
Paola Aiello, Associate Professor in “Special Pedagogy and Didactics” at the Department of Humani-
ties, Philosophy and Education of the University of Salerno, is the author of the paper. Erika Marie
Pace, PhD student in “Didactic Corporealities, Technology and Inclusion” at the Department of Hu-
manities, Philosophy and Education of the University of Salerno, is the co-author of the paper and
the author of the section “Introduction to the research”. Dimiter M. Dimitrov, Ph.D., Professor Emer-
itus at George Mason University, USA, and Senior Psychometrician at the National Center for Assess-
ment in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, was responsible for the data analysis and is the author of the sections
“Data Analysis” and “Results”. Maurizio Sibilio, Full Professor in “Special Pedagogy and Didactics” at
the Department of Humanities, Philosophy and Education of the University of Salerno, is the scientific
coordinator of the research. 

13

A study on the perceptions 
and efficacy towards inclusive practices of teacher trainees

Indagine sulle percezioni e sull’efficacia dei docenti
in formazione verso un agire didattico inclusivo

This paper presents a study on the implicit
dimensions that influence teacher agency
and is aimed at investigating the teachers’
sentiments, attitudes, concerns and percei-
ved levels of efficacy to implement inclusive
practices. The sample comprised in two
groups: the first included 221 pre-service
teachers undergoing training to teach in se-
condary schools and the second were 131
in-service teachers following a course to ob-
tain the learning support teachers’ warrant.
The TEIP and the SACIE-R scales were admi-
nistered to conduct the study. Results sho-
wed that the future learning support
teachers had generally higher scores than
the pre-service teachers. The positive attitu-
de of the former group towards inclusive
practices, however, seemed not to be linked
to their greater teaching experience but mo-
re likely to the characteristics of their course
of education. 

Keywords: agency, attitudes, inclusion, SA-
CIE-R scale, teacher efficacy, TEIP scale 

Questo lavoro presenta uno studio sulle di-
mensioni implicite che influenzano l’agire
didattico finalizzato ad indagare i sentimen-
ti, gli atteggiamenti, le preoccupazioni, e i li-
velli di percezione dei docenti circa la
propria efficacia nell’implementare pratiche
inclusive. Il campione è stato suddiviso in
due gruppi, il primo comprendente 221 cor-
sisti del Tirocinio Formativo Attivo e il se-
condo costituito da 131 partecipanti al corso
di specializzazione per insegnanti di soste-
gno. Per condurre l’indagine sono state
somministrate due scale: la scala TEIP e la
scala SACIE-R. I risultati hanno mostrato che
i futuri insegnanti di sostegno del campione
raggiungono generalmente punteggi più al-
ti. Tuttavia, sembrerebbe che l’atteggiamen-
to positivo di questi docenti non risulti
essere legato alla loro esperienza di inse-
gnamento, bensì alle caratteristiche dei per-
corsi della loro formazione. 

Parole chiave: agentività, atteggiamenti, in-
clusione, scala TEIP, scala SACIE-R, teacher
efficacy 
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1. Introduction

Having gained worldwide recognition as an effective way to guarantee the success
of all students (Armstrong, Armstrong, & Spandagou, 2010), the need to promote
inclusion in educational contexts has raised interest in studying the variables that
impinge on the implementation of inclusive teaching practices. Studies have con-
centrated on the implicit and explicit components that influence teacher agency.
These include cognitive, affective and environmental factors which, within a tri-
adic system of causation, render teachers agents of change. As outlined in Ban-
dura’s Social Cognitive Theory “[p]ersons are neither autonomous agents nor
simply mechanical conveyers of animating environmental influences. Rather, they
make causal contribution to their own motivation and action within a system of
triadic reciprocal causation” (1989, p. 1175). Linked to this vision of teachers as
“change agents” are studies showing that teachers are one of the most significant
in-school factors influencing student achievement (Avrimidis & Norwich, 2002;
Hattie, 2009; OECD 2009, 2014a, EADSNE, 2012), stimulating educational re-
search not only to identify the key competences, intended as the combination of
knowledge, skills and understanding, but also to bring to light certain implicit di-
mensions that influence teaching and its effectiveness. 

With regard to this latter aspect, research on practices aimed at understanding
what exactly the teacher does while teaching and what happens in real teaching
practices (Altet, 2006; Laneve, 2011; Perla, 2010), moves away from educational
research aimed at demonstrating the influence of theories on teaching practices.
This is because the focus of such research is that of making teaching practice
emerge as a form of knowledge, epistemologically different from explicit knowl-
edge and able to bring about learning (Perla, 2010). In fact, gradually, more and
more research turned to studying action in teaching as a complex object and sub-
ject of knowledge (Rivoltella, 2012; Rivoltella, 2014; Rossi, 2011; Sibilio, 2014).
This led to consider teaching as the result of the interaction between natural and
environmental factors and includes all personal characteristics such as beliefs, at-
titudes, opinions, motivation and values that confer a specific intention. As a result,
educational research can’t afford not to take into account such a perspective when
redefining the training models within an inclusive paradigm.    

In fact, despite empirical research providing evidence of the benefits of inclu-
sive approaches in school contexts, the acceptance of the concept of inclusion and
its implementation on behalf of educators still cannot be ensured (Avramidis, Nor-
wich, 2002). For this reason further research on the main factors influencing the
effective implementation of inclusive practices needs to be conducted in order to
investigate the manifest and latent variables that may hinder or promote changes
in classroom and teaching practices.
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2. Research on Sentiments, Attitudes, Concerns and Teacher Efficacy towards
Inclusive Education in Italian Contexts

On the basis of such reflections and findings, for the past two years, research has
also been undertaken by the Department of Humanities, Philosophy and Educa-
tion at the University of Salerno on the correlation between a number of variables
and teachers’ willingness to implement inclusive practices (Aiello, Di Gennaro,
Dimitrov, Pace, Zollo, Sibilio, 2016; Aiello, Sharma, Sibilio, 2016; Pace, Aiello,
2016; Pace, 2017; Sharma, Aiello, Pace, Round, Subban, 2017; Aiello et al., 2017;
Hecht, Aiello, Pace, Sibilio, 2017). Besides identifying the factors that may influ-
ence teachers to change their teaching methods and the strategies to adopt more
inclusive and innovative approaches, the research is being carried out with the
aim of identifying methods and tools used on an international level to measure
such latent variables. Moreover, the availability of validated questionnaires that
can be used within the Italian context will not only provide insight into the Italian
scenario but also offer the possibility of comparing data on an international level. 

Results from a literature search conducted have shown that quantitative research
approaches have predominantly been used (Fiorucci, 2014; Saloviita, 2015; Tschan-
nen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, Hoy, 1998). In fact since the 70s, in a time when inclusive
education was still in its outset in Italy and worldwide, a significant number of scales
have been designed to measure the correlation between an array of variables influ-
encing action in the presence of students with disability or specific educational and
learning needs among all stakeholders, from teachers to school staff and parents.
Some examples of these scales include the Attitudes towards Mainstreaming Scale
(Berryman, Neal, 1980), the Attitudes towards Inclusive Education Scale (Wilczenski,
1992), Bandura’s Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale (1997), the Concerns about Inclusive Ed-
ucation Scale (Sharma, Desai, 2002), the Multidimensional Attitudes toward Inclusive
Education Scale (Mahat, 2008) and the Perceived School Support for Inclusive Educa-
tion Scale (Ahmmed, Sharma, Deppeler, 2013), to name a few (Pace, Aiello, 2016). 

The data available on Italian teachers with regards to self and teacher efficacy
in relation to inclusive practices is relatively new compared to other variables, such
as attitudes and concerns. In fact, the most detailed studies available include the
two editions of the Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) (OECD,
2009, 2014a, 2014b). These large-scale studies analysed the relationship between
demographic variables and the teachers’ feelings regarding job satisfaction and
self-efficacy. On a local level, Biasi, Domenici, Capobianco, Patrizi (2014) carried
out a study using the Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale by Tschannen Moran and Woolfolk
Hoy (2001). The translated version was administered to collect data on the impact
of a professional development course on ICT-oriented integrated teaching strate-
gies on teacher efficacy. Both the TALIS and the Biasi et al. studies examined gen-
eral teacher efficacy and tapped three main factors: instruction, classroom
management and student engagement. 

Studies on attitudes towards mainstreaming, integration and inclusion has a
longer history in Italy. Since the late 70s, Vianello in collaboration with various
other researchers conducted both qualitative and quantitative studies on teachers’
attitudes. Some of the most salient results summarised in the chapter by Vianello,
Lanfranchi, Moalli and Pulina (2015, p. 18) include:

– teachers who had direct contact and experience seem to have fewer concerns
than teachers who have little or no experience. This concerns all types of dis-
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ability or special educational need except for students with socio-cultural dis-
advantage (Vianello, 1999 in Vianello et al., 2015);

– the type of disability influences the teachers’ opinions, especially those students
with mental or physical disability;

– the main cause of concern is students’ behavioural problems and the level of
disruption that they may cause.  

The fact that more direct contact with the disabled child reduces concerns,
also emerged in the results from other research conducted by Castellini, Mega,
Vianello (1995; Mega, Castellini, Vianello, 1997, in Vianello et al., 2015) using the
Attitude towards Mainstreaming Scale (Larivee, Cook, 1979). Moreover, these stud-
ies provided insight into the differences in attitudes between General Education
(GE) teachers and Learning Support (LS) teachers, with the latter having a more
positive attitude. Furthermore, GE teachers teaching in nursery and primary
schools had a more positive attitude than their colleagues teaching in lower sec-
ondary schools. Balboni and Pedrabissi (2000), in a research involving 678 teachers
and which examined attitudes of  GE and LS teachers towards the inclusion of stu-
dents with mental retardation, concluded that LS teachers “were the most
favourable, that school teachers with inclusion experience had a more positive at-
titude and, compared with teachers without such experience, were not negatively
affected by age and years of service” (p. 148). Worth noting is that the correlation
between the teachers’ age and attitudes had also been analysed in the studies con-
ducted by Cornoldi, Terreni, Scruggs and Mastropieri (1998) two years earlier,
reaching the same conclusions. This highlights the need for support to and train-
ing of teachers teaching at higher levels of education, if inclusive practices are to
be guaranteed throughout a child’s years of compulsory schooling. In fact, accord-
ing to the teachers involved in the various studies, the provision of professional
development courses, resources, time and more cooperation between the LS and
GE teachers are the main factors identified to facilitate the implementation of in-
clusive practices (Balboni, Pedrabissi, 2000; Cornoldi, Terreni, Scruggs, Mas-
tropieri, 1998; Devecchi, Dettori, Doveston, Sedgwick, Jament, 2012; Vianello et
al., 2015).

Interestingly, the results reported in the research conducted among teachers
in Campania (Aiello et al., 2016) were in line with those described in the studies
carried out nearly 20 years earlier. In this study the correlation between the latent
variables (sentiments, attitudes, concerns, teacher efficacy) and a number of de-
mographic variables of 437 teachers from 4 of the 5 provinces in the Campania
region were explored. Further, the differences in attitudes between LS and GE
teachers as well as the levels in which they teach were analysed, using two scales
specifically designed for inclusive contexts: the Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns
towards Inclusive Education - Revised (SACIE-R) Scale (Forlin, Earle, Loreman,
Sharma, 2011) and the Teacher Efficacy to Implement Inclusive Practices (TEIP)
Scale (Sharma, Loreman and Forlin, 2012). Results showed that the level of efficacy
was high among the respondents and that there was a positive correlation between
teacher efficacy and attitudes towards inclusive education among primary and
lower secondary school teachers. Similarly, research conducted in Northern Italy
(Fondazione Giovanni Agnelli, 2010; Ianes, Demo, Zambotti, 2010) demonstrated
that teachers had high percepts of efficacy and showed a positive attitude towards
the integration of students with disability in mainstream schools. 
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3. Introduction to the Research

The study presented in this paper was conducted in 2015 with two groups of par-
ticipants. The first group of respondents were student-teachers who enrolled in a
teacher education course to obtain the warrant to teach in secondary schools,
while the second group involved in-service general education teachers participat-
ing in a course for the warrant of learning support teachers. 

The research questions (RQ) that guided the study were:   

– RQ1. Are there any differences between the students preparing to teach as gen-
eral education teachers in secondary schools and those preparing to teach as
learning support teachers on the latent factors of efficacy, sentiments, attitudes,
and concerns?

– RQ2. Do the levels of teacher efficacy and attitudes change with teaching ex-
perience?

– RQ3. What are the relationships among the latent factors of sentiments, atti-
tudes, concerns and efficacy when examined separately for teachers in second-
ary schools and those preparing to teach as learning support teachers?

A questionnaire divided into three sections was administered during the
course. The first section aimed at collecting data regarding the respondents’ de-
mographic data;  the second and third sections were the SACIE-R and TEIP scales
respectively. Since the same scales had been used for a previous study (Aiello et
al., 2016) and their translation and administration had already been approved by
the authors of the original scales, minor modifications were required in order to
ensure clarity of items and conform to the anchors of the original scales – a four-
point Likert scale for the SACIE-R scale and a six-point Likert scale for the TEIP
scale (See Appendix 1 for the revised translated version of the scales as adminis-
tered in this study).  

The SACIE-R scale (Forlin et al., 2011) is a revised version of the SACIE scale
and is composed of 15 items selected from the Attitudes Towards Inclusive Educa-
tion scale (ATIES; Wilczenski, 1992); a revised version of the Interaction with Dis-
abled Persons (IDP) scale (Gething, 1992); and the Concerns about Inclusive
Education Scale (CIES) (Sharma, Desai, 2002). This scale was designed with the
aim of measuring pre-service teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education, con-
cerns about inclusive education, and sentiments towards persons with disabilities.
The TEIP scale (Sharma et al., 2012) includes 18 items apt to measure three core
areas of skills required for effective teaching in inclusive classrooms, namely: hav-
ing knowledge of content and pedagogy, managing classroom environment and
behaviour and the ability to work collaboratively with parents and paraprofession-
als (Sharma et al., 2012). The two scales were considered to be the most suitable
since both were designed specifically to measure latent variables that may influ-
ence teacher’s willingness to implement inclusive practices. 

4. Data Analysis

Sample
The sample was made up of 352 respondents and consisted of two main groups.
The first group was composed of 221 (63%) student-teachers who were attending
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a teacher education course to obtain the warrant to teach in secondary schools of
whom 65% (n=143) were females and 35% (n=78) were males. Ninety percent of
the sample were aged between 20 and 39 years and the majority (60%) had no ex-
perience in teaching. The remaining 40% were divided into 25% with less than
two years of teaching experience, 13% had taught for a period ranging between
two and four years, while 2% had more than 4 years of teaching experience. All
the respondents, except 1, held at least a university degree. 

The second group of respondents were 131 (37%) in-service general education
teachers participating in a course for the warrant of learning support teachers.
Seventy-five percent (n=98) were females and 25% (n=33) were males. The ma-
jority of the respondents (n=68, 52%) were in the 40-49 age range, while 25%
(n=33) were aged between 30 and 39 years, 20% (n=13) were over 50, while only
2% (n=3) were between 20 and 29 years of age. The teaching experience varied
widely from 2 to over 12 years.       

Variables and Scales
As previously outlined, two types of variables were involved in the analysis used
to address the research questions in this study – background variables and latent
factors of efficacy, sentiments, attitudes, and concerns. The background variables
of interest are (a) the grouping of the students to those  preparing to teach as gen-
eral education teachers in secondary schools and those preparing to teach as learn-
ing support teachers, and (b) levels of teaching experience (in years). The grouping
variable has two nominal categories labeled 1 = students preparing to teach as gen-
eral education teachers in secondary schools and 2 = students preparing to teach
as learning support teachers. The variable for years of teaching experience has six
ordinal categories, with values of 0 = none, 1 = less than 2 years, 2 = from 2 to 4
years, 3 = from 5 to 8 years, 4 = from 9 to 12 years, and 5 = more than 12 years.
The scores of the respondents on the latent variables are their true (error-free)
scores on six latent factors as measured by the scales TEIP (Efficacy in Managing
Behaviour [EMB], Efficacy in Collaboration [EC], Efficacy in Inclusive Instruction
[EII]) and SACIE-R (Sentiments, Attitudes and Concerns). 

Statistical Data Analysis
A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used first to test the data fit of a model
with six latent factors, (a) three efficacy factors underlying the TEIP data – EMB,
EC, and EII, and (b) three factors underlying the SACIE-R data – Sentiments, At-
titudes and Concerns. 

Upon validation of the six-factor CFA model, the first research question (RQ1)
was addressed by including the grouping variable of the respondents (1 = to teach
as general education teachers in secondary schools and 2 = to teach as learning
support teachers) in the CFA model as a covariate for each of the six latent factors
of the TEIP and SACIE-R scales. Likewise, the second research question (RQ2)
was addressed by using the six-level variable of teaching experience in the CFA
model as a covariate for each of the six latent factors of the TEIP and SACIE-R
scales. Finally, the third research question (QR3) was addressed by examining the
correlations among the six latent factors of the TEIP and SACIE-R scales, sepa-
rately with the data for (a) students preparing to teach as general education teach-
ers in secondary schools and (b) students preparing to teach as learning support
teachers. All analyses were conducted using the computer program Mplus
(Muthén & Muthén, 2012).
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5. Results

Prior to conducting analyses to address the three research questions, the CFA model
with six latent factors - three TEIP factors (EMB, EC, and EII) and three SACIE-R
factors (CONCERNS, SENTIMENTS, and ATTITUDES) - was tested for data fit.
The results from the initial test for data fit indicated that three items of the TEIP
scale (items 16, 17, and 18) were causing serious fit problem and, therefore, were
excluded from the set of 18 items of this scale in subsequent analyses. The six-factor
CFA model, with 15 items of the TEIP scale and 15 items of the SACIE-R scale, was
then tested for data fit. The goodness-of-fit indexes, reported with Mplus, indicated
a tenable data fit of this CFA model. Specifically, the chi-square value was statistically
significant, χ2(372) = 683.456, p< .001, but this was not taken into account in the
data fit decision due to the high sensitivity of this statistic to sample size. The deci-
sion was based on the joint examination of the following goodness-of-fit indexes,
with the conditions for tenable fit given in parentheses after the respective values
of each index, (a) CFI = 0.918 (CFI > 0.90), (b) SRMR = 0.060 (SRMR < 0.80), and
(c) RMSEA = 0.049, with 90% confidence interval = (0.043, 0.054); (the entire in-
terval being below 0.08 is a condition for tenable data fit); (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999;
Marsh, Wen, & Hau, 2004).The standardized factor loadings for the six-factor CFA
model are provided in Table 1. The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha of reliability for the
study data on the TEIP and SACIE-R scales was suitable for the purpose of the study
(0.923 and 0.752, respectively). 

The results related to RQ1 indicated that the students preparing to teach as
learning support teachers were associated with higher scores, compared to those
preparing to teach as secondary high school teachers, on all three TEIP factors
(EMB, EC, and EII) and two SACIE-R factors (CONCERNS and ATTITUDES),
but there was no difference on SENTIMENTS. The results are summarized in
Table 2, where the effect size indicates the difference in standard deviations of the
respective latent factor (Hancock, 2004; see also Dimitrov, 2012, p. 120). 

The results related to RQ2, provided in Table 3, show that the level of teaching
experience (in years) of the participants is not associated with their scores on all
the TEIP factors (EMB, EC, and EII) and two SACIE-R factors (CONCERNS and
SENTIMENTS). There is a statistically significant negative relationship between
level of teaching experience and the latent factor ATTITUDES, but it is negligible
in magnitude (r = -0.149, p = .018). Thus, the general trend is that the level of teach-
ing experience of the participants is not related to their scores on the latent factors
of the TEIP and SACIE-R scales. On surface, the trend of negative correlation be-
tween the level of teaching experience and ATTITUDES may seem in contradiction
with the result that students preparing to teach as learning support teachers were
associated with higher scores on ATTITUDES (see Table 2), but at the same time
they have higher levels of teaching experience. Clearly, the higher level of ATTI-
TUDES for these students is not related to their level of teaching experience but,
instead, may be linked to some characteristics of their course of education.

The results related to RQ3 indicated that the relationships among the six latent
factors of the TEIP and SACIE-R scales vary across the two groups of students,
(a) those preparing to teach as learning support teachers and (b) those preparing
to teach as secondary high school teachers. The respective correlation coefficients
are provided in Tables 4 and 5, respectively.
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Tab. 1: Standardized Factor Loadings With Their Standard Errors 
for the Six-Factor CFA Model of TEIP and SACIE-R Scales

Tab. 2: Differences Between Two Groups of Students (Preparing to Teach as Secondary High Schools
Teachers and as Learning Support Teachers) on Six Latent Factors of the TEIP and SACIE-R Scales
Note. The effect size (ES) of the difference between the two groups of students on each latent factor is
measured in standard deviations of that factor; (NA = Not Applicable, for the lack of statistically sig-
nificant difference). The ES values of medium magnitude by the Cohen’s (1988) guidelines; γ = uns-
tandardized regression coefficient representing the group difference on the respective latent factor. All
statistically significant differences (p< .05) are in favour of the students preparing to teach as learning
support teachers.
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Tab 3: Correlations Between the Level of Teaching Experience (in Years) 
and Latent Factors of the TEIP and SACIE-R Scales 

Note: r = Pearson correlation coefficient.

Tab. 4: Correlations Among Latent Factors of the TEIP and SACIE-R Scales 
for Students Preparing to Teach as Secondary High School Teachers
Note. All correlation coefficients are statistically significant (p < .01).

Tab.5: Correlations Among Latent Factors of the TEIP and SACIE-R Scales
for Students Preparing to Teach as Learning Support Teachers

Note. There are no statistically significant correlations between the TEIP and SACIE-R latent
factors except for the correlation between EC and ATTITUDES (r = .26). 

*Statistically significant correlation coefficient (p < .01).

6. Conclusions

This paper aimed at presenting the studies being carried out on the variables that
may influence a teacher’s decision to implement inclusive classroom practices both
in Italy and abroad and the theoretical framework supporting such hypotheses.
The rationale for undertaking such investigations is based both on the latest de-
velopments and attention from a plethora of fields of research on human, and
more specifically, teacher agency as well as the longstanding research on an inter-
national level. Having been one of the pioneers to abolish special schools, and with
nearly all students with a disability attending mainstream state schools (ISTAT,
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2015), the perceptions of Italian teachers can provide a wealth of information on
the factors that may impinge on the success and sustainability of inclusive class-
room practices. Hence, it was considered timely not only to conduct research on
the issue but also investigate the use of already validated scales to be able to com-
pare data with other countries. 

The TEIP and SACIE-R scales were deemed suitable essentially because the
items included are specifically related to inclusive practices, are task specific and
even if these were designed for completely different cultures and school systems
the wording of the items was suitable for the Italian context, requiring minor mod-
ifications during their translation. Moreover, the TEIP scale was “developed from
a socio-cultural perspective of diversity rather than a medical model of deviance”
(Sharma, et al., 2012, p. 6). This is also true for the SACIE-R scale which, in addi-
tion to determining comfort levels when in contact with people with disabilities
(items related to sentiments), it gauges acceptance of learners with disability and
with Special Educational Needs. This is completely in line with the notion of in-
clusive education as envisaged in current Italian norms and with the reality en-
countered in school contexts. The items related to concerns about implementing
inclusive practices request teachers to give their opinion on issues raised in previ-
ous studies conducted in Italy: time, competence to teach students with disability,
resources and workload (Balboni e Pedrabissi, 2000; Cornoldi, Terreni, Scruggs
& Mastropieri, 1998; Devecchi, Dettori, Doveston, Sedgwick & Jament, 2012;
Vianello et al., 2015). 

On a more technical note, research findings conducted with the English ver-
sion of the scales as well as the studies carried out in Italy show that the scales
have strong validity and reliability (Aiello et al., 2016; Forlin et al., 2011; Sharma
et al., 2012; Murdaca, Oliva & Costa, 2016) not only when administered to pre-
service but also to in-service teachers. It is strongly suggested, however, that these
scales are used alongside the collection of qualitative data in order to give depth
and further meaning to the findings generated. Apart from being instrumental
for research, both scales can also be used as opportunities for self-reflection during
teacher-education courses, as formative evaluate tools to measure progress, or as
pre-post tests to measure the impact of training programmes on the six latent vari-
ables. In addition, these scales could be useful to gauge levels of competence in
inclusive practices (TEIP scale), main sentiments, attitudes and concerns of course
participants in order to offer professional tailor-made programmes to bridge the
gaps, reduce concerns and impinge on attitudes. 

The results of this study reveal that learning support teachers have higher
scores on all six factors than the general education teachers. This could be due to
the fact that they are older in age, or because, having chosen to pursue their career
in special education, they are more positive and hold stronger beliefs in the success
of inclusive education. The analysis carried out on the correlation between levels
of teaching experience and attitudes, indirectly supported the hypothesis that some
characteristics of the course of education of learning support teachers may actually
influence attitudes. These results call for further research on the effect of training
and continuous professional development on teachers’ attitudes as well as other
variables impinging on teacher agency in inclusive contexts. 

In conclusion, therefore, all stakeholders involved in teacher preparation and
professional development need to take cognisance of the fact that for inclusive ed-
ucation to be implemented and sustained effectively over time, teachers not only
need to have the necessary knowledge and skills but also to reflect and act on other
factors, often ignored, that impact teacher agency. The theoretical framework pre-
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sented and the findings of this study seem to confirm that continuous professional
development, especially with teachers teaching in secondary schools is required
and teachers seem to be aware of such lack of competence. This is very positive
and encouraging since teachers are willing to dedicate their time to grow profes-
sionally, but courses need to aim at meeting the teachers’ specific needs in order
to reduce concerns regarding the implementation of innovative didactic practices
that meet the needs of all learners and promote more positive attitudes towards
inclusion among other variables that are predictive of the success and effectiveness
of inclusive education. 

On the basis of such a premise, this research can be considered an attempt to
provide scientific evidence to guide the reprogramming of teacher training pro-
grammes in light of the paradigm of inclusion, for which a new teacher profile
has been defined (EADSNE, 2012). As outlined in the document Profile of Inclusive
Teachers (EADSNE, 2012), such teachers are eminently reflective teachers, in other
words able to analyse their actions, to reflect on the decisions taken, to identify
and implement suitable strategies in order to respond to each of the students’ in-
dividual educational needs.  
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APPENDIX 1 
 
The Sentiments, Attitudes and Concerns about Inclusive Education Scale Revised (SACIE-R) 
 (Forlin, Earle, Loreman, & Sharma, 2011) 
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