilities.
A chi-square test was performed to determine
whether the four educational settings for the
students with disabilities were equally se-
lected by teachers. The selection for the four
the educational settings for students with dis-
abilities were not equally distributed in the
population, »2 (df=3, N = 628) = 274.89, p <
.001. Moreover, a chi-square test was per-
formed to test the differences between percen-
tages of each pair of educational settings and
the results are summarized in Table 2. These
results indicate that the differences between
percentage in all pair of educational settings
were significant (p < .001), with the exception
of differences between the percentage of
teachers who believed that the best educa-
tional setting was a resource room and the
percentages of teachers who believed that the
best educational setting was the general edu-
cation classroom were not significant (p > .05).

Results of the chi-square test of the difference between percentages of teachers’ responses on education settings prefe-

rence

Educational setting Observed N Expected N Residual Chi-Square DF Asymp.Sig
Separate setting 302 255.5 46.5 16.926 1 .000
Self-contained class 209 255.5 -46.5
Total 511
Separate setting 302 182.0 120.0 158.242 1 .000
Resource room 62 182.0 -120.0
Total 364
Separate setting 302 178.5 1235 170.894 1 .000
General education 55 178.5 -1235
Total 357
Self-contained class 209 1355 735 79.738 1 .000
Resource room 62 135.5 -73.5
Total 271
Self-contained class 209 132.0 77.0 89.833 1 .000
General education 55 132.0 -77.0
Total 264
Resource room 62 58.5 35 419 1 518
General education 55 58.5 -3.5
Total 117

{ 621 }
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Effect of teacher’s related variables on their
attitudes towards inclusion: The effect of
teachers’ gender and teaching experience on
attitudes towards inclusion was examined. A
multiple regression was performed using
gender (male = 0, female = 1) and teaching
experience (number of years of teaching) as
independent variables (predictors) and teach-
ers’ attitudes towards inclusion for each atti-
tudes’ component as the dependent variable.
The results of the three analyses using IBM
Amos 20 are summarized in Table 3. These
results indicate that teachers’ gender and
teaching experience had a significant (p < .05)
negative relationship with the three attitudes’
components, with the exception of teaching
experience which did not have a significant
impact (p > .05) on the teachers’ cognitive atti-
tudes. Males held significantly more positive
attitudes in the three components. Further-
more, teachers’ with less teaching experience
held more positive behavior and affective atti-
tudes.

Effect of teacher’s gender on educational set-
tings preference: A chi-square test was per-
formed to examine the relation between teach-
ers’ gender and educational settings prefe-
rence. The results indicated that there was no
significant relationship between teachers’
gender and educational settings preference X2
(3, N=628) = .98, p > .05.

Impact of teachers’ educational setting prefe-
rence on their attitudes towards inclusion:
The impact of the regular education teachers’
educational settings preference for teaching
students with disabilities on their attitudes
towards inclusion was examined. Mean and
standard deviation scores for each attitude
components according to preferred education-
al settings were calculated and are presented
in Table 4. Also, one way between groups
MANOVA using the independent variable of
educational settings preference (separate set-
ting, self-contained, resource room, and gen-
eral education) was performed on the three
dependent variables of cognitive, behavior,

Table 3

and affective response to inclusion. The re-
sults revealed a significant main effect for
educational settings preference, Wilks’ Lamb-
da = .89, F = 8.14, df = (9, 1511.50), p < .001.
The univariate F tests showed there were sig-
nificant effect for the educational settings pre-
ference in the three components of attitudes
towards inclusion (p < .01). In cognitive F (3,
623) = 19.44, p < .001; in behavior F (3, 623) =
15.77, p <.01; and in affective F (3, 623) = 19.51,
p <.001.

Scheffe post-hoc tests were used to examine
the significance of the differences between pair
mean scores among educational settings prefe-
rence levels for every analysis of variance
which showed significant main effect (Table
5). These results indicated that the teachers
who believed the best educational setting is
the general education classroom showed sig-
nificantly (P < .05) more positive attitudes to-
wards inclusion than the teachers who be-
lieved the best educational setting is the sepa-
rate setting and self-contained class in all the
three components of attitude. However, there
were no significant differences (P > .05) found
between teachers who believed the best educa-
tional setting was the general education class-
room and the teachers who believed the best
educational setting was the resource room in
all the three components of attitude.

Teachers who believed the best educational
setting was the resource room held significant-
ly (P < .05) more positive attitudes towards
inclusion than the teachers who believed the
best educational setting was the separate set-
ting in the three components of attitude (Table
5). Teachers who believed the best educational
setting was the resource room held significant-
ly (P < .05) more positive attitudes towards
inclusion than the teachers who believed the
best educational setting was the self-contained
class only in the affective response to inclu-
sion, whereas the differences were not signifi-
cant (P > .05) in their behavior response and
affective response to inclusion.

Results of the multiple regression analyses: gender and teaching experience (predictors) and attitude compo-
nents (dependent variables)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P

Behavior Gender -1.987 .289 -6.882 .000
Teaching Experience -.113 .029 -3.905 .000

Cognitive Gender -1.029 .309 -3.334 .000
Teaching Experience -.049 .031 -1.567 117

Affective Gender -1.261 213 -5.934 .000
Teaching Experience -.049 .021 -2.295 .022
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the teachers who believed the best educational
setting was the separate setting in all the three
components of attitude (Table 5).

Finally, teachers who believed the best educa-
tional setting was the self-contained class in
the regular school held significantly (p < .05)

more positive attitudes towards inclusion than

Table 4
Means and standard deviations for attitude components according to preferred educational setting
Attitudes components Educational setting Mean SD N
Behavior Separate setting 12.3709 3.92050 302
Self-contained 13.7308 3.80244 208
Resource room 14.2258 3.94395 62
General education 15.8000 3.32443 55
Total 13.3062 3.96897 627
Cognitive Separate setting 11.7583 3.97557 302
Self-contained 13.3365 3.95167 208
Resource room 14.3710 4.08610 62
General education 15.4182 3.77953 55
Total 12.8612 4.13335 627
Emotion Separate setting 7.2483 2.68648 302
Self-contained 8.0817 2.85868 208
Resource room 9.3548 2.81155 62
General education 9.7273 2.81171 55
Total 7.9506 2.88808 627

Table 5

Results of the Scheffe post hoc test for the effect of preferred educational settings on attitude components

0

O

(1)

Dependent Variable Educational setting Educational setting Mean Difference Std. Error p-
Behavior Separate setting Self-contained -1.3599 .34560 .002
Resource room -1.8549 53478 .008
General education -3.4291 56231 .000
Self-contained Separate setting 1.3599 .34560 .002
Resource room -.4950 .55498 ns
General education -2.0692 58155 .006
Resource room Separate setting 1.8549 53478 .008
Self-contained 4950 .55498 ns
General education -1.5742 .71046 ns
General education Separate setting 3.4291 56231 .000
Self-contained 2.0692 58155 .006
Resource room 15742 .71046 ns
Cognitive Separate setting Self-contained -1.5783 .35700 .000
Resource room -2.6127 55242 .000
General education -3.6599 .58085 .000
Self-contained Separate setting 1.5783 .35700 .000
Resource room -1.0344 57329 ns
General education -2.0816 .60073 .008
Resource room Separate setting 2.6127 55242 .000
Self-contained 1.0344 57329 ns
General education -1.0472 .73389 ns
General education Separate setting 3.6599 .58085 .000
Self-contained 2.0816 .60073 .008
Resource room 1.0472 .73389 ns
Emotion Separate setting Self-contained -.8334 .24941 011
Resource room -2.1065 .38593 .000
General education -2.4789 40579 .000
Self-contained Separate setting .8334 .24941 011
Resource room -1.2731 40051 .018
General education -1.6455 41968 .002
Resource room Separate setting 2.1065 .38593 .000
Self-contained 1.2731 40051 .018
General education -.3724 51271 ns
General education Separate setting 2.4789 40579 .000
Self-contained 1.6455 41968 .002
Resource room 3724 51271 ns

623
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DISCUSSION

Educational services for children with dis-
abilities are relatively new in Sultanate
Oman. Oman has been in the process of re-
forming its educational system and signifi-
cant efforts have been made towards achiev-
ing this goal. The Ministry of Education in
Oman aims to implement inclusive education
(Ministry of Education, 2008). Progress has
been made as Oman signed the international
agreement ensuring the rights of persons
with disabilities in education in an inclusive
educational setting. Currently the Ministry of
Education provides educational services for
students with disabilities in special education
classes in many public schools as well as in
special education schools (Al-Balushi, Al-
Badi, and Ali, 2011; Weber, 2012).

The literature review revealed that the re-
searchers agreed that the regular education
teacher plays a major role in developing and
implementing inclusive education. Therefore,
assessing the regular education teachers’ atti-
tudes towards inclusion in Oman is impor-
tant.

The regular education teachers’ attitudes to-
wards inclusion were investigated. The find-
ings suggest that the regular education teach-
ers held neutral behavior, cognitive, and af-
fective attitudes towards inclusion. De Boer,
Pijlb and Minnaerta review of the literature
(2011) revealed that teachers showed nega-
tive or undecided in their cognitive, affective,
and behavior responses to inclusive educa-
tion. Despite the inconsistency of the pre-
vious literature, teachers’ attitudes towards
inclusion vary cross nations due to cultural
values and the level of training of teachers,
the number of students receiving services,
and the existence of special education within
the educational system.

Secondly, teachers’ preference of the educa-
tional settings for the students with disabili-
ties was examined. The findings revealed the
majority of teachers, 81.4% believed that total
segregation (separate setting from regular
school: 48.1%), or the partial segregation (self-
contained class: 33.3%), were the best educa-
tional settings for educating students with
disabilities. In contrast, only a minority of
teachers (18.7%) believed that full inclusion
(regular education: 8.8%) or partial inclusion
(resource room: 9.9%) were the best educa-
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tional settings for educating students with
disabilities. These results, in general, are
consistent with previous research (Scruggs &
Mastropieri, 1996) in which a minority of
regular education teachers believed that the
general education classroom was the best
educational setting to educate students with
disabilities. The findings of the current study
also revealed that there was no significant re-
lationship between teachers’ gender and edu-
cational settings preference.

Thirdly, the effects of the teachers’ gender
and teaching experience on attitudes towards
inclusion were examined. The results indicate
that male teachers held significantly more
positive attitudes in all three components
than female teachers. This finding with re-
gard to affective attitudes is consistent with
Ernst (2006), who reported that male teachers
held more positive affective attitudes than
female teachers. In contrary to the findings of
this study, Ernst (2006) did not find a signifi-
cant impact due to the teachers’ gender on
either their cognitive or behavior attitudes.
Also, Avramidis, Bayliss, and Burden (2000)
did not find a significant impact of teachers’
gender on cognitive, affective and behavior
attitudes. The literature review of previous
studies (De Boer, Pijl, & Minnaert, 2011,
Avramidis & Norwich, 2002) revealed that
findings of the effect of teachers’ gender on
their attitudes towards inclusion were incon-
sistent.

Moreover, the results indicate that teachers
with less teaching experience held more posi-
tive attitudes in behavior and affective atti-
tudes than teachers with more teaching expe-
rience, whereas there was no significant rela-
tionship (p > .05) between teaching expe-
rience and cognitive attitudes. This finding is
consistent with the conclusion of De Boer,
Pijlb and Minnaerta (2011) that teachers with
less years of teaching experience held more
positive attitudes towards inclusive educa-
tion than teachers with many years of teach-
ing experience. However, Avramidis, Bayliss,
and Burden (2000), and Ernst (2006) found
that teachers’ teaching experience had no
significant impact on their cognitive, affec-
tive, and behavior attitudes. A literature re-
view by Avramidis and Norwich (2002) re-
vealed that some researchers reported that
teachers’ teaching experience had a negative
relationship with their attitudes towards in-
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clusion while others reported there was no
significant relationship between the two va-
riables.

The results also indicated that the teachers
who believed the best educational setting was
the resource room held more positive atti-
tudes towards inclusion than the teachers
who believed the best educational setting was
the self-contained class only in the affective
response to inclusion, whereas the differences
were not significant (P > .05) in their behavior
response and cognitive response to inclusion.

Moreover, the results indicated that the
teachers who believed the best educational
setting was the self-contained class held more
positive attitudes towards inclusion than the
teachers who believed the best educational
setting was the separate setting in all three
components of attitude. These findings were
expected and predicted. It is logical to hypo-
thesize that the teachers who believed that
the best educational setting is general educa-
tion classroom hold more positive attitudes
towards inclusion than the teachers who be-
lieved that the best educational setting is the
separate setting or self-contained class.

It is worth mentioning that these educational
“settings (separate setting, self-contained class,
resource room, and general education)
represent the continuum of special education
from the most restrictive educational place-
ment to the least restrictive educational
placement.

Implications: The current study identified
the regular education teachers’ attitudes to-
wards educating students with disabilities in
the general education classroom, identified
the regular education teachers’ preference of
the best educational settings for educating
students with disabilities, and the influence
of teacher’s related variables (gender, teach-
ing experience, educational settings prefe-
rence) on their attitudes towards inclusion.
These findings are beneficial for Omani
school administrators in planning for the im-
plementation of inclusive education. Finally,
the findings of this study add to the limited
number of studies based on the conceptuali-
zation of attitude as a tri component evalua-
tion consisting of cognitive, affective, and be-
havioral intention.

Recommendations: Further assessment of
Omani teachers’ perceived self- efficacy in

——

625

2014

teaching students with disabilities in the gen-
eral education classroom; and its impact on
their attitudes towards inclusion and educa-
tional settings preference are highly recom-
mended.

Limitations: The sample was not selected
randomly, but involved regular education
teachers from all provinces of Oman who vo-
lunteered to participate in this study.
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