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Abstract
The study was conducted to analyze comportments of teachers towards practices in
inclusive environments of model schools in Pakistan. Under Federal Directorate of
Education, 16 model schools have been functioning as inclusive schools since 2007 in
Islamabad. These public model schools were transformed into inclusive schools with
collaboration of International Development Partners, Norway. Population of the study was
teachers teaching in the inclusive schools. Purposive and convenience sampling was used to
collect data from the teachers. To identify significant differences among teachers’
comportments based on demographics, quantitative techniques were used. The questionnaire
was rated on five point Likert scale. The instrument reliability was 0.83. Quantitative data
were collected from 196 teachers. One-way ANOVA was used for comparison on the basis of
teachers’ demographics. It was found that age, academic qualification and inclusive schools’
experience of teachers have no impact on teachers’ comportments towards involvements of
students, inclusive outcomes, parents’ involvement with children, teacher training, students’
assessment and available classroom facilities. On the other hand, professional qualification
and total experience of teachers have impact on students’ involvement and inclusive
outcomes respectively.
Keywords: Teachers’ comportments, practices, classrooms
Background of the study
Inclusion is a term that refers to
“the practice of educating students with
moderate to severe disabilities alongside
their chronological age peers without
disabilities in general classrooms within
their home neighbourhood schools”
(Alper, 2003, p. 15). According to
Foreman (2006), inclusive school fulfils
need of all children irrespective of their
level of ability or disability. Inclusion
means every child has a right to belong
and to share normal experiences with
family, neighbors and peers. All children
can learn and develop, working side-byside with peers with various skills and
abilities (Booth & Ainscow, 2002).
1, 2, 3

UNESCO (1994) states that inclusion or
participation is necessary to human
dignity, satisfaction and exercise of human
rights. The philosophical basis for
inclusive education then, becomes a belief
that all students should be included within
the traditional classrooms and provided
with the support and assistance needed to
succeed at a level that is appropriate for
the individual (Booth & Ainscow, 2002).
The hypothetical concepts are “associated
with the practice of full inclusion or why
others might favors a range of alternative
placement options from segregated to
integrated special settings for students with
special needs” (Zaretsky, 2005). These
theoretical concepts are: the psychomedical model, the sociological response,
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cultural approaches, school enhancement
strategies, and evaluation of disability
studies (Clough & Corbett, 2000). From
1950 to 1960, the psycho-medical model
was accepted. It basically saw disabilities
as “deficit” and in turn promoter special
(or separate) education for individuals with
disabilities. In this model, disabilities are
viewed as individual diseases which
require medical dealing. By 1960 and early
1970 and through this period educational
psychology was sustaining function in
developing the field of special, integrative
and inclusive education (Fulcher, 1989).
New approaches emerged, and it was
finally argued that special needs children
need to be taught in schools rather than in
different institutions (Long, Wood,
Littleton, Passenger, & Sheehy (2011).
The Sociological viewpoint emerged from
the analysis of the psycho-medical model.
The key movement of this viewpoint was
“social structure” rather than “individual
shortfall” (Clough & Corbett, 2000).
Psycho-medical perspectives saw special
educational needs as an individual's own
characteristics;
in
compare,
the
sociological perspective saw special needs
as the outcome of social structure
processes.
Global and Indigenous perspectives and
practices in inclusive environment
The Government of Pakistan
developed an “Education for All” (EFA)
policy in (2000) with achievement of the
target by 2015. This complies with The
United Nations eight development targets
widely known as the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs), which are to
be met by 2015 by all nations, and special
focus on poor nations. Out of the eight
MDGs, two are particularly concerned
with education; one is about universal
primary education (all children, boys or
girls should complete primary education),
and the other is concerned with 'equality'
between boys and girls and the
empowerment of women. It is agreed that
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all organizations, including the United
Nations, will give priority to education.
The philosophy of inclusive education
exists in various international and national
declarations : The United Nations
Conventions on the Rights of the Child
(UNCRC, 1989), the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization Declaration on Education for
All (UNESCO, 1990), the Salamanca
Statement and Framework for Action
(UNESCO, 1994), the Dakar Framework
for Education For All (2000), and the
Compulsory Primary Education Act
(1990), and UNESCO International
Conference on Education, held in Geneva
in November 2008 .
The Government of Pakistan is
trying to establish inclusive education at
primary level through educational projects
from the Ministry of Education and with
the
support
of
non-government
organizations (NGOs). There are many
NGOs running formal and informal
education program, for occurrence
targeting community schools.
Since
inclusive education is an emerging
phenomenon in Pakistan, and inclusion is
now being trialed in various projects
administered by the Government of
Pakistan with the help of others nongovernment organizations as well as
foreign agencies like IDP Norway, sight
savers Pakistan, and USAID (Rieser,
2012). McLeskey & Henry (1999)
concluded that students with disabilities
have been increasingly receiving special
education services in general education
classrooms all over the world. Therefore,
“special and general education teachers are
facing the challenge of providing services
in general education classrooms that were
historically provided in two different
educational settings.
Most of research on comportments,
explain that school teachers can have a
variety of attitudes such as positive,
negative, neutral, or both. Some research
reported that mainstream school teachers’
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attitudes towards inclusion are mixed.
From the variety of studies, most reported
that teachers possess positive attitudes or
views on inclusive education (Ali,
Mustapha & Jelas, 2006). Ali, Mustapha
and Jelas’s (2006) findings were that over
all teachers had encouraging attitudes
towards inclusive education and approved
that inclusive education strengthens social
dealings, while it decreases negative label
of special educational needs children.
Similarly, Dulció and Bakota (2009)
examined teachers’ views and found they
had helpful views towards the inclusion
process. Loreman, Forlin & Sharma (2007)
compared teachers’ attitudes from four
countries, using a questionnaire and found
that teachers are positive towards inclusive
education for children with special needs,
mainly with social, emotional and
behavioral disabilities. Ross-Hill (2009)
shared the same view after examining
different comportments of elementary and
secondary school teachers towards
inclusion, and how best to develop an
inclusive environment based on these
attitudes. The results point out that most
teachers either supported inclusion
practices in regular classrooms or did not
have strong views on inclusive education.
Chhabra, Srivastava and Srivastava (2010)
conducted a quantitative study in
Botswana that showed school teachers held
somewhat negative comportments. They
also found that teachers felt untrained and
were fearful to work with children who
have learning disabilities because they
insufficient knowledge about how to teach
in included settings. Meng (2008)
observed the attitudes of 252 school
teachers in both rural and urban China
towards inclusive education and found that
these attitudes were a mixture of negative,
neutral, and positive attitudes. Separate
special education was emphasized by those
participants who had shown negative
attitudes. Meng also found that urban
teachers had more negative attitudes
towards inclusion than rural teachers, and
that teachers’ attitudes were not influenced
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by assets, teaching year, or relevant special
education training.
Teachers’ knowledge is the key to
effectively implement any educational
program. Hodkinson (2005) strongly
believes that the completion of inclusive
education is conditional upon the way
individual teachers conceptualize an idea
or concept such as inclusive education.
Hodkinson (2006) reported that 40% of
participants conceptualized inclusive as
“education for all”. These participants
assumed that all mainstream schools
should be inclusive. In contrast, Leung &
Mak (2010) found that 60.8% of
participants interpreted inclusive education
as education concerning students with
special educational needs in mainstream
schools and program. Similarly, Gaad and
Khan (2007) found that teachers
insufficient knowledge and training to
address the needs of students with
disabilities in integrated settings.
As revealed previously, inclusive
education is a new idea in Pakistan, and
according to recent studies, its completion
is developing promisingly. The challenges,
including lack of equipment and
appropriate educational materials, lack of
teacher preparation, shortage of knowledge
of inclusive education and large sized
classrooms. According to Hassan, Parveen
& Nisa (2010), the place of a wide range
of students in the same classroom in
Pakistan gives rise to many challenges and
teachers should be prepared to muddle
through. Simple teaching resources that
could normally be produced locally, such
as maps, charts and other descriptive
devices are not available in many
educational institutions in developing
countries (Eleweke & Rodda, 2002). The
lack of facilities and teaching materials are
major barrier to the implementation of
inclusive education (Charema, 2007).
Kristensen (2003) suggested that the
production of low cost educational
materials could be a possible solution to
32
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this problem. However, sufficient funding
is required in order to purchase the suitable
teaching materials. Therefore, according to
Kristensen (2003) appropriate policies
which include adequate funding for
teaching materials are essential for the
successful implementation of inclusive
education. To implement inclusive
education in classrooms, it is important
that teachers provide an effective and
stimulating educational environment for all
pupils. In addition, teachers’ experiences
and training extensively influence attitudes
(Meng, 2008). In addition, support
personnel for training programs such as
audiologists, psychologists, speech and
language pathologists, communication
support workers and interpreters are scarce
in many developing countries (Eleweke &
Rodda, 2002).

through implementation of the programs.
The schools selected for inclusive purpose
were already working for general
education (Rieser, 2012). Based on
research conducted on general schools’
teachers, a need was evident to investigate
demographic differences based on
experiences teachers of model schools
where they are practicing inclusion. These
teachers were working in the nexus of
practicing inclusion in classes and they
directly face the situation, hence, it was of
dire importance to investigate differences
among them based on their experiences.
Founded on the rationale of the study the
problem was originated to investigate
demographic differences based on
experiences of teachers in inclusive
classrooms of model schools in Pakistan.

Rationale and Problem of the Study

Objectives of the study

Currently a variety of programs of
inclusive education is being conducted and
implemented in Pakistan. One of these
initiatives is to ensure Education for All,
including children with special educational
needs, in mainstream schools (Ministry of
Education, 2008). Hassan & Parveen
(2012) conclude ordinary classroom
teachers deny including students with
severe disabilities in classrooms of
ordinary schools in Pakistan. The study
showed teachers also argue that there is no
need to include students with disabilities in
ordinary classroom because separate
institutions are well equipped for the
children in Pakistan. Implementation of
inclusive education in selected number of
schools in Islamabad started in 2007 with
the collaboration of Federal Directorate of
Education (Islamabad), Directorate of
Special Education (Islamabad), the Sight
Savers Pakistan and IDP (International
development partners) Norway. The
purpose of the project was to create
awareness about inclusion and remove the
barriers of learning, development, and
participation in schools and communities

The aim of the study was to
identify the demographic differences
existing in their experiences through
teaching in inclusive classrooms. It is
related with students and parents’
involvement, inclusive outcomes, teachers’
training, students’ assessment, and
classroom resources with respect to
gender, age, teachers’ academic and
professional
qualifications,
and
experiences in and outside inclusive
classrooms. Following were the objectives
to investigate demographic differences
based on comportments of teachers
towards:
1. the extent of students’ involvement
with their counterparts in inclusive
classes
2. the extent of parents’ involvement
with children
3. the ways of teachers’ assessment
concerning students and students’
outcomes
4. available facilities and teachers’
training to teach in inclusive
classes.
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Research Questions
1. In what ways significant difference
based on teachers’ age-groups
exists
towards
students’
involvement, inclusive outcomes,
parents’ involvement, teachers’
training, students’ assessment and
available facilities in inclusive
classes?
2. In what ways significant difference
based
on
academic
and
professional qualification exists in
teachers’ comportments towards
students’ involvement, inclusive
outcomes, parents’ involvement,
students’ assessment and teachers’
training and facilities available in
inclusive classrooms?
3. In what ways significant difference
based
on
inclusive
school
experience exists in teachers’
comportments towards students’
involvement, inclusive outcomes,
parents’ involvement with children,
teachers’ training and students’
assessment.
4. In what ways significant difference
based on total experience of
teachers exists in teachers’
comportments towards students’
involvement, inclusive outcomes,
parents’ involvement with children,
teachers’ training and students’
assessment.
Significance
The focus of the study was on
demographic differences based on
teachers’ practices in inclusive classrooms.
Teachers may derive benefits from the
study and may be able to teach all students
in the same classroom if proper training is
provided. Through the study both male and
female teachers may increase their
awareness about the significant differences
that may exist about active learning
environment for all students including
students
with
disabilities. Further,
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knowledge may be enhanced about
demographic differences that may exist
regarding teachers’ attitudes towards
inclusion, barriers towards inclusive
education, parents’ involvement in
inclusive
education,
students’
involvement, assessment in inclusive
classroom and proper teaching training for
inclusive classes. Further, the study poses
recommendations which may provide
incentives for conducting research in
inclusive education by comparing ordinary
and inclusive schools in Pakistan.
Population and Sampling
All male and female teachers of 16
inclusive education schools were targeted
for the research study. The researchers used
purposive and convenient sampling for
selecting teachers. For data collection,
inclusive schools were selected from
Islamabad (Pakistan) as there were 16
schools working for Inclusive purpose and
these also fulfill the purpose of the study.
The researchers visited schools and selected
sample with the help of the school-head
teachers. The sample was 196 inclusive
school's teachers. Among them, 188 were
female and 8 participants were male.
Response rate was 83.05 %.
Data Collection Instrument
The instrument for data collection
was a questionnaire developed in-line with
the guidelines provided in the index of
inclusion (Booth & Ainscow (2002).
Before collecting the final data, the
researcher conducted a pilot study to
ensure the reliability and quality of the
questionnaire. From three schools, 30
inclusive school teachers were selected for
pilot testing. These quantitative data were
analyzed in SPSS (ver.17). Reliability was
0.83, where reliability of students’
involvement was 0.75, inclusive outcomes
0.84, parents involvement 0.85, teachers’
training 0.84, students assessment 0.87 and
reliability of resources availability 0.85.
After the completion of instrument’s
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validity and reliability process, 39 items
were finalized. The researchers provided
participants the instructions required to
complete the questionnaire. Participants
rated their responses on five-point Likert
scale. Prior, researchers were granted
permission from the Federal Directorate of
Education, Islamabad to visit and collect
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data from the schools.
Data Analysis
Participant’s demographics’ data
were analyzed through descriptive analysis
and statistical differences were calculated
by using t-test and one-way ANOVA.

Table 1:Gender-wise frequency distribution
Gender
Male
Female
Total

Table 1 shows the frequency distribution
of respondent according to gender. In this
study, 95.91% (N=188) of the respondents
were females and 4.08% (N=8) male. It

Frequency
8
188
196

%
4.09 %
95.91%
100%

showed that at the primary level most of
the female teachers were teaching in
inclusive schools.

Table 2: Age-wise frequency distribution
Age group
Less than 25 year
(26-35)
(36-45)
(46-55)
Above 55
Total

Table 2 shows the frequency distribution
of respondent according to their age. In
this study, 50.5% (N=99) of the
respondents were between the age group of

Frequency
7
99
64
20
6
196

%
3.6
50.5
32.7
10.2
3.1
100

26-35 years; 32.7% (N=64) were between
the age group of 36-45 years; 10.2%
(N=20) were between age group of 46-55
years; 3.6% (N=7) were under the age of
25. Only 3.1% (N=6) of the respondents
were above 55 years of age.

Table 3: Academic qualification-wise frequency distribution
Educational level
F.A/F.Sc
B.A/B.Sc
M.A/M.Sc
M. Phil/PhD
Total

Frequency
21
76
96
3
196

%
10.7
38.8
49.0
1.5
100.0

(N=76) B.A /B.Sc; 10.7% (N=21) F.A
Table 3 shows the frequency distribution
/F.Sc and 1.5% (N=3) respondents were
of respondents according to academic
M.Phil /PhD.
qualification. In this study 49% (N=96)
respondents were M.A / M.Sc; 38.8%
Table 4: Professional qualification-wise frequency distribution
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Educational level

Frequency

%

C.T
T.T.C
B.Ed/BSEd
M.Ed
MA Edu
Total

38
6
112
38
2
196

19.4
3.1
57.1
19.4
1.0
100.0

(N=38); M.Ed; 3.1% (N=6) T.T.C
Table 4 shows the frequency distribution
(Teaching Training certificates). Only 1%
of respondents according to professional
(N=2) respondents were M.A Education.
qualification. In this study 57.1% (N=112)
respondents were B.Ed/B.S.Ed; 19.4%
Table 5: Inclusive schools’ experience-wise frequency distribution
Total number of years of teaching
experience
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

Frequency

%

13
30
42
31
32
17
31
196

6.6
15.3
21.4
15.8
16.3
8.7
15.8
100

15.8% (N=31) four and seven years;
Table 5 shows the frequency distribution
15.3% (N=30) two years; 8.7% (17) six
of respondents according to years of
years. Only 6.6% (N=13) respondents had
teaching experiences in inclusive school.
one year of teaching experience in
In this study 21.4% (N=42) respondents
inclusive schools..
had three years of teaching experience in
inclusive school; 16.3% (N=32) five years;
Table 6: Non-inclusive schools’ experience-wise (non-inclusive schools) frequency
distribution
Total number of years of teaching
experience
less than one
(1 to 5)
(6 to 10)
(11 to 15)
(16 to 20)
(21 to 25)
(26 to 30)
Total

Table 6 shows the frequency distribution
of
total
teaching
experience
of
respondents. In this study 33.1% (N=46)
had 1-5 years teaching experience; 23.5%

Frequency

%

5
65
46
28
22
22
8
196

2.6
33.1
23.5
14.2
11.2
11.2
4.1
100.0

(N=46) 6-10; 14.8% (N=28) 11-15; 11.2%
(N=22) 16-20; 21-25; 4.1% (N=8) 26-30
years. Only 2.6% (N=5) respondents had
less than one year teaching experience.

Table 7:ANOVA comparison of teachers’ comportments (age-wise) about students’
involvement in inclusive
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Age of respondents
less than 25
(26-35)
(36-45)
(46-55)
above 55
Total

N
7
99
64
20
6
196

Table 7 shows that F value (3.154) is
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was calculated that there

1(1)

2014

df

F

Sig.

4

3.154

.015

significant difference exists in the mean
scores of students’ involvements with
respect to respondents’ age.

Table 8: ANOVA comparison of teachers (age-wise) about inclusive outcomes
Age of respondents
less than25
(26-35)
(36-45)
(46-55)
above 55
Total

N
7
99
64
20
6
196

Table 8 shows that F value (.296) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was calculated that there

df

F

Sig.

4

.296

.880

exists no significant difference in the mean
scores of inclusive outcomes with respect
to respondents’ age.

Table 9: ANOVA comparison of teachers’ comportments (age-wise) about parents
involvement with children
Age of respondents
less than25
(26-35)
(36-45)
(46-55)
above 55
Total

N
7
99
64
20
6
196

Table 9 shows that F value (.717) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was calculated that there

df

F

Sig.

4

.717

.581

exists no significant difference in the mean
scores of parents’ involvement with
respect to respondents’ age.

Table 10: ANOVA comparison of teachers (age-wise) about teachers’ training
Age of respondents
less than25
(26-35)
(36-45)
(46-55)
above 55
Total

N
7
99
64
20
6
196

Table 10 shows that F value (.1.159) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.

df

F

Sig.

4

1.159

.330

Therefore, it was calculated that exists no
significant difference in the mean scores of
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training

with
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to
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respondents’ age.

Table 11: ANOVA comparison of teachers’ comportments (age-wise) about students’
assessments in inclusive classroom

Age of respondents
less than25
(26-35)
(36-45)
(46-55)
above 55
Total

N
7
99
64
20
6
196

Table 11 shows that F value (.433) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.

df

F

Sig.

4

.433

.785

Therefore, it was calculated that there
exists no significant difference in the mean
scores of students’ assessment with respect
to respondents’ age.

Table 12: ANOVA comparison of teachers’ comportments (age-wise) about facilities
available in classroom
Respondents age
less than25
(26-35)
(36-45)
(46-55)
above 55
Total

N
7
99
64
20
6
196

Table 12 shows that F value (1.333) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was calculated that there

df

F

Sig.

4

1.333

.259

exists no significant difference in the mean
scores of classroom facilities with respect
to respondents’ age.

Table 13: ANOVA comparison of teachers’ comportments (academic qualification-wise)
about students’ involvement in inclusive classroom

Academic qualification of respondents
F.A/F.Sc
B.A/B.Sc
M.A/M.Sc
M. Phil/PhD
Total

N
21
76
96
3
196

df

F

Sig.

4

.080

.971

scores of students’ involvement with
Table 13 shows that F value (.080) is not
respect
to
respondents’
academic
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
qualification.
Therefore, it was anticipated that there
exists no significant difference in the mean
Table 14: ANOVA comparison of teachers’ comportments (academic qualification-wise)
about inclusive outcomes
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Academic qualification of respondents
F.A/F.Sc
B.A/B.Sc
M.A/M.Sc
M. Phil/PhD
Total

Table 14 shows that F value (.059) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was anticipated that there

N
21
76
96
3
196

Df

F

Sig.

4

.059

.981

exists no significant difference in the mean
scores of inclusive outcomes with respect
to respondents’ academic qualification.

Table 15:ANOVA comparison of teachers (academic qualification-wise) about parents’
involvement with children
Academic qualification of
respondents
F.A/F.Sc
B.A/B.Sc
M.A/M.Sc
M. Phil/PhD
Total

N
21
76
96
3
196

df

F

Sig.

4

1.172

.322

scores of parents’ involvement with
Table 15 shows that F value (1.172) is not
respect
to
respondents’
academic
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
qualification.
Therefore, it was calculated that there
exists no significant difference in the mean
Table 16:ANOVA comparison of teachers’ comportments (academic qualification-wise)
about teachers’ training
Academic qualification of respondents
F.A/F.Sc
B.A/B.Sc
M.A/M.Sc
M. Phil/PhD
Total

N
21
76
96
3
196

Table 16shows that F value (1.041) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was calculated that there

df

F

Sig.

3

1.041

.376

exists no significant difference in the mean
scores of teacher training with respect to
respondents’ academic qualification.

Table 17:ANOVA comparison of teachers’ comportments(academic qualification-wise)
about students’ assessment
Academic qualification of
respondents
F.A/F.Sc
B.A/B.Sc
M.A/M.Sc
M. Phil/PhD
Total

N
21
76
96
3
196

Table 17 shows that F value (.130) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was calculated that there

df

F

Sig.

3

.130

.942

exists no significant difference in the mean
scores of students’ assessment with respect
to respondents’ academic qualification.
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Table 18:ANOVA comparison of teachers’ comportments (academic qualificationwise)about facilities available in inclusive classroom

Academic qualification of respondents
F.A/F.Sc
B.A/B.Sc
M.A/M.Sc
M. Phil/PhD
Total

Table 18 shows that F value (.035) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was calculated that there

N Df
F
21
76
96 3 .035
3
196

Sig.

.991

exists no significant difference in the mean
scores of classroom facilities with respect
to respondents’ academic qualification.

Table 19: ANOVA comparison of teachers (professional qualification-wise) about students’
involvement
Professional qualification of respondents
C.T
T.T.C
B.Ed/BSEd
M.Ed
MA Edu
Total

Table 19 shows that F value (1.569) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.

N
38
6
112
38
2
196

df

F

Sig.

4

1.569

.184

Therefore, it was calculated that there
exists no significant difference among the
mean scores of students’ involvement with
respect to respondents’ professional
qualification.

Table 20: ANOVA comparison of teachers (professional qualification-wise)about inclusive
outcomes on the basis of their professional qualifications

Professional qualification of respondents
C.T
T.T.C
B.Ed/BSEd
M.Ed
MA Edu
Total

Table 20 shows that F value (1.153) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.

N
38
6
112
38
2
196

df

F

Sig.

4

1.153

.333

Therefore, it was calculated that there
exists no significant difference in the mean
scores of inclusive outcomes with respect
to respondents’ professional qualification.
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Table 21: ANOVA comparison of teachers’ comportments (professional qualification-wise)
about parents’ involvement with children

Professional qualification of respondents
C.T
T.T.C
B.Ed/BSEd
M.Ed

N
38
6
112

MA Edu

2

Total

196

38

df

F

Sig.

4

2.478

.046

scores of parents’ involvements with
Table 21 shows that F value (2.478) is
respect to respondents’ professional
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
qualification.
Therefore, it was calculated that there
exists significant difference in the mean
Table 22: ANOVA comparison of teachers (professional qualification-wise) about teaching
training
Professional qualification of respondents
C.T
T.T.C
B.Ed/BSEd
M.Ed
MA Edu
Total

Table 22 shows that F value (1.629) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was calculated that there

N
38
6
112
38
2
196

df

F

Sig.

4

1.629

.169

exists no significant difference in the mean
scores of teacher training with respect to
respondents’ professional qualification.

Table 23: ANOVA comparison of teachers (professional qualification-wise) about students’
assessment
Professional qualification of respondent
C.T
T.T.C
B.Ed/BSEd

N
38
6
112

M.Ed

38

MA Edu

df

F

Sig.

3

1.120

.348

2
Total

Table 23 shows that F value (1.120) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was calculated that there

196

exists no significant difference in the mean
scores of students’ assessment with respect
to respondents’ professional qualification.

Table 24: ANOVA comparison of teachers (professional qualification-wise) about facilities
in classroom
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Professional qualification of respondent
C.T
T.T.C
B.Ed/BSEd
M.Ed
MA Edu
Total

Table 24 shows that F value (1.596) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was calculated that there

2014

N
38
6
112
38
2
196

df

F

Sig.

4

1.596

.177

exists no significant difference in the mean
scores of classroom facilities with respect
to respondents’ professional qualification.

Table 25: ANOVA comparison of teachers (experience-wise) about students’ involvement in
classroom
Teaching experience in inclusive school
One year
Two year
Three year
Four year
Five year
Six year
Seven year
Total

N
13
30
42
31
32
17
31
196

df

F

Sig.

6

.732

.624

scores of students’ involvement with
Table 25 shows that F value (.732) is not
respect to respondents’ years of experience
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
in inclusive school.
Therefore, it was calculated that there
exists no significant difference in the mean
Table 26: ANOVA comparison of teachers (experience-wise) about inclusive outcomes
Teaching experience in inclusive school
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
Six
Seven
Total

Table 26 shows that F value (.607) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was calculated that there
exists no significant difference in the mean

N
13
30
42
31
32
17
31
196

df

F

Sig.

6

.607

.724

scores of inclusive outcomes with respect
to respondents’ years of experience in
inclusive school.

Table 27: ANOVA comparison of teachers (experience-wise) about parents’ involvement
with children
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Teaching experience in inclusive school
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
Six
Seven
Total

Table 27 shows that F value (1.415) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was calculated that there

2014

N
13
30
42
31
32
17
31
196

df

F

Sig.

6

1.415

.211

exists no significant difference in the mean
scores of parents’ involvement with
respect to respondents’ years of experience
in inclusive school.

Table 28: ANOVA comparison of teachers (experience-wise) about teachers’ training
Teaching experience in inclusive school
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
Six
Seven
Total

N
13
30
42
31
32
17
31
196

df

F

Sig.

6

.655

.686

scores of teacher trainingwith respect to
Table 28 shows that F value (1.415) is not
respondents’ years of experience in
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
inclusive school.
Therefore, it was calculated that there
exists no significant difference in the mean
Table 29: ANOVA comparison of teachers(experience-wise) about students’ assessment
Teaching experience in inclusive school
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
Six
Seven
Total

Table 29 shows that F value (1.557) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance.
Therefore, it was calculated that there
exists no significant difference in the mean

N
13
30
42
31
32
17
31
196

df

F

Sig.

6

1.557

.162

scores of students’ assessment with respect
to respondents’ years of teaching
experience in inclusive school.

Table 30: ANOVA comparison of teachers (experience-wise) about students’ involvement
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Total years teaching experience
less than one
(1 to 5)
(6 to 10)
(11 to 15)
(16 to 20)
(21 to 25)
(26 to 30)
Total

Table 30 shows that F value (1.161) is not
significant at 0.05level of significance,
therefore, it was calculated that there exists
no significant difference in the mean
scores of students’ involvement with

1(1)

2014

N
5
65
46
28
22
22
8
196

Df

F

Sig.

6

1.161

.329

respect to respondents’ total years of
teaching experience.

Table 31: ANOVA comparison of teachers (experience-wise) about inclusive outcomes
Total years teaching experience
less than one
(1 to 5)
(6 to 10)
(11 to 15)
(16 to 20)
(21 to 25)
(26 to 30)
Total

N
5
65
46
28
22
22
8
196

Df

F

Sig.

6

2.269

.039

scores of inclusive outcomes with respect
Table 31 shows that F value (2.269) is
to respondents’ total years of teaching
significant at 0.05level of significance.
experience.
Therefore, it was calculated that there
exists significant difference in the mean
Table 32: ANOVA comparison of teachers (experience-wise) about teaching training
Total years teaching experience
less than one
(1 to 5)
(6 to 10)
(11 to 15)
(16 to 20)
(21 to 25)
(26 to 30)
Total

Table 32 shows that F value (.848) is not
significant at 0.05 levels of significance. It
was calculated that there was no
significant difference among the mean
scores of teachers training with respect to

N
5
65
46
28
22
22
8
196

respondents’
experience.

df

F

Sig.

6

.848

.534

total

years

of

teaching
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Findings
Analysis of data facilitates in deriving
some useful findings of the study. These
findings are not only based on answers of
the research questions but also channelize
recommendations which further suggest
corners to conduct future research.
Following are the findings of the study:
1. It was found that there was no agewise significant difference in
teachers’ comportments about
inclusive
outcomes,
parents’
involvement with children, teacher
training, students’ assessment and
available classroom facilities and
resources
except
students’
involvement
in
inclusive
classroom.
2. It was found that there was no
academic
qualification-wise
significance difference in teachers’
comportments about students’
involvement, inclusive outcomes,
parents’ involvement, teachers’
training, students’ assessment, and
available classroom facilities.
3. It was found that there was no
professional
qualification-wise
significant mean difference of
teachers’ comportments about
inclusive
outcomes,
parents’
involvement
with
children,
teachers’
training,
students’
assessment,
and
available
classroom
facilities
except
students’ involvement in inclusive
classroom.
4. It was found that there was no
inclusive school’s experience-wise
significant mean difference in
teachers’ comportments about
students’ involvement, inclusive
outcomes, parents’ involvement
with children, teachers’ training,
students’ assessment, and students’
involvement
in
inclusive
classroom.

1(1)

2014

5. It was found that there was no
significant difference based on total
experience of teachers about
teachers’ training to teach inclusive
classes but significant difference
exists about inclusive outcomes.
Conclusion
Based on the findings of the study,
the age of teachers makes no impact on
teachers’ comportments about inclusive
outcomes, parents’ involvement with
children, teacher training, students’
assessment and available classroom
facilities and resources except students’
involvement in inclusive classes which
needs further qualitative exploration to get
insight of the phenomena. Further,
academic qualifications and inclusive
schools’ experiences of teachers have no
links with their comportments about
students’ involvement, inclusive outcomes,
parents’ involvement with children with
and without special education needs,
teachers’ training to teach in inclusive
classes,
students’
assessment,
and
available facilities. Similarly, professional
qualification of teachers have no links with
their comportments about inclusive
outcomes, parents’ involvement with
children with and without special
education needs , teachers’ training to
teach in inclusive classes, students’
assessment, and available facilities except
students’ involvement. Total experiences
of teachers have no impact on teachers’
comportments
about
students’
involvement, parents’ involvement with
children with and without special
education needs, teachers’ training to teach
inclusive classes, students’ assessment,
and available facilities except inclusive
outcomes which also needs further
qualitative exploration to get insight of the
phenomena.
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