
TEACHER'S KNOWLEDGE ABOUT TEACHING STUDENTS 
WITH DISABILITIES IN SOME SELECTED SCHOOLS OF 

AWl-ZONE 

By 
Mohammed Yimam 

A Thesis Submitted to the School of Graduate Studies of 
Addis Ababa University in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements of the Degree of Masters of Art in Special 
Needs Education 

April, 2011 
Addis Aba ba 



ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

TEACHER'S KNOWLEDGE ABOUT TEACHING STUDENTS 
WITH DISABILITIES IN SOME SELECTED SCHOOLS OF 
AWl-ZONE 

By 

Mohammed Yimam 

APPROVAL OF THE BOARD OF EXAMINERS 

Chairman, department of 
Graduate studies 

Advisor 

ernal / ner 

Signature 

Signature 

7 

4&L j/ Signature 



Acknowledgement 

I would first and for most, like to thank Allah for being by my side in a ll 

my e nd eavors. Next I express my sincere thanks and gratitude to my 

advisor R. S. Kuma r (PhD.) for his continuous, unreserved and 

professional a dvice from the conception to its completion. For sure, this 

study would not h ave been a reality in such a form h ad it not bcen fo r 

his constructive comment. 

I express my appreciation and gratitude to all my research participants 

for their cooperation in providing all the information needed, without 

which the whole research endeavor would not have been materialized. 

My greatest and h eart felt thanks goes to my brother Ato Yiha Yima m for 

his a lmost all financial support through out my stay in the univers ity . 

I wish to extend my deepest gratitude to Degu Ahmed for his support by 

solving my computer problem. I think this work would not have been 

possible with out his contribution. a lso would like to thank Ato 

Mohammed Amare for his support during data entry to SPSS and 

analysis. My gratitude goes to my critical friends Bilal Saidu and others 

for their advice. 

My smcere and profound gratitude goes to my beloved wife Birtukan 

Mohammed and son Samia Mohammed for their patience through the 

entire pe riod of my stay in the university , which contributed a lot for my 

completion of the study . 

J 



Table of Contents 
Title Page 

CHAPTER ONE 

1. Introduction . ....... .................................................................... . .... l 

1.1. Background of the Study ......................................... ........... ..... .. . l 

1.2 . Sl.a tc mcnt of thc Problem .. ..... ...................... ....... .... ... ..... ........... 5 

1.3. Purpose of the Study .............. .............. ... .. ................ . .... ...... ...... 8 

1.4 . Significance of the Study .... ..... .. .. .... ... ...... .. .......................... ...... 8 

1.5. Operational Definition .. . .. . .... .... .. .... .. ....... .................. ................ 9 

CHAPTER TWO 

2. Review of related literature ........ . .. .. ............. ..... ........................... 10 

2.1. The history of teaching SWDs ......................................... .... . ...... . l 0 

2.2. Teachers knowledge about special need education .. ...... . ...... ....... 10 

2.3. Teachers knowledge about the philosophical foundation of IE .. . ... 11 

2 .4. The importance of knowing teachers knowledge in SNE ........ .... ... 13 

2.5 . The effec t of tra ining on teachers knowledge .......... .. .................. . 13 

2.5.1. Area of knowledge teachers need to acquire in SNE .... ...... ... 15 

2.5.2. The situation of teachers' knowledge on SWDs in Ethiopia .... 16 

2.6. Inclusive teaching & teachers knowledge ....... .............................. 17 

2.6.1. Teachers knowledge on adapting lessons & curriculums ... ... 19 

2.6.2 . Teachers knowledge on considering individuallearners .... .. .. 20 

2.6.3 . Knowledge of good communication for better teaching ...... ... 21 

2.7. Collaboration for increasing teachers knowledge ................... ....... 22 

2.8. Teachers knowledge & teaching strategies .... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .... .... . 23 

2.9. Teachers knowledge about the role of effective teacher in IC .......... 25 

CHAPTER THREE 

3 . Methodology ..... . . ............ ... .. ............. ........... ... ... ... ....................... 27 

3.1. Research Design ......... .... . .......... ....... .. .. . .................. . .. . ... .. ... . ... ... 27 

3.2. Research Setting ........................................ .. .. .. .... . . .. ..... ..... ... ..... 27 

!l 



3.3. Sampling ........ .... . ... ................................ ............... . ........ .............. 28 

3.4. Research Tools ........ . .. . .. . .......... .. .............. ... .. .. .. .. . .... ..... . ........... . ... 28 

3.5. Procedure of Data Collection ............ .. . .. .. ............ ... .. ... .. .... ..... ...... . 30 

3.6. Data Analysis Methods ................... ........ ......... ......... ....... ...... ....... 31 

CHAPTER FOUR 

4 .Findings ...... . .. ............................................ ...... ....... ............. ... ...... 33 

4. 1. Background Information of the Sample ..................... ................... 33 

4.2. Results of teachers' perceived knowledge ............... ... .. . .. .. .. ... ...... . 34 

4.3 . Results of teachers actual knowledge ...... ......... ...... ... .. ................. 35 

4.4. Correlation between perceived & actual knowledge ....................... 35 

4.5. Comparison between groups based on demographic variables ....... 36 

4.6. Comparison among groups based on demographic variables ......... 40 

CHAPTER FIVE 

5 . Discussion ........ .... .. ... . . .. . .. ..... . ... ... .. . . .. ... ... ... ... .. ........................... .44 

5 .1. Teachers' perceived knowledge about teaching SWDs ........ ..... .. .... .44 

5.2 .Teachers' actu al knowledge about teaching SWDs .. ........ ............. .49 

CHAPTER SEX 

6. Summary, conclusion & recommendation ... ................. ... .......... . ..... 55 

6 .1. Summa ry ......................................................................... .. ........ 55 

6.2 . Conciusion ........... .......... . ................ . ............ ..... . . ....................... 57 

6.3. Recommendation ....... .. .. .. .. .. . ..... ... .. ...................... ....... ............... 58 

References 

Appendixes 

III 



List of tables 

Table Page 

Table 1 Demographic characteristics of the sample .. ..... . .. .. .......... . . . ... 35 

Table 2 Results of teachers perceived knowledge ..... . . ..... . ... . .... . ........... 37 

Table 3 Results of teachers' actual knowledge ............. .......... ............. . 37 

Table 4 Results of correlation on perceived & actual knowledge ......... . .. 38 

Table 5 Data & results of t-test on school type & knowledge ... . . .. . .. . ...... 39 

Table 6 Data & results of t-test bin sex & knowledge .. .... . . ... . .... .. ..... . . .40 

Table 7 Data & results of t-test bin training on 

inclusion & knowledge ............ . ... .. .. . .. ....... . . . ... .. ... . . . ...... ...... .41 

Table 8 Data & results of t-test b i n teachers with & without training & 
knowledge .. .. . . ........ ............ ................................................. .42 

Table 9 Resu lt of ANOVA bi n educa tion level & knowledge ................. .43 

Table 10 Result of ANOVA bin Teachers age range & knowledge ......... .44 

Table 11 Result of post hoc pair wise comparison .... .. .. . ... ... .......... . . .. . . .45 

Table 12 Result of ANOVA bin experience range & knowledge ......... . ... .46 

IV 



List of Acronyms & Abbreviations 

CPO =Continuous Professional Development 

IC= Inclusive Classrooms 

ICDR= Inter agency Committee on Disability Research 

IE= Inclusive Education 

LD= Learning Disa bilities 

MOE= Ministry of Education 

SNE= Specia l Needs Education 

SWDs= Students with Disabilities 

TREB= Tigray Region Education Bureau 

UNESCO= United Nation Educationa l, Scientific a nd Cultural 
Organization 

v 



Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to examzne teachers' knowledge about 
teaching SWDs in regular classroom at the selected schools of Awi zone. 
Survey research method was employed to collect data from 153 primary 
schools through questionnaire designed to investigate teachers' 
knowledge. Descriptive analysis was used to investigate the mean 
response of teachers' perceived and actual knowledge. Results of the data 
analyzed indicated that, the participants in this study have insufficient 
knowledge in both perceived and actual knowledge towards teaching 
SWDs. Further, a strong correlation between teachers perceived and actual 
knowledge were observed. The result of the independent sample t-test 
indicates that there was a significant difference between teachers taught 
in special! no special class school on perceived knowledge, the status of 
training on inclusion of SWDs and presence of SWDs in classroom shows 
significant difference on both perceived and actual knowledge. But, no 
statistically s ignificant difference was observed between male and female 
participants in their perceived and actual knowledge. Finally, there was 
significant difference between teachers' age group and perceived 
knowledge while education level and teachers experience did not 
contribute to knowledge. Based on the result, it was recommended that 
appropriate training specific to the teaching of students with disabilities in 
regular classroom should be provided for regular classroom teachers . In 
addition, strong cooperation s hould be maintained between the regular 
classroom teachers and special needs education teachers in order to 
enhance better leaming of students with disabilities. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
Introduction 

1.1 Background of the Study 

Students with disabilities were not recognized and suppor ted by th e 
gove rnment, parents, teachers and the society as a whole. This is 
becausc in third world countries like Ethiopia, there was often intense 
pressure on the school system to provide basic education for th e majority 
of young people . Special n eed education can not h ave a high priority in 
this s ituation (Hegar ty et aI., 1988). 

Although the Ethiopian Education and Training Policy have mandated to 
provide special support in edu cation to this group of children since 1994, 
the policy lacks clarity in terms of special needs education a nd therefore , 
s pecial n eeds educa tion has not been included in education sector 
development progra ms (Tirusew, 2005). So as to implement th e 
I ~ ducation a n d Tra ining Policy, a nd the In ternational 
treaties/conventions endorscd by the government and to honor th e righl. 
of citizens to education , the MOE established s pecia l n eeds education 
program strategy emphasizing inclus ive education in 2006. Because of 
this, la rge numbers of students with diverse needs a ttending regular 
class without identification and support (TREB, 2006). It is further 
reported that the inclusion of students with disabilities into gen eral 
education settings h as been en couraged internationally as a positive 
m eans of enhancing student's overall development and functioning 
(Tejcro & Ma rtines , 2007). 

In schools, c hildren with disabilities should be glven meaningful 
accc p tance, love, care and education. Thcy s h ould be included fu lly in 
both the social a nd educational environment of the school systcm 
(Tirussew & Alcrn aychu, 2007). To this end, the real practitioner t.hat 
has the responsibility of enabling children with disabili ties to obtain 



these opportunities IS the teach er (Tirusew, 2005). But, due to the 

increasing number of these children, the complex nature of identifying 

the condition , la rge classes and limited resource preclude individual 

attention for students with special needs (Hegarty et a I., 1988). 

The development of special need educa tion program according to MOE 

(2006) stems from the government realization that without a ddressing 

the issue of children with special needs , it is impossible to achieve the 

mi llennium development and edu cation for a ll goals that Ethiopia has got 

committed to achieve by 20 15. But pre condition for the implementation 

of the program provides less emphasis. For instance, the majority o f 

principa ls and teachers do not have a dequate training in special needs 

education and are not confident making decisions with regard to the 

education of students with disa bilities (Shea and Rauer, 1994) . 

Teachers who graduated from college even do not perceive themselves as 

having the appropriate tra ining and skills to meet the instructiona l needs 

of students with disa bilities (Tirusscw, 1999). It is true according to 

(Simachew, 2009) that th e training program tends to be more of th eory 

oriented and less emphasis was given to disability related ski lls. Due to 

this , teachers recognize that their teaching competence as far as 

stud ents with specia l n eeds a re concerned is limited (H egar ty ct a I. , 

1988) . 

Since, special n eeds education is immature in Ethiopia, many general 

education teachers h ave not been equipped with the necessary skills and 

techniques for successful inclusion and are still feeling uncomfortable 

a nd unprepa red to meet the n eeds of students with disabilities due to 

their li mited experie nce a nd lack of prepa ration. Ongoing profcssional 

deve lopment IS one factor associated with th e success of inclus ive 

programs (Ayers and Meyer, 1992, O'Neill and Williams, 1993; as cited 

by Jejero and Martines, 2007). 
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The Ministry of Education in its progra m strategy (2006) provided duties 
and responsibilities to the Regional Education Burea u s to include 
inclusive education in tea chers' continuous professiona l developme n t 
program (CPO). But, it does not improve teachers' knowledge (Mula t, 
2009). This is because CPO program by itself face many challenges such 
as teachers' lack of interest, poor culture in independent lea rning, 
perceiving CPO as a political agenda and lack of confidence (Addisu, 
2008). As teachers' who teach in the regular school a re not trained to 
iden tify a nd support students with special needs, these students are 
exposed to different kinds of a buse by pa rents a nd teachers (Tirussew, 
2005). 

In line with the above justifications, it is rea sonable to assess teachcrs ' 
knowledge in teaching children with disabilities and this madc the 
researcher interes ted to conduct this research in primary schools of Awi 
Zone Amha ra region. 

Generally the basic reasons that initiated the researcher to this research 
topic a re :-

1. Even though the mobilization of training teachers is increased, it is 
not sufficient as far as the number of children with disabilities is 
co ncerned. MOE, (2 006) and TREB, (2006 ) report that the ma in 
challenges in meeting the needs of students with specia l needs 
among others is lack of trained personnel. 

2. There a re students with mild disabilities in regular schools, but due 
to teachers' lack of knowledge and skills this children rem ai n 
unsupported. This in turn increases the number of dropout and 
repetition in schools . Many children with minor visual, hcaring, 
s peech and language, behaviora l problems and delayed 
development are a ttending their education in ordina ry schools 
without being detected and their educational n ecd s rem a ined unmet 
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(Tirusew, 1999). Students with diverse needs who are undetected 

often dropout, stay in the same grade (Tirussew, 2005, MOE, 2006, 

TREB,2006). 

3) When the researcher was a teacher, even if took a college course of 

specia l needs education it was not sufficient to teach SWDs. Th e 

researcher remember tha t there were students compla ining the 

visibility of the teachers' writing on the boa rd and the audibility of the 

sound but teachers do not take any measure for this students 

because they don't h ave practical skill to teach the student. 

Engelbrecht Schris, (1998) m (Tirusew, 1999) strengthen this idea 

that, training programs in the past h ave resulted in an almost total 

lack of awareness and skills among existing teachers in dealing with 

d ivers ity, identifying n eeds in learner and within the system, and 

providing curriculum flexibility. 

With this background, the research er set out this research to assess a nd 

describe the current level of teachers' knowledge towards leaching 

students with disa bilities. 
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1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Teachers playa key role in the education of students with special needs. 

In order that the teaching students with special needs succeed better, 

teach ers n eed certain basic information concerning the disabling 

conditions and the likely educationa l consequences (Hegarty et a!., 

1988). Educators generally agree that effective teaching requires mastery 

of content knowledge and pedagogical skills. As Howrd (1999) states, we 

can not teach what we don't know. This statement argues the need for 

teachers to have knowledge about their students and to learn about 

others. However, many research findings reveal that too many teachers 

are inadequately prepared to teach students with disabilities (Hegarty et 

aI, 1988) . 

The research conducted 111 Kechea ne Debresela m pnmary school in 

Addis Ababa shows that most of th e teachers and principals had no 

experience in relation to how to support, handle, encourage and give 

fecdback for studcnts with special needs. Thc finding also discloscs that 

teachers are not ready to employ various teaching strategies. Bcsides 

they are not keen observers of their students' problems, skillful in using 

teaching a ids, and equipped to manage students in general and students 

with special needs in particular. All these problems emanate from the 

lack of awareness (Mulat, 2009) 

Today efforts have been made in various countries to practice inclusive 

education . But it is not fully achieved for diversity of reason s among 

which one of them is the lack of sufficient knowledge of these individuals 

on how to manage the inclusion of children with disabilities (Tirussew, 

2005). Researches in developing and developed countries show that 

success in implementing effective inclusive practice in schools IS 

contingent on several key factors among which teachers knowledge of 

inclusion is the major one (Avramidis, Burden, 2000, Beh-pajooh, 1992, 
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Cornoldi e t a i, 1998; in Kuyini & Desai, 2007). So, we can say lhal 
teachers knowledge h ave the significant impact on the implem entation of 
inclusive education in Ethiopia. 

Teachers need appropriate and relevant education and training to 
provide a ppropriate support for students with special needs . At least they 
have to be aware of the needs in classroom. Teachers n eed to know their 
sludenlS lo id entify divers needs of learners and accordingly to provide 
a ppropriate support. Understanding that a ll children and students can 
learn and that a ll children and students may need support in learning 
and pa rticipation is the key to responding to diverse need s. Regular 
meetings and continuous in-service training of teachers a re required to 
increase teacher's knowledge and skill (MOE. 2006). In realily however 
teachers do not have the necessary knowledge on how to include the 
students into regula r classrooms (Mulat, 2009). So that systematic 
assessment in the area of regula r classroom teachers' knowledge is 
essentia l. 

Identifying children with hidden disabilities and mild disabilities are area 
of problem that general education teachers failed to recognize. Difficulties 
111 differentiating learners with mild disabilities from thosc who 
demonstrate low a chievement is a constant problem in specia l need 
education (Shinn and Marston, 1985; cited by, Ga l et a I. , 2007 ). For 
example, the biggest group include in genera l educa tion settings is 
students with learning disa bilities (LD). Even if most students with LD 
reqUIre direct and intensive instruction 111 reading, writing or 
mathema lics . The literature suggests that often their specific n eed for 
in tensive direct teaching is not met in general education classroom (Lyon 
Cl a i. , 2000; cilcd by Gal ct a I. , 2007). Similarly, in Ethiopia identification 
and support provisions for students with diversily n eeds in regular 

6 

J 



sc hoo ls we re very poor and left without placement se rvices a nd 

educational support (Tirusew, 2005). 

Teachers can adapt and ch ange the content for teaching and learnin g 

and th e m ethod of assessm ent of contents (UNESCO, 2004b). During the 

adaptation and implementa tion of curriculum, teachers should consider 

s tudents n eeds, abilities, backgrounds and teaching learning moda lities 

(Tirusew, 1999; MoE, 2006) . Due to these responsibilities, teachers a re 

afraid that their knowledge a nd skills are insufficient to treat specia l 

need studen ts and that the placement of students with disabi li ties will 

ha vc negative effect on the other students (Abebe , 2000). 

In any way th e concern is not m erely how a good education can be 

ensured for children with disabilities, but for a ll s tudents the challen ge is 

to fi n d ways to help teach ers in regular schools to respond to th e 

diversity of the children in their classroom, accommodate their different 

styles and ra tes of learning, m eet their s pecific needs and en sure quality 

of education for a ll . Teach ers should bc prcparcd to modify curriculum 

content and teachin g a pproaches to give access to la rger numbers of 

students, teachers should continu e to have primary, responsibili ty for 

the ed u cation of all children in th eir class (Safford, Spodek and Saracho, 

1994). If teachers a re committed and willing to do , they are far better in 

identi fying educational n eed s of their students (ICDR, 1999). 

Genera lly, teacher's ability in u s ing differen t teaching strategies, applying 

proper communication , and giving feedback helps students with 

disabilities to attain knowledge, s kill and attitudes needed to function 

effectively in the society. 

Ta king into con sideration th e a bove issu es, the study tries to answer thc 

fo llowing main question: -
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How knowledgeable a re the regular classroom teach ers regarding 

the inclusion of students with disabilities? 

How do teachers' believe in their own knowledge? 

1.3 Purpose of the Study 

The ma in obj ective of this study is to assess teachers' knowledge 111 

teaching children with disabilities. 

Specifically, the researcher tries to : 

-Investiga te the perceived knowledge teachers h ave a bout teaching CWDs 

- Investigate th e actua l knowledge teachers have a bout teaching CWDs 

-Correlate teachers' actual and perceived knowledge. 

-Compa rc teach ers ' knowledge with demographic ch aracteristics. 

1.4. Significance of the Study 

The Ethiopian Ministry of Education exerts m any efforts for achieving the 

development of inclusive edu cation by launching specia l needs edu cation 

program stra tegy 2006. In reality however, the strategy does not bring 

the required change in a short time. For this reason, many children with 

disabili t ies still s tay at h ome. Children who are at school even facc a lot 

of problems because of teachers' lack of appropriate h andling of these 

children. Thu s, this study is considered to be significant for the following 

way . [t will give insights for educators in a ll level about the a bility of 

rcgular school teachers 111 implementing education for a ll childrcn 

regardless of their d isability a nd need. Morcover , the finding of this study 

will assist concerned bodies to rethink teachers ' professional 

deve lopment 111 a way to enhance the implementation of inclusivc 

education in their school environment. 
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To sum up, since this study is both timely and relevant for the notion of 

education for all, the feedback of this study will be u sed as a springboard 

for other research ers interested in this area. 

1.5. Operational Definition of Variables 

- Perceived knowledge- th e feeling that teachers have about their 

own knowledge regarding teaching children with disabilities in regular 

classroom. This variable was measured using PK subscale. 

- Actual knowledge- the knowledge that teachers h ave III reality 

regarding teaching children with disabilities in regula r classroom. This 

variable was m easured using AK subscale. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Review of Related Literature 
2.1 The History of teaching SWDs 

The educational service fo r persons with disabilities h as had varies sh apes at 
varies times. Before 1900, only residential schools used to offer some 
instructions and train ings for persons with disabilities existed in some part of 
thc world. Between 1900 and 1970, special schools and classes become more 
relevant educational centers. At the same time, residen tial schools continued to 
grow and expand . During 1970-1977, movements towards mainstreaming 
learners with disability in regular classes become th e preferred type of 
educational services. S tudents with varwus d isabilities who where formerly 
placed in residential institutions and special schools moved into special classes. 
Since 1977, a substantial number of s tudents with disabilities have been 
provided appropriate public education in regular classroom setting (Schulz, 
Carpenter and Turnbull , 199 1) . 

2 .2 Teachers knowledge about Special Needs Education 

The teach ers' understanding of specia l n eed education (SNE) is important 
in related to what is thought and [or the impac t on attitude and opinions 
towards inclusion (Hegarty, et a l 1988). However, thcre a rc somc 
pedagogical challen ges facing ordinary class teachcr teaching studcnts 
with diverse education a l needs (Ma ther, 1992 ; in Tirussew, 1999). 
Evaluation studies indicate th at teacher s do not a lways h ave the support 
they n eed to make inclus ion successful. In some sch ools , regular 
teachers a re asked to teach special n eed students with out receiving a ny 
form of training as well as a dministrative assistan ce (Tirusew, 1999). 
Teache rs a re insufficiently informed on the edu cational implication of a 
given disabili ty conditions a nd they h ave s pecific teaching difficu lties in 
structuring m ateria ls appropriately and ma king necessary adjustmen ts 
to teaching a pproaches (Hegarty, et al 1988) . 

10 



More over, by emphasizing teachers knowledge, ma ny gen eral education 

teachers have not been equipped with the n ecessary skills and 

techniques for successful inclusion and are still feeling uncomfortable 

and unprepa red to m eet the needs of students with disabilities due to 

their limited experience and lack of preparation (Ayers & Meyer, 1992, 

O'Neili and Willia ms, 1993 ; as cited by Tejero a nd Martines, 2007). 

Teach ers wh o teach in the regula r school are n ot tra ined to identify and 

suppor t s tudents ' with specia l n eeds (Tirussew, 2005). 

Due 1.0 th e a bove reasons, teach ers recognized that th eir teaching a bili ty 

as far as s tuden ts with s pecia l n eeds concerned is limited (Hegarty, e t a l 

1988). Regular cla s s room teach ers do n ot perceive them selves as h avin g 

the appropria te training and sk ills to m eet the instructional need s of 

students with disabilities (Moberg, 1997; a s cited by Tirussew, 1999). 

S imila rly, a s tudy conducted on primary m a ins trea m teach ers' a ttitude 

in Dubai show th a t , teachers h ad less knowledge of informa tion 

perta ining to stra tegies for teaching students with SEN tha n for other 

students . The majority of teach ers were not sure if they k new 

iden ti fica tion ch a rac teris tics of students with SEN (Gad and Khan , 

2(07) .Simii a riy, research conducted in 1993/1994 to 1996/1997 in 

Kechene Debresela m Primary school in Addis Ababa revealed tha t , the 

regula r cla ssroom teach ers u se the sa m e lesson pla n for m a ny s tuden ts 

with ou t ada pting a nd under s tanding the s tudents characteris tics 

(needs, preferen ces, ba ck ground, impa irments) and those students with 

SEN rem ain behind with no education supports (Tirussew, 2005). 

Gen era lly, teach ers who do not h a ve sufficient background knowledge in 

s pecia l n eed education a re a loss (Tirussew, 1999). 

2.3 Teachers Knowledge about the Philosophical Foundation of IE 

The philosophy of inclus ive education developed out of the stron g belief 

in human righ t and socia l justice (Tirussew, 1999). Education has bcen 
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de fined as one of the basic human r ight, in both the International 

Declaration of Human Right (1 948) and in the interna tional covenant on 

educational , social and cultura l right (1966). However, even a fter m any 

years a nd numerous attempts to put forth m any international treaties 

a nd agreements, this right is still no t reality to million s and millions of 

children, youth s a nd adults , specia lly those with disabilities who a re 

living in developing countries like Ethiopia n (Kokkala, 2006) . 

Ethiopia has ratified and signed all the UN declaration including the 

rights of th e child . In view of th e ratification as well as the pressing n eeds 

to reach a ll children , th e government has considered the Education and 

Training Policy (1 994). After a decade, the MOE a lso established 

In c lusive Education Strategy (2006). However, s till th e practice of th e 

right to edu cation, the right to equality of opportunities a nd the right of 

participation of children with disabilities in society a re very limited in 

Ethiopia (Etenesh, 2000) . 

Due to various barriers the education of students with spccia l n eeds, has 

not yet been realized in school con texts. The MOE (2006) pointed out 

that ordinary schools tend to refuse to enroll children with special 

educa tional n eeds, particularly those with a pparent disabilit ies . Besides 

other constra ints, the school management and teachers are not ready, 

awa re of a nd have negative attitude to consider the righ t of children with 

special need s to primary education . Therefore, instead of search ing 

solutions and support for th ese learners by discussing with the 

responsible bodies, they simply send them back home . 

Generally, the awareness of what inclusion mean s is of fundamental 

importa nce; it involves understanding differences a nd the righ ts of each 

child to learn with in the classroom social context, h aving access to 

curriculum and to address learning ac tivities, which strengthen their 
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self- image and autonomy (Eggertsdottir & Mariinosson, 2006; III 

Tirussew & Alemayehu, 2007). 

2.4 The Importance of Knowing Teachers Knowledge in SNE 

Knowing the level of teach ers ' knowledge is important to educate SWDs. 

Because, many research done so far show that, teachers' knowledge 

about SWDs affect their attitudes. Due to this, much research has bccn 

conducted on the rela tionship between knowledge about SWDs and 

attitude hold (e. g, La- Bue, 1959, Murphy et a I, 1960, Warren & Tutor, 

1966, Howarth, 1987; in Hegar ty et aI, 1988) reported a significant 

correlation between attitude hold by professiona l workers, a m ong others 

and their education a l background or work experience. Howarth (1 987) 

having surveyed research into teachers attitude conclude th at there 

exisLs a conside rable residu e of fear, hostility and a version, implicitly 

because of lack of understa nding. Hegarty et a I, (1 988) a lso stren gthen 

the idea that knowledge of children with disabilities m ay be more likely to 

promote positiv~ attitude ch a nge m teachers having con curren L 

involvement. Gaad & Khan (2007) a lso emphasizing tha t the number and 

type of courses taken by m a instream teachers' influ ence their acceptance 

of inclusion. Teachers who h ave received tra ining tend to be m ore willing 

to work with students with special n eeds . 

2.5 The Effect of Training on Teachers Knowledge 

Thc ncw responsibilities of a ll regular schools , for the detection, 

assessment and provision for children with SEN, requires th at a ll 

teacher s to have awareness about the mea ns of meeting these 

responsibilities. This awareness should start from their iniLial Lra ining 

(Fis h, 1985). Because, m ajority of teaches are likely to encounter 

students with SEN in the course of their teaching careers, initia l teacher 

training must make explicit account of this (Hegarty, e t a I, 1988). 
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The research done in Debere Berhan Teach er s College shows, training 

program of the college seriously lacks the prac tica l component both in 

the curriculum organization as well as during the instructiona l process . 

There is also strong evidence to suggest that the introductory SNE course 

being offered to a ll tra inees of the college seriously lacks the practical 

skills to deal with children with special needs and is not sufficient 

enough to manage the inclusive classroom as expounded in the national 

SEN program strategy (Simach ew, 2009). As far as regula r teach ers a re 

concerned, it would seem reasonable to suppose that the limitation of 

initial teacher training are even more marked since they a re less likely to 

have h a d an orienta tion towards SNE (Hegarty, 1988).Teachers who 

teach in th e regular school are no t trained to identify and support 

students with special needs (Tirussew, 2005). Regular class room 

teach ers also lack orientation over the nature and profile of children with 

disabilities and training on the pedagogies of the children with SEN 

(Tirusscw, 1998). Simila rly, a study conducted in South Afri ca revealed 

that training programs in the past h a ve resulted in a n almost to tal lack 

of awaren ess and skills among existing teach ers in dealing with diversily, 

identifying needs in learners and with in the system a nd providing 

curriculum flexibility (Engelbrecht and Chris, 1998). 

The Ministry of Education in its progra m · strategy (2006) of course 

provided duties a nd responsibilities to the regional education bureau s to 

include SNE in teachers' Continuous Professiona l Development program 

(CPD) . But CPD program by itself face m any cha llenges such as teachers' 

lack of interest, poor culture in independent learning, perceiving CPD as 

a polilical agend a a nd lack of confiden ce a re least ch a llen ging factors to 

CPD (Addisu, 2008) . Therefore, rethink ing over th e in service training is 

essentia l because educating students with SEN in regular school leads to 

considerable demands to deal with a wider ability rang tha n before . 
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Teachers may find that their training and experience a re in sufficient and 

n eed to be supplemented. Consequently pla nning innovative a pproach to 

in- service training are much more apprecia ted by those who ta ke part in 

it (Hegarty, et al 1988) 

2.5 . 1 Area of Knowledge Teachers Need to Acquire in SNE 

A study conduc ted in Dubai primary teachers indicate that teachers 

would like to receive training in special need education, particula rly in 

terms of learning about the characteristics of students with special 

needs, inclusion and individualized education program. Most of the 

respondents from this research also indicated they would like to receive 

tra ining on behavioral management, discipline a nd strategies for 

adapting instruction and incorporating various instructional m ethods 

into the lesson. Some of the teachers also requested training on 

strategies for teaching a variety of students with special needs, testing 

and assessing students' progress, adjusting class requirements and 

communication (Gaad & Kahn, 2007). 

MOE , in its inclusive education progra m strategy (2006) stated that 

Leachers need appropriate and relevant education and training to provide 

appropriate support for students with special needs . At least they have to 

be aware of the needs in classroom. They h ave to know some basic 

understanding of the philosophy and assumption under pmnIrlg 

inclusive education policies and practices, the n ature of barriers to 

learning and participation and the principle underling different strategies 

that can be used to address them. Teachers h ave to be able to effectively 

manage inclusive classroom. 
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2 .5.2 The Situation of Teachers Knowledge on SWDs in Ethiopia 

Special needs education is immature in Ethiopia, and m~ny general 
education teachers have not been equipped with the n eces sary skills a nd 
techniques for successful inclusion a nd are s till feeling uncomfortable 
and unprepared to m eet the needs of students with disabilities due to 
their limited experience and lack of knowled ge (Tirussew, 1999). 
Teachers n eed more knowledge of a ny kind of impairments to 
understand the children's need and be able to meet all their students' 
special n eeds (Eggertsdottir & Marinosson, 2006; in Tirussew & 
Alemayehu 2007) . 

But most of the teachers' In schools did not have access or did not 
participa te in forma l training in inclusive education (Ada lsteinsdottir , 
1995; in Tirussew & Alemayehu, 2007) . Contemporary u nderstanding 
and practice of inclusive educa tion requires some core cha nges in 
teaching. Consequently, training of teachers becomes a key strategy for 
realization of mentioned changes .. . It is necessary for all teachers to 
possess basic theoretical and practica l knowledge in fulfilling differen t 
n eeds of students, adjusting the curriculum, differential evaluations a n d 
to know educational n eeds of a ll their students (Savolainen , Kokkala & 
Ala suuta ri , 2000). 

[-(egular classroom teachers must h ave the knowledge and skills to help 
students developing cogni tively, emotionally, socially and physically 
(Eggertsdottir & Ma rinosson , 2006; in Tirussew & Ale mayehu, 2 ( 07). 
But, the research don e at Kechene Debreselam primary school in Addis 
Ababa revealed tha t , knowingly or unknowingly , most teachers: if not a ll , 
did not give their ears to listen what was the actual problems of students 
with special needs and did not open their eyes to look in to their ba rrier s 
of learning a nd did not try to remove their obsta cles of learning rather 
they s imply a llowed these students to stay in the school and pass from 
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grade to grade without being equipped with necessary knowledge and 

skill that would be a footing step for their adult life. No teachers u sed 

any specialized teaching materials that were tailored according to the 

unique needs of students. Most teachers and principals, if not a ll did not 

recognize the presence of students with special needs in the classroom 

rather they came into the class and tried to instruct the learner to receive 

some knowledge and skills that they have brought (Mulat, 2009). 

Teachers who teach in the regular school are not trained to identify and 

support students with special needs hence these students were exposed 

to different kind of abuse and corporal punishment by parents and 

teachers. The regular teachers use the same lesson plan for many 

students and employ the same teaching strategies without adapting and 

understa nding the students characteristics (needs, preferences, 

backgrounds, impairment) a nd those students with special needs remain 

behind with no educational support (Tirussew, 2005). 

Therefore, regular classroom teachers do not h ave the required 

knowledge to teach students with disabilities (Mulat, 2009). So that, they 

need support for their work in terms of information and background 

materials; so that, they can prepared their lessons and up date their own 

knowledge (UNESCO, 2000). 

2.6 Inclusive Teaching and Teachers knowledge 

As more learners with disabilities and special needs a re included in 

ordinary classrooms teaching becomes more demanding. Teachers playa 

fundamental role in developing an inclusive learning classroom. They 

have to make major changes to implement inclusive education in their 

classrooms teach ers m ay feel overwhelmed frustrated and helpless 

towards the changes within the education and the inclusive policy that 

has been imposed up on them. It is therefore important that teachers be 
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part of the decision-making process with regard to inclusive education in 
their classrooms. Inclusive education challenges teachers to rethink their 
roles and responsibilities learn new skills and gain knowledge in order to 
adapt to the change (Engelbecht, 1999; as cited by Zeyede, 2009). 

Teachers regula rly face problems in preparing tasks that could satisfy 
the needs of their students who h ave diverse educational needs in an 
inclusive classroom setting. Thus to meet these needs teachers have to 
develop skills to apply different teaching strategies that could entertain 
the needs of students with different learning styles (those who are 
cooperative learners, independent learners, kin esthetic learners, aural 
learners , or visual learners) and those who have different rates of 
learning (those who are fast learners, average learners, or slow lea rners). 
In addition teachers have to ensure whether equitable educational 
opportunities are provided to a ll students without discrimination or not. 
To do th is, first effective and inclusive teaching practices have to be in 
place (Quinn and Ryba, 2004). 

As far as Ethiopia is concerned, the regular school teaches unready- ness 
to teach students with disabilities by applying appropriate instructional 
methods in inclusive settings either with lack of sufficient background 
knowledge or with mere h atred of SWDs and pedagogical challenges are 
some of the problems that face regular school teachers while teaching 
SWDs. Since, an inclusive education demands the regular classroom 
teacher to be innovative resourceful, rea dy to learn from th e learners 
with diverse educational needs and capable of initiating participatory 
lea rnin g without being preoccupied with deemed expectations (Mather, 
1992 & Rakkas, 1997; in Tirussew 1999). Of course, in reality, practical 
problems could be encountered while including children's with diverse 
educational needs . However, often, these practical difficulties havc more 
to do with bringing attitudinal change, by making tcachers 
knowledgeable, reorganization of learning environments and school 
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activities, with the realloca tion of money and resources than trying to 
change the needs of children (Tirussew, 1999) . 

2.6.1 Teachers Knowledge on adapting Lessons and Curriculums 

Curriculum includes what is learned and thought how it is delivered and 
assesses the resources to facilitate teaching and learning (MOE, 2006) . 
Curriculum is the core of education which includes the experiences 
presented a t formal and informal interaction s that capacitate the 
students with diverse needs helping them to actively be involved the 
programs of the society. 

In order to respond to the different needs of pupils the curricu lum and 
the classroom activities, must be directed at all pupils in the ordinary 
classroom. Curriculum designed for individual pupils, will need to strive 
to guarantee the highest degree of classroom participation Eggertsdottir 
& Marinosson (2006); in Tirussew & Alemayehu, (2007) . 

Meeting special need education in the regular school IS a different 
prac Lice from meeting them in the special school and new curriculum 
offerings different both from that of the special school and from those 
already avai lable in the regular school must be devised (Hegarty et ai, 
1988). Therefore, teachers working in inclusive classrooms n eed to know 
how to break complex skills and concepts into small, easy to u nderstand 
steps, provide immediate feedback to students about accuracy of their 
work and conduct instruction in small groups to a llow for frequent 
student-teacher interaction (York et a l. 1990) . However, mainstream 
teach ers make few adoptions in instruction when working with students 
with SEN (DeBettencourt, 1999) . 

However , in Ethiopia, most of the time, teachers never prepare fl exible 
lessons , u se meth od s and a ppropriate teaching a id s: provide 
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assignm ents and exercise that could entertain the diverse n eeds of 

students in the main streamed classroom (Mulat, 2009). 

An inclusive education to curriculum policy recognizes that while every 

learner has mUltiple needs even more so m vulnerability and 

disadvantage every one should benefit from commonly accepted basic 

level of quality education (Booth and Ainscow, 2000) accessible and 

flexible curricula can serve as the 'key' to create "school for all". It is 

important that the curriculum flexible enough to provide possibilities for 

adj ustmen t to individual needs and to estimates teachers to seek 

solution that can be matched with the need and abilities of each and 

every pupil (Booth and Ainsco, 2000). 

Therefore the curriculum must make in to consideration the vanous 

needs of students with disabilities to ensure "access for all" . The 

following supportive strategies to be taken in to consideration: 

• Providing and flexible time-frame for students studying a 

particular subject, 

• Giving greater freedom to teacher m choosing their working 

methods, 

• Allotting time for additional assistance for classroom based work. 

Together with flexible curricular, flexible teaching learning methodology 

should be introduced. The successes an inclusive system which serves 

all children depends on the flexible and relevant curriculum that can be 

adapted to the need of each learner. 

2.6.2 Teachers Knowledge on Considering Individual Learners 

Today 's classrooms are highly diversified in hereditary factors needs 

backgrounds priorities a nd impairments. Hen ce the m ethods the content 
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th ey learn and teaching aids required a re greatly varied (UNESCO, 2003). 

Teachers can m eet the needs of all students by carefully planning and 

implem enting elements of universal design by designing materia ls and 

me thod s that m a ke learning goals achievable by a wide ra n ge of learners. 

Teachers must com e to understand the stu dents' diversity in their 

classroom and develop teaching techniques th at include a ll students 

(Orkwis, 2003; in Tejero and Martinez, 2007). As teach ers becom e m ore 

familiar with inclusive cla ssrooms they often discover that m a ny of the 

same strategies that work with students who a re struggling in reading 

and math also work for certain students with disabilities and vice 

versa(Idol, 2006; in Tejero and Martines, 2007). However, schools in 

Ethiopia, teach ers do not 'u se any specia lized teaching m aterials that 

we re tailo red according to the unique needs of students. Mos t teachers 

also do not even recognize th e presence of students with special n eeds in 

th e classroom (Mulat, 2009). Similarly, in most schools, lesson pla n 

format is conventional, r igid; does n ot provide space for individua l 

learning, subject m atter differences, while teach ers a re expected to 

customize the format to fi t the specific needs of their respective 

classroom, they ra ther u se it as it is (Belay, 2007). 

Hen ce, Professional development then needs to provide teachers with 

models of differentiated instruction and curriculum which can provide 

them with knowledge and skills to implemen t a growing range of 

instructional s trategies (Molto, 2003; Tejero a nd Martinez, 2007). 

2.6.3 Knowledge of good Communication for Better Teaching 

All learners are different in the way they learn. Some learn by seeing 

others by hearing, s till others by doing and many oth ers need a 

combination of method. Good communication requires a variety of 

mechanisms to exch a nge views, ideas a nd goals. It is importa nt to know 

wh at each student a lready knows and can do, a nd to know what each 
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student s till n eeds to know a nd do (UNESCO, 2004b) . The need of 

assessment before the lesson starts provides information about 

appropria te support. 

To encourage s tudents to work colla boratively with stakeholders, 

teache rs shou ld invite them to pa rticipate in planning, implementing, 

evaluating the strategies to their own learning (MOE, 2006) . 

Communication requIres an a ttitude of tolerance, acceptance a nd 

integrated effort between those who are m embers of the school or 

classroom community (UNESCO, 2004b). It is about developing a culture 

that encourages learners and teachers to work together towards ensuring 

educational success and personal development. It is based on learning 

collaborativeiy , not competitively (Ainscow, 1994). The collaborative 

education system focuses on cooperative work rather than competition . 

Howeve r , in Ethiopia, most teachers n ever employ teaching strategies 

that can promote active pa rticipation of students like coopera tive, group 

p lay and oth er techniques rather than employing strategies tha t enha nce 

competitive learning and rote m emorization (Mulat, 2009). 

2 .7 Collaboration for Increasing Teachers Knowledge 

The speed of inclusive education in a given country depends on various 

issues, including knowledge of actors about inclusive education (Eklindh 

& Brule-Balescut, 2006). But, teachers working In mainstream 

classroom a re not sure of wha t is expected of them, do not h ave a c lear 

picture of how a n inclus ive education operates a nd do not have sufficient 

experti se for inclusion (Gaad & Khan , 2007). 

In this case, professiona ls in th e fie ld suggested that, to achieve inclus ive 

education in regular classrooms. It is necessa ry that regular cdu cation 

teachers a nd special education teachers to h ave a j oint field of work 

(Stainback & Sta inback, 1996; in Zecic,s . 2007) . 
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Therefore, effective collaboration is the foundation of good inclusive 

program, if teachers are to successfully manage their instruction to meet 

the needs of all their students (McLeskey & Waldron, 2002, Petting, 

2000, Walther-Thomas et ai., 2000; in Tejero & Martinez, 2007) . To 

effectively met students needs in integrated settings educators need to 

spend a considerable amount of time and effort in rethinking how 

gene ral and special edu cation teachers' can work together to m eet the 

needs of students. As there continues to be an increase in the number of 

students with disa bilities being educated in general education settin gs, 

there is a need for an increase in collaboration and true communication 

between general and special education teachers for sharing knowledge 

(Pugach & Johnson, 2002; in Tejero & Mortinez, 2007) . 

2 .8 Teachers Knowledge and Teaching Strategies 

Instruction is a teacher's major responsibility to import specific contents, 

to a ll students in regular classroom, adapt instruction to students n eed 

and continuously assess progresses of learners (Wood, 200 2). Similarly, 

an inclus ive education demands that the teacher to bc creativc, 

innovative, flexible, ready to learn from the learners and capable of 

initiating active learning (Tirussew, 2005). As classroom become more 

diverse, teachers also need to become more diverse In terms of th e 

instructional practices they use in their classroom. However, many 

general education teachers have not been equipped with the necessary 

skills and techniques for successful inclusion and are still feeling 

uncomfortable and unprepared to m eet the needs of students with 

disabilities due to their limited experience and lack of preparation (Ayer 

& Meye r, 1992, O'Neill & Williams, 1993; in Tejeor & Martinez, 2007). 

Teaching and learning process in regular classroom are often lacking the 

flexibility to accommoda te the diverse abilities a nd inte rests of a 
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heterogeneous learner population (UNESCO, 2000). This is because; 

teachers a re not ready to implement various teaching strategies (Mulat, 

2009) . Tha t is way, most commonly u sed teaching strategies do not serve 

children well since they are often too rigid, rely too heavily on rote 

learning and memorization and place learning to play their role passively 

(Wormnaes, 2006). The situation is similar in Ethiopia, teachers not 

employ teaching s trategies that can promote active participa tion of 

students, and rather they employ strategies tha t enhance competitive 

learning and rote m emorizations (Mula t , 2009). Design and 

implemen ta tion of teaching is largely less individualized, but teacher 

centered and one-way (Belay, 2007). 

Teachers do n ot have the n ecessary knowledge on how to include 

s tudents in to regu lar classroom (Mulat, 2009). The research done at 

Kechnie Debreselam primary school reveals that a lmost a ll teach ers 

replied that th ey never prepa re lesson plans, use teaching a id and 

m ethods, give assignments and home works addressing the different 

needs of s tudents (Belay, 2007). 

On the other ha nd , a combina tion l. e direct instruc tion, discovery 

learning, coopera tive learning, m ediated experIence, individualized 

in s truction, peer tutoring and independent studies, a re often 

recommended as a teaching strategy tha t addresses learners with diverse 

specia l needs (Wormnaes, 2006). 

However, as fa r as the current classroom situation IS concerned, 

providing individualized instruction are challenging due to large class 

size and students' range of abilities. Considering the reality of to day's 

classrooms , it is difficult to imagine how they might provide this 

individua lized instruction required by many students with disabilities . 

However , teachers can implement a combination of grouping formats to 

add ress th e unique needs of all students and a ddress the h eterogeneity 
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of general education classroom (Maheady, 1997). Some of these grouping 

formats that general education teachers can utilize include small 

grouping instruction and pairing and peer tutoring (Vaughn et aI , 2001; 

in Jejero & Martines, 2007). Small group instruction offers a context for 

teachers to provide students opportunities to express what they know 

receive fe edback from other students and the teacher and practice newly 

acquired skills. Effective use of small group can be enhanced through the 

use of flexible grouping and student lead small group (Radencich & 

Mekay, 1995). Furthermore, students with disabilities have reported that 

they prefer to work in pairs and consider other students to be their 

favorite teachers (Klingner et aI, 1998, Vaughn et aI, 2001: in Tejero & 

Martines, 2007). 

2.9 Teachers Knowledge about the role of effective teacher in Ie 

Teachers will continue to h ave primary responsibility for the education of 

a ll children in their classes. The growing move towards inclusion means 

that these teachers will have increasing responsibility for larger numbers 

of children with disabilities (Tomas and Feler, 1988; saffron et a I. , 1994, 

Safford, spodek and saracho, 1994; in Tirussew, 1999). The other role of 

the regular class teacher is to teach non-disabled students about 

students with disabilities on issues like respecting individual differences 

a nd th e benefits that can be derived from interacting with persons of 

different abilities and backgrounds (stain back and stain back, 1985: m 

Tirussew, 1999). 

Teaching students with special needs in an inclusive classroom may be 

regarded, as a challenge for teachers accustomed to teaching in the 

regular classroom therefore teachers should reqUlre the basic 

characteristics of effective teaching (Westwood, 2003). 
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An effective teacher in a n inclusive classroom has the a bility and skills to 

plan for th e content coverage and takes into account the difference 

between studen ts by scope and sequences of their obj ective. Moreover 

cfrec tive teachers have good strategies to ta ke advantage of time by 

maximizing academic time-on-task and h ave good presentation skills 

including the variables which might influen ce the teaching process thus 

keeping th e students active a nd engaged a nd moni toring the academ ic 

practices in th e inclusive classroom with frequent questioning and giving 

immediate feedback (Westwood, 2003). Therefore, effective teachers a re 

crucial for inclusive classroom to build self-concept and self-efficacy for 

students. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Methodology 

The pnmary purpose of this study was to assess teachers' knowledge 

towards teaching students' with disabilities . In order to meet the 

objcctivc. quantitative method was employed. 

3.1 Research Design 

The research design for this study was descriptive survey. This design 

was considered ideal for the study since the sample was compa ratively 

large. Ndirangu (2000) a rgues that surveys are excellent vehicles for 

collecting original data for purposes of studying the understanding, 

attitudes and orientations of a very large population. 

Using self-administered questionnaire information describing the 

current status of teachers' perceived and actual knowledge, towards 

Lcaching chi ldren with disabilities was obtained. 

3.2 Research Setting 

Awi Zone is one of the eleven zones of Amhara Regional States. The zone 

IS 452km away from Addis Ababa and constitutes three city 

administration and seven Weredas. It is the zone where the Awi 

community resides. Almost in a ll rural areas Awign (the language of Awi 

community) is th e medium of instruction in schools while in towns this 

langu age is provided as on e subject. According to the 2009/10 

Education Office report, the zone has 384 primary schools among these 

two primary schools h ave special classes where students with visual and 

hearing impairment are learning and 12 high schools. There are 5008 

primary school teachers in this zone, among these 9 are special class 

teachers . 
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Among these schools four pnmary schools were selected, the fi rst two 

namely, Kosober primary school and Mengesha Jemberie Primary school 

consists of 109 regular and 5 special class and 132 regular and 4 special 

class teachers respectively, these schools are selected in order to see 

whether regular classroom teachers are more aware of children with SNE 

or not; and the second two schools Chagni 01 primary school consists of 

128 a nd Chagni 03 primary school consists of 62 regular class teachers 

and there are no teachers trained in SNE. 

3.3 Sampling 

As far as the sampling frame is concerned there were 431 regula r and 9 

special classes with a total of 440 teachers were available. From these 

153 teachers were drawn using stratified random samplings. The 

stratification was made based on teach ers' education level and year of 

experience . A stratified random sampling design was selected because it 

increases the likelihood of representatives from different education level 

and experience. But, taking equal number of participant from each 

stratum was not possible because in one stratum it was possible to find 

enough participants while in the other not. 

3.4 Research Tools 

Questionnaire 

A questionnaire developed for this study was close ended. The 

development of the knowledge related items in the questionnaire was 

through adaptation made from previous resea rch conducted by Kuyini 

and Desai , (2007) in Ghana. In addition, critical review of related 

literature was made to support the adaptation that was made to the 

items. 
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The content of the questionnaire has three major pa rts : part one, 

includes background information (gender, qua lification, the subject of 

teaching, training in special need edu cation/ inclusion, teaching 

experience, e tc). Part two, includes items related to teachers' perceived 

knowled ge and pa rt three, a nd includes items related to teach ers' actual 

knowledge towards teaching children with disa bilities . The items covered 

a reas such as : 

1. Philosophy and princip les of inclusive & SNE : 

2 . Characteristics of learners , including knowled ge of different 

disability type: 

3 . Planning instructional contents and managmg the teaching­

learning environm ent. This was covered by issues such as the 

design of IEP, adaptation and modification which h ave to be m ade 

at classroom levels by regula r class teachers 

After reviewing knowledge related litera ture , the item s were constructed 

together with thc advisor. To confirm th e validity of the items, copies of 

the instruments were distributed among five experts two of them were 

MA students in th e Department of Special Needs Education and th e 

other on e is the doctoral studen ts in the department of SNE to check the 

a pproprialcness of the item to the study and the other two were doctoral 

s ludents in the Department of ILS to check the clarity of the language . 

To check the re lia bility of the instrument stability estimate tes t-re test 

reliabili ty was conducted in Chagni 01 primary school, a mong th e 50 

instruments distributed in a week interval 45 were taken, because 2 

teachers do not returned back the second instrument while the other 3 

were not properly filed by respondents (they did not totally filed item s in 

actual knowled ge in both th e first and the second test). Based on this, 
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the test-retest reliability was (C!~0 .71). But alpha value of the actual 

study was 0.88; it indicated that the instrument enjoyed high reliability . 

The questionnaire was first prepared in English , but in order to avoid 

confusion and to make the content of each question clear, it was 

translated in to Amharic and evaluated by two la n guage experts(doctora l 

students in the Department of ILS).The respondents to the items we re 

rated on a two-point scale : Yes (2), No (I) . 

The Pilot Study 

After the instrument passed a lot of deve lopment stages, pilot study was 

made in Eshet primary school of Chagni town. Before conducting the 

pilot study copies of cooperation letters from both the University and 

Wereda Education office were given to the director of the school and 

permission was granted. In this school there were only 16 teachers so 

that all of them were participated on the pilot study. During data 

collection together with the director of the school we requested teachers' 

to fill the questionnaire by explaining the purpose of the study and in the 

next day all the instruments were returned. 

The reliability analysis was performed based on th e pilot data. The result 

indicated (C!~0 . 78) which is relatively good internal consistency. 

3.5 Procedure of Data Collection 

The data collection procedure for the mam study was more or less 

simi lar to that of th e pilot study. But the main study was conducted in 

four geographically isolated government primary schools. To collect the 

required data each school took two days. Based on this, in all schools 

before collecting the data, letter of recommendation from the Department 

of SNE and the Wereda education office which states a bout the 
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researcher and the investigation and requires cooperation, was given to 

the director of the schools. After permission was granted the researcher 

explained the purpose of the study and the way of questionnaire 

administration to the sample respondents at break time in three schools. 

While in one school the orientation was provided in two separate groups . 

Aftcr ge tting informed the teachers were asked to fill the questionnaire 

and through the uni t leaders/ vice directors the questionnaires were 

distributed to the sample teachers. Some of them returned it on that day 

while others took it to their home and brought it on the second day. 

Data collection from the sample schools were conducted in seven 

consecutive days: during the process of data collection all teachers were 

participated voluntary. In all the sample school Instruments were fully 

returned , of course, in a ll schools the researcher distributed an extra five 

questionnaire to supplement the unreturned and incomplete instruments 

for these rcason 153(100%) of the sample was maintained . 

During the process of data collection the ethics of research where 

adhered throughout the study by protecting the right and dignity of a ll 

participants. All respondents were asked if they agreed to take part in the 

study and informed of the purpose of data collection . The identity of all 

respondents was kept anonymous. 

3.6 Data Analysis Methods 

In analyzing the data quantitative method of analysis was applied. 

Firstly, demographic variables were presented clearly in table form. 

Descriptive statistics percentage, means and standard deviations were 

computed in order to examine the knowledge level of the participants 

related to teaching SWDs. 
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Correlation coefficient was served to analyze correlation between 

variables (actual and perceived knowledge) so that, the correlation was 

made for looking into the relationship between actual and perceived 

knowledge about teaching students with disabilities. 

To conduct companson between knowledge and demographic 

characteristics, independent sample t-test and one way analysis of 

vanance were computed. Post hoc pair wise comparison was also 

performed to locate where the difference between groups lied. However, 

all the statistical tools indicated above were computed using statistical 

package of socia l science (SPSS 13). 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Findings 

4.1 Background Information of the Sample 

The participants of th e study were 153 regular classroom teachers .Their 

background inform ation is presented in the table below. 

Table: 1- Demographic Characteristics of the Sample 

N 153 
Sex Male 81 (52.95%) 

Female 72(47.1 %) 
N 153 

Age Mean 37.44 
Std .D 9.497 

N 153 
Age in range 20-30 5 1(33.7 %) 

31 -40 42(27.6 %) 
41-50 46(30.1 %) 

>50 14 (9 .3 %) 
N 153 

Education level Degree 14(9.2 %) 
Diploma 114(74.5 %) 

Certificate 25(1 6 .3 %) 
N 153 

Teaching experience Mean 16. 73 
In y~a r Std.D 9 .84 

N 153 
Teaching experience 0-10 53(34.6 %) 
range 11 -20 40(26.2%) 

21-30 48(31.4% ) 
>30 12(7.8%) 

- -
Presence of SWDs in N 153 
the present 93(60.2 %) 
class taught absent 60(39 .8 %) 

Statu s of training on N 153 
inclusion of SWDs With training 15(9.8%) 

Without training 138(90.2 %) 
--
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As s hown In the a bove ta ble , among the respondents 82(52.9%) were 

males a nd 72(47.1%) were female teachers. From this it can be said that 

gender balance was m a inta ined. 

The ages of th e participants range from 23-58 with a mean of 37.44 and 

standard devia tion of 9 .497.The age ra n ge shows a fair distribution of 

teach ers of different age levels and this gave an opportunity to compare 

the participa n ts of different age groups on different variables of the 

study. 

Concerning teaching expenence of the respondents in general, their 

experience ranged from 1-38 years with a mean of 16 .73 and standard 

deviation of 9 .84 .This wider distributions fac ilitated further analysis of 

th is variable . 

In relation to having students with disabilities in classroom, 93(60.8%) of 

the sample do have students with disability in th eir classroom. The 

teachers would have responded to this item based on th e students with 

vis ible disability .Hence, from h ere we say that there is a la rge number of 

students with disabilities included in regula r classroom, knowingly or 

unknowingly . As far as tra ining is concerned 138(90.2 %) teach ers did 

n ot h ave any training on the inclusion of SWDs into regular classroom. 

Here a lso we can say that, even th ough th e sample schools h ave large 

number of SWDs, teachers do not have tra ining to support them. 

4.2 Results Teachers' Perceived Knowledge 

The mean and s tanda rd deviation were computed in order to examine th e 

level of perceived knowledge the participants have a bout teaching SWDs 

in regular classroom. 
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Table: 2 -Results on teachers perceived knowledge 

Range 
Variable Mean S.D Max. Min. 

Perceived 
knowledge 10.63 2 .17 16 8 
Median =12 

The resul t reveal th at teach er s h ad a mean score value of 10. 63 

(SO=2.17).This means the mean scored by the teachers was below the 

median (12) and this consequently in d icates that, teachers in this survey 

perceived them selves as having insu fficien t knowledge a bout teaching 

SWOs. 

4.3 Results of Teachers Actual Knowledge 

Table: 3-Rsults of Teachers Actual Knowledge 
Range 

Variable Mean SD Max. Min . 
Actual 52 .75 6.8 10 72 40 
knowledge 
Median =56 

The mean value was found to be 52.75 with a standard deviation of 6 .81 

which is below th e median i.e. 56. Th is resul t ind icates that teachers' 

level of actual knowledge was low to teach s tu dents with d isabilities in 

the classroom. 

4.4 Correlation between Perceived & Actual knowledge 

Table: 4-Result of correlation on perceived & actual knowledge 

Variables Actual Knowledge 

Perceived knowledge .58 1 ** 
•• Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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As it is clearly indicated in the table above, the results of teachers' 

perceived knowledge with sample schools having special cla ss and non 

special class schools showed the mean of 11. 23 & 9.94 res pectively. The 

t-calculated for the difference between the mean was 3.76, which was 

significant at O.Ollevel. This demonstrated that there was statistically 

significant difference between teachers who thought in schools having 

specia l class and non special class school teachers. 

Howeve r , the results of teachers' actual knowledge was d ifferent from the 

pe rceived knowledge, here the mean score of teachers who thought in 

schools having special class and non special class sch ools were 52 .26 & 

52.89 respec tively. The observed t-value for the difference between the 

mean wa s - .240, which was not significant at 0.051evel. Thi s 

demonstra ted that there was no statistically significant difference 

between teachers who taught in schools having special cla ss and non 

specia l class school teachers. 

II -Sex and knowledge 

Table: 6 Data and result of t-test between male and female 

respondents on perceived and actual knowledge in teaching SWDs. 

Variables Sex N Mean Std. D t-calc. df Sig. 
Perceived male 

81 10 .51 2.05623 - .729 15 1 .467 
knowledge 

female 72 10.76 2.3 1646 

Actual male 81 53.16 6.445 - .79 151 .425 
knowledge 

female 72 52 .28 7.215 
* Not Significant at 0 .05 level 

As specified in the table above, the teachers perceived knowledge with 

the mean score of male a nd female respondents of this s tudy were 

[0.506 &10.764 respective ly . The observed t-value for the difference 
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between the means was -.729, which was not significant at 0.05 level. 

Therefore, there was no statistically significan t difference in their 

perceived knowledge between male and fem a le teacher participants. 

Similarly, the actual knowledge, the mean score of male & femal e 

participants was 53.16 & 52.24 respectively. The observed t-value for th e 

difference was - .79, which was not s ignificant at 0.05 level. Therefore , 

there was no statistically significant difference between male and female 

participants in their actu a l knowledge . 

III-Training on inclusion of SWDs and knowledge 

Table: 7 Data and result of t-test between teachers having training 

and without training on perceived and actual knowledge in 

teaching SWDs. 

Variables Trainin~ N Mean I Std. D t-calc. df Sig. 
Perceived With 

15 15.33 .976 12.543** 15 1 .000 knowledge training 

Without 138 10.12 l. 578 
training 

Actual With 15 68 .67 2.94 14.988** 151 .000 
knowledge training 

Without 138 5l.0 1 4.45 
training 

**significant at 0.01 leve l 

The results of teach ers' perceived knowledge with tra ining and without 

training sh owed the m ean of 15 .33 & 10.12 respectively . The t-statistics 

for the d iffe rence between the mean was 12 .54, which was s ignificant a t 

0.0 1 level. This indicates that there is statistically significan t difference 

between respondents h aving training and with out training as far as the 

perceived knowledge is concerned. 
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Similarly, in the results of actual knowledge the mean score of teachers 

with training and without training were 68 .67 & 5 1.01 respectively . The 

observed t-value for the difference was 14.98, which was s ignificant at 

o 01 leve l. This indicates that there is statistically s ignificant difference 

between teachers having training and without training concerning actual 

knowledge . 

IV-Presence / Absence of SWDs in classroom & knowledge 

Table: 8 Data and results of t-test between teachers who have 

students with disabilities in their classroom and teachers who did 

not have SWDs on perceived and actual knowledge. 

Presence 
Variables ofSWD N Mean Std.D t- calc . Of Sig. 
Perceived With SWDs 

93 10 .97 2.35 2.44 * 151 .016 knowledge 
Without 

60 10.10 1.78 
SWDs - ----

Actual 
knowledge With SWDs 93 53.62 7.57 2.006 * 151 .047 

Without 
60 5l.38 5.198 

SWDs .. Significant at 0.0 5 level 

As shown in the table, th e mean score value of teachers having SWDs in 

th eir classroom a nd who do not have were 10.97 & 10.10 respectively. 

Thc t-calculated for the difference between the means was 2.44, which 

was s ignificant a t 0.05 level. Hen ce, th ere was statistically significant 

difference in their perceived knowledge between teachers having SWDs in 

classroom a n d who do not have SWDs in classroom. 

The same was true to actual knowledge; the mean score of teachers 

having SWDs and without SWDs in the classroom were 53.62 & 51.38 

respectively . The t-calculated for the difference between the means was 
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2.006, which was s ignificant at 0.05. Hence, there was statistically 

significant difference in the actual knowledge between teachers h aving 

SWDs in classroom and who do not have SWDs in classroom. 

4.6 Comparison among groups based on demographic 

variables 

The following pa rt demons trates the result of one way a n a lysis of 

varian ce performed between different groups of teachers' based on 

various demographic ch a racteristics on the varia ble knowledge. 

1- Education levels and knowledge 

Table: 9 Results of the one way analysis of variance of teachers 

education level on perceived and actual knowledge. 

Education 
Variables levels N Mean Std. D df F Sig. 
Perceived 
knowledge Certificate 25 10.5600 2.73983 150 1.46 .236 

Diploma 114 10.5263 1.965 
Degree 14 11.5714 2.65197 
Total 

153 10.6275 2. 17909 152 

Actual 
knowledge Certificate 25 5 1.20 8 .357 150 1.03 .360 

Diploma 114 52.89 6.049 
Degree 14 54.29 9.376 
Total 153 52.75 6.8 10 152 

... Not slgnlficant at 0.05 level 

As we see from the a bove table, the mean value of the teachers' 

education level shows a lmost similar m ean value . The observed P-value 

fo r th c diffe ren ce between the m ean was 1.457, wh ic h is not s ignificant 

a t 0.05 levels . Therefore, there was n o s ignificant difference between 

teachers having different education levels, in rela tion to teachers ' 

perceived knowledge. 
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The same was true to actua l knowledge; the mea n value of teachers ' 

education level revealed a lmost simila r mean value. Here, th e observed F­

value for the difference between the mean was l.03, this is not 

significan t at 0.05 level. Hence, there was no significant differen ce 

between teachers having different education levels, in rela tion to 

teachers' actual knowledge abou t teaching SWDs. 

II-Age range and knowledge 

Table: 10 Results of the one way analysis of variance of 

teachers' age range on Perceived and Actual knowledge. 

Variables Age range N Mean SD df F Sig. 1 

Perceived 
knowledge 1(20-30) 5 1 11.39 2.32 150 5.09** .002 

2(3 1-40) 42 9.73 1.73 
3(4 1-50) 39 10.41 2.15 

J 
4(>50) 2 1 10.95 2. 11 
Total 153 10.63 2.18 152 

- -

Actua l 
knowledge 1(20-30) 5 1 53.90 8.44 150 .789 .502 

2(3 1-40) 42 52.33 5.28 I 

3 (41 -50) 39 51.82 6 .45 
4(>50) 2 1 52.48 5.68 

I Total 153 52 .75 6.8 1 152 
*-J." Significant at O.011eve l 

Here in the a bove table the mean value of the companson between 

groups of age range 1l.39 , 9 .73 , 1004 1 & 10.95 respectively. The 

observed F-value for the differen ce between the mean was 5.09, which 

was s ignifican t at 0.05 level. Th erefore , th ere was statistically significant 

difference between teach ers h aving different age range , in relation to the 

perceived knowledge about teaching SWD s. But it can not be located 
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wh ere th e diffe rence lied. Therefore , in order to locate where the 

difference exi s ted, Tukey HSD Post Hoc compa rison was employed a nd 

results a re p resen ted in table 11 below. 

Table: 11 Results of the post hoc pair wise comparison of t eache rs' 
perceived knowledge in different age range. 

Groups 2 3 4 

1 ** 

2 

3 

*-A" s ignificant at O.011evel 

Resul ts of th e post h oc pa ir wise compa n son indicates tha t there is a 

s igni ficant diffe rence in the mean value of teach ers in th e 1st a nd 2 nd agc 

group on the perceived knowledge . Th e resu lt showed th at excep t the 1st 

group which h ave s ignifica nt d iffe ren ce from th e 2nd group, th e other 

(3and 4) did not h ave s ign ifican t d ifferen ce from any one of the other 

group in th cir perceived knowledge. 

However , the result of a c tua l knowledge was d ifferent from the perceived 

one . Here, the mean value of th e compa rison between groups of age 

range was nearly s imila r . Due to this , the F-va lu e for th e difference 

bc tween th e mean were .79, which was not s ignificant a t 0.05 levels. 

Hence, th ere is no sta tis tically s ignifica nt d ifference between teach er s 

h a vin g diffe rent a ge ra n ge , con cernin g the actual knowledge teach ers 

h ave a bout teaching SWDs. 

III-Experience range and knowledge 

Table: 12 Results of the one way analysis of variance of teachers' 

experience range on perceived and actual knowledge. 
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Experience 
Variables range N Mean SD df F Sig. 
Perceived 1(0-10) 

52 10.98 2.24 150 1.23 knowledge .301 
2(11 -20) 41 10.19 2.19 
3(21 -30) 48 10.50 2.24 
4(>30) 12 11.08 1.3 1 
Total 153 10.63 2 .17 152 

Actual 1(0-10) 52 52.67 7.68 150 .685 .562 
knowledge 

2( 11-20) 41 53.93 6.59 
3(2 1-30) 48 51.85 6.66 
4(>30) 12 52.58 3.23 
Total 153 52.75 6.81 152 

* Not sIgnIficant at 0.0 5 level 

The above table illustrated the m ean values of teach ers experience range. 

The F-value for the differen ce between the m ean was 1.23, which was not 

s ignificant at 0.05 level. Therefore, there is no statistically s ignificant 

d ifference between expen ence ra nges of teacher s and perceived 

knowledge . 

Simila rly, in the actual knowledge , the mean value of the compa n son 

between the teachers experience range was nearly similar. The F- values 

for the difference between the mean was .685, which was not s ignificant 

at 0 .05 levels. Therefore, there is no statistically significant differen ce 

between experience ranges of teach ers and actual knowled ge. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

5.1 Teachers' perceived knowledge about teaching SWDs 

Regula r classroom teach ers have played crucia l role for the 

implementation of inclusive education program strategy designed by the 

Ethiopian MOE (2006), so th at, it is vital for con cerned bodies to 

understand regular classroom teachers' knowledge whether they can 

meet th e need s of SWDs in classroom . Becau se, th ey h ave m uch 

influence on the su ccess th e s tuden ts will h ave in their classroom and 

th e implem entation of inclu sive education for th e fu ture. Th at is way th is 

investigation focu sed on th e two dimen s ions of teach ers' knowled ge i.e, 

perceived and actual k nowledge . 

The survey made on per ceived knowledge of regular classroom teachers 

was determined by the mean score value. Perceived knowledge is the 

belief that teacher s hold about their own k nowledge r egard ing teach ing 

SWDs in regular classroom. Based on th is, the results of the study 

indicated that teachers had a mean score below the median value. This 

mean s the mean scored by the teach er s was below th e median value (12) 

and this con sequently indicates th at, teach er s in this survey perceived 

th emselves as h aving insufficien t knowled ge abou t teaching SWDs. It is 

confirmed with th e literature tha t , regular classroom teacher s do not 

perceive th emselves as h aving th e appropriate k nowledge and skills to 

meet the instructional needs of SWDs (Mobergy, 1997; in Tirussew, 

1999). 

This result emanated from the teach ers understanding of special needs 

education, maj ority of regular classroom teachers do not have sufficient 

knowledge that enable th em to teach student with d isabilities. 
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Tirussew( 1999) indicated that regular classroom teachers a re 

insufficiently informed on the edu cationa l implication of a given disability 

condition. 

This result implied that teachers in this study require additional training 

on how they can teach students with disabilities in their own classroom. 

Teachers in this study m ay find that their college introductory SNE 

course and experience are insufficient and need to be supplemented. The 

MOE, in its inclusive edu cation program strategy (2006) stated that 

regula r classroom teachers need appropriate and relevant education and 

training to provide a ppropriate support for students with special needs. 

At least they have to be aware of the needs in classroom. 

The study revealed that there is strong relationship between perceived 

and actual knowledge of teachers in teaching SWDs. This indicates that 

respondents who believe in there own knowledge regarding teaching 

students with disabilities do have actual/practical knowledge towards 

implementing inclusivc cducation in regular classroom. Research as well 

as expe rience has demonstrated that teachers' perception is important in 

determining teachers' practical knowledge . From this result it appears 

th at th e presence of perceived knowledge is predictors of actual 

knowledge. 

In the comparison between teachers taught in schools h aving special 

class a nd non special class, the result demonstrated that there was 

s ignificant difference between teachers taught in schools having special 

class and teachers without this experience. This could be because 

teachers in special class school might get an opportunity to communicate 

with teachers who graduated in special needs education. This implied 

that presence of special class in the school compound contribute for 

teachers perceived knowledge. Similarly, teachers who taught in schools 

having special class felt themselves as having sufficient knowled ge, but 
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they can not implement it actually in the classroom. Tirussew,(1999) 

explained that in reality practical problems could be encountered while 

regular classrooms teachers including children with diverse educational 

needs. 

An analysis of responses collected from teachers also indicates sex did 

not have any contribution to perceived knowledge. This indicated that 

both sexes almost equally perceived/ feel themselves as having 

insufficient knowledge about teaching SWDs. 

The above explanation tells us that both sexes are insufficiently informed 

abut teaching SWDs in regular classroom. Their perception towards 

teaching SWDs lack core background knowledge that has to be 

supplemented by training, unless, it is unthinkable to expect sufficient 

perception on teachers towards teaching SWDs. Hence, training teachers 

becomes a key strategy for realization of inclusive education (Savolainen, 

et a l 2000). 

The comparison between teachers' status of training on inclusion of 

SWDs and perceived knowledge showed significant difference between 

them. That means, teachers who got training on inclusion of SWDs 

thought tha t they were more knowledgeable than teachers who did not 

have training. In substantiating this point, Fish( 1985) states that the 

new responsibilities of all regular schools, for the detection, assessment, 

a nd provision for children with SEN, requires that all teachers have some 

awareness about the means of meeting these responsibilities . This 

awareness should start from their initial training. Because, teachers are 

likely to encounter students with SEN in the course of their teaching 

careers, initial teacher training must make explicit account of this 

(Hegarty, et ai, 1988). 
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The above explanation implied that without proper education and 

lrain ing, teachers' feeling about their own knowledge becomes low. 

Tirussew( 1999) indicates that regular classroom teachers who do not 

have sufficient background knowledge in special needs education can not 

teach SWDs in regular classroom. Hence, planning innovative approach 

to pre service and in service training is very essential in this regard. 

Besides, comparison was made between teachers who have SWDs and 

who do not have SWDs in classroom on their perceived knowledge. The 

result shows that there was statistically significant difference between 

teachers having SWDs and without disabilities in the classroom. This 

means that teachers who h ave SWDs in their classroom perceived 

lhemselves as having sufficient knowledge than teachers who do not 

have SWDs in their classroom. The reason behind this could be eith er 

teacher might learn things from the learners as they teach them in 

classroom or they tried to read more about SWDs; consequently, their 

perception/ feeling towards teaching SWDs might increase. 

The above result tells us when teachers have SWDs in their classroom; 

they tried to know more about these students. In the process, their 

perception increased and presence of these students in classroom do 

have contribution on perceived knowledge . 

The study also further revealed that education level of teachers did not 

have any contribution on perceived knowledge. In this case, the result of 

the comparison between perceived knowledge and education level of 

participants indicated that there was no statistically significant difference 

between teachers' perceived knowledge and their education levels. Like 

the previous explanation the same reason could happen here, it is the 

result of initial teacher training. Hegarty, (1988) indicated that, as far as 

regular teachers are concerned, it would seem reasonable to suppose 

that the limitation of initial teacher training are even more marked since 
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they are less likely to have had an orientation towards SNE. Simachew, 

(2009) also emphasized that the training program of Deber Berhan 

teachers college seriously lacks the practica l component both in th e 

curriculum organization as well as during the instructiona l process. 

From this we can understand that no m a tter how the teach ers ' education 

level is different, their feeling about their own knowledge towards 

teaching SWDs is similar. So lack of awareness about SNE in Ethiopian 

school is not bounded by educa tion level, it encompasses all levels of 

qua lification. I-Ience, it is reasonable to expect that the limited knowledge 

in regard to teaching SWDs would bring into question the educators to . 

assess what is expected of teachers in order to teach SWDs in their 

classroom. 

Results of the one way analysis of variance showed tha t teachers' age has 

eonLribution on the ir perceived knowledge. The result s howed that 

except the 1 st group which have significa nt differen ce from the 211(1 group , 

Lhe other (3and 4) did not h ave significant differen ce from a nyon e of the 

other group in their perceived knowledge. As we can see from table 10 

the 1st age group shows high mea n value a lmos t near to the media n than 

the other age group. But the 2nd group relatively far from the media n 

value (1 2 ). Here we can put different opinions, teachers who completed 

their college education before the beginning of introductory special need 

education as common course (seven years ago) might demonstra te low 

level of perception; while on th e oth er hand, the newly employed and 

experienced ce r t ifica te teach ers who up grade their level from certifica te 

to diploma through dista n ce education might show no significanL 

difference. 

From this result we can say that majority of the sample respondents 

were a lmost in a similar level of perceived knowledge but there is gap 

between age group 20-30 and 31-40 this result is important to indicate 
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which age groups demonstrate low perceived knowledge. Similarly, by 

looking at the m ean value of each group, we can identify which age group 

requires more emphasis in education and training. When we look the 

mean value of the first age group it is near to the median value which 

indicates that both the way of delivering SNE in college & universities 

and knowledge of newly graduated teachers are improving. 

When we compare teach ers' experience range a nd their belief about their 

own knowledge, it is found that there is no statistically s ignificant 

difference between teachers' experience and their perceived knowledge. 

In other words, in all ra nge of experien ce teachers did not h ave sufficient 

perceived knowledge; they were in almost equal level of perception about 

teaching SWDs. This is because in the long run of Ethiopian formal 

education teachers do not know about SNE and the presence of students 

with disabilities in regular classroom together with lack of continues in­

service training contributed to the low level of perceived knowledge. 

From thc ab ove expla n a tion we can understand that experien ce does not 

have contribution on teachers ' perception. Teachers did not have some 

sort of input in SNE that could be developed through experien ce. 

The over all results of teachers' perceived knowledge indicated that , 

teachers perceived themselves as having insufficient knowledge a bout 

teaching SWDs. This result goes in line with Hegarty, et ai, (1988) that 

teachers recognized that their teaching competence a s far as students 

with special n eeds is concerned are limited. 

5.2 Teachers' Actual Knowledge about teaching SWDs 

Examining m astery of basic knowledge of regular classroom teachers 

related to teaching SWDs will have a contribution in identifying how the 

regula r classroom teach ers a re knowledgeable a bou t the inclusion and 
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areas of deficiency in their knowledge in order to design remedia l 

programs for them. This in turn will h ave a contribution in faci lita ting 

the learning of SWDs because regular classroom teachers a re responsible 

at the first place , for teaching students with disabilities in classroom. 

The results of the survey made on teachers actual knowledge was 

presented here under. The crucial variable under this study is actual 

knowledge, because it tells us about the current teachers' level of 

knowled ge towards teaching SWDs. Based on the result, the mea n value 

of the pa rticipa nts was 52.75 which are below the expected mean value 

(56). This results shows that res pondents of this research lack basic 

knowledge to teach SWDs. That m eans, teach ers have insufficient actual 

knowledge that helps them to teach SWDs in regu lar classroom. Th e 

literatu re a lso confirms that, m any general education teachers h ave not 

been equipped with the necessary skills and techniques for successful 

inclusion a nd a re still feeling uncomfortable and unprepared to meet the 

needs of students with disabilities due to their limited experience and 

lack of preparation (Tejero & Martines, 2007) . 

The possible reason for the teachers' insufficient knowledge on teaching 

SWDs in regula r class room could be lack of appropriate training specific 

to teaching SWDs and loose relationships between regula r classroom a nd 

special needs education teachers related to the learning of students in 

regular classroom. The above mentioned reason were justi fi ed by 

Simachew, (2009) that the introductory SNE course being offered to a ll 

trainees of the college seriously lacks the prac tical skills to deal with 

children with special needs and is not sufficient enough to manage the 

inclusive classroom as expounded in the national SNE program strategy. 

Evaluation studies indicated that teachers do not a lways h ave the 

support they need to make inclus ion successful (Tirussew, 1999). This is 

Lhc rea so n why the m ajorily of teachers under this study demon slrate 
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low level of knowledge. Almost one third of teachers in this study a lso did 

not receive additiona l training as how to include SWDs in regular 

c la ssroom. But they be lief th ey h ave SWDs in their classroom, this 

implies th at SWDs in regular classroom may be hardly benefit from 

sch ooling. Successful inclusion hinges on teachers knowledge o f 

inclusion through training professiona l development and providing clear 

expecta tion of inclusive for education. The explanation also implied that 

teachers of this study are not capable of teaching students with 

disa bilities in regular classroom, unless supplementary education and 

tra ining are provided. 

[n the correlation made be tween perceived and actua l knowledge, the 

co rre lation coeffic ient showed that th ere is strong relationship (. 581 ) 

between the belief teach ers h ave about their own knowledge and their 

actual knowledge . This m eans teachers who have high perceived 

knowledge similarly will h ave practical/actual knowledge about teaching 

SW Ds and vise versa. 

However, in the comparison m ade between teachers who have SWDs and 

who do not h ave SWDs in classroom on their actual knowledge revealed 

no statistically significant difference between the two groups. Teachers 

themselves and the school principa l did not create collaboration between 

special class teachers and regula r class teachers to receive training. In 

primary schools there was no clear guideline to implement and establish 

colla boration between specia l class teachers and regular class teachers. 

However , effec tive collaboration is the founda tion of good inclus ive 

program, if teachers a re to su ccessfully m anage their instrucLion Lo mccL 

the needs of all their students (McLeskey & Waldron, 2002; Petting, 

2000; Wa lther-Thomas et al. 2000; in Tejero & Martinez, 2007). 
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This implies that teachers who have been teaching in schools having 

special class, perceived themselves as having knowledge towards 

teaching SWDs, but results of actual knowledge proved that they did not 

have practical knowledge to teach SWDs. Similarly, it implied that there 

is a gap between teachers' perceived knowledge and actual knowledge. 

Therefore, facilitating collaboration between special class and regular 

class teachers are very important to increase teachers' knowledge . 

Results of the analysis showed no statistically significant difference 

between male and female participant on their actual knowledge. This 

result insures the result we found above in the total results of actual 

knowledge. 

However, in the result of teachers ' actual knowledge with training and 

without training there was statistically significant difference between 

participants having training and without training. From this result we 

can unde rstand that training dose have the potential impact in changing 

teachers levels of knowledge. Teachers need appropriate and relevant 

education and training to provide appropriate support for students with 

special needs (MOE, 2006). Hence, it is necessary for all teachers to 

possess basic theoretical and practical knowledge in fulfilling different 

needs of students ( Savolaine et ai, 2000). 

The same result was found out in participants having SWDs and without 

disability in the classroom on their actual knowledge. So that, there was 

statistically significant difference in their actual knowledge between 

teachers having SWDs in classroom and who do not have SWDs. In other 

word, participants having SWDs in classroom have better knowledge that 

enables them to include SWDs in classroom than participants who did 

not have SWDs in their classroom. This could be because of teachers 

who have SWDs in classroom might read more about SNE in order to 

know and support these students . And they might establish contacts 
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with trainee teachers. Therefore, by establishing collaboration and 

providing training we can benefit them more. 

Group comparison also performed between actual knowledge a nd the 

respondents' education level. Based on this the result, found on teachers 

education level and their actu a l knowledge indicates that, there was no 

significant d iffere nce between teachers h aving different education level 

and their corresponding actual knowled ge. This consequ en t ly, s h ows 

that what ever the education level of teach er s IS different their actu a l 

knowledge to teach SWDs in th e classroom IS a lmost similar. The 

possible reason for this could be, the introductory special need education 

course did not benefit s ignificantly a ll education level a nd have some sort 

of deficiency in its delivery. Because, the college introductory course of 

special n eeds education is simila r for a ll education level in its content. 

From this we can understand that, teachers a t a ll levels of education 

have similar knowledge to teach SWDs. Therefore, th e tra in ing of 

teachers should be considered at a ll levels of education, unless the 

problem of SWDs will continue and reputa tion and dropout too. 

Results of the comparison between teachers' age and actual knowledge 

showed n early similar mean value. Hence, no statistically sign ifi cant 

difference between teachers having different age ra n ge. This m eans, the 

age range does not affect the knowledge that teachers exist in reality. The 

reason behind this could be it is not the high or the low age level that 

m atters , but th eir background knowledge m ade them in simila r level. 

That is way, newly employed teach ers who took college in troductory SNE 

cou rse showed good perceived knowledge in this case while their actual 

implementation was in question. 

Simila rly, the comparison made between experIence range and actual 

knowledge found out no statistically significant difference. That means, 

in a ll experience level teacher s were in almost a s imilar status. Here we 
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can provide the same reason with teachers experience range in perceived 

knowledge. 

In sum, teach ers ' knowledge is critical to the success of inclusion . 

However, for the long-term success of Ethiopia's inclusive practice, the 

results of this study also highlight the critical question. How effective can 

a m a ndated implementation of inclusion be if teachers lack knowledge 

and skills, have to deal with large class sizes and are inadequately 

supported by special need education professionals III their attempts to 

meet the overwhelming dema nds of inclusion . 
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CHAPTER SIX 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIN AND RECOMMANDATION 

6.1 SUMMARY 

The main purpose of this study was to examine teachers' knowledge about 

teaching SWDs in regular classroom. Based on this, two research questions 

were raised. These were : 

How knowledgeable are the regular classroom teachers regarding 

the inclusion of children with disabilities? 

How do teachers' believe in their own knowledge? 

In order to answer the above questions data from 153 pnmary school 

teachers drawn using stratified random sampling from four primary 

schools of Awi zone. A Questionna ire which was developed for this study 

was used to collect the data. 

Before data were collected from the sample teachers, a pilot study was 

implemented in Eshet Primary School of Chagni town to cheek the 

feasibility of the instrument. Before collecting the data, a letter of 

recommendation was given to the director of the schools. After 

permission was granted, the questionnaire was distributed and collected 

by the directo rs. 

The data was analyzed quantitatively usmg mean , standard deviation , 

correlation, independent sample t -test, one way a n a lysis of variance and 

Post hoc pair wise comparison. 

Results of the descriptive statistics suggested that teachers' perceived and 

actual knowledge demonstra ted low result. The correlation result indicates 

tha t there was a strong correlation between teachers perceived and actual 
r < " •• ;.!.,~::r 
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class school on perceived knowledge, the status of tra ining on inclusion of 

SWDs and presence of SWDs in classroom s h ows significant difference on 

both perceived and actual knowledge. But, no statistically significan t 

diffe re nce was observed between m a le and female participants in their 

perceived a n d actual knowledge. Finally, results of the one way analysis of 

variance reveals that there was significant difference between teachers' age 

group and perceived knowledge while education level and teachers 

experience did not contribute to knowledge. 
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6. 2 CONCLUSIONS 

The following are the conclusions arrived in this study: 

1. The regular classroom teachers in this study have low perceived 

knowledge towards the teaching of SWDs in regular class room. 

2. The regular classroom teachers in this study also have low actual 

knowledge that helps them to teach SWDs in regular classroom. 

3. Strong positive correlation was observed between teachers perceived 

and actual knowledge. 

4. Significant difference was observed between teachers taught in special 

class and non-special class school on perceived knowledge but no 

significant difference on actual knowledge. 

5. There was no statistically significant difference between male and 

female participants in there perceived and actual knowledge they have 

towards teaching SWDs. 

6 . There was statistically s ignificant difference between teachers with 

and without training in SNE on both the perceived and actual 

knowledge they h ave about teaching SWDs. 

7 . There was statistically significant difference between teachers who 

have SWDs and who do not have SWDs in classroom in t.hcre 

perceived and actual knowledge. 

8. There was no statistically significant difference between teachers 

h aving different education level and their corresponding perceived and 

actual knowledge. 

9 . There was statistically significant difference between teachers having 

different age range on perceived knowledge about teaching SWDs, 

while results of the post h oc pa ir wise comparison indicates that there 

is a s ignificant difference in the mean value of teache rs in the 1st and 

2nd age group on the perceived knowledge. But, there was no 

significant difference observed between age range and actual 

knowledge . 
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10. No statistically significant difference was observed between teachers 

experience range and knowledge (perceived and actual knowledge). 

6.3 RECOMMANDATION 

In light of the major findings and conclusions of the study, it appears 

reasonable to suggest the recommendation mentioned h ere under:-

1. The schools should create and raise awareness among regular 

classroom teach ers a bout the nature of SWDs and the way how to 

include these students in regular classroom. 

2 . Schools should work hard towards facilitating colla boration between 

special and regular classroom teachers to ensure that needs of 

students with disability are being met both in and out side their 

classroom. 

3. The schools should design expenence sharing programs among 

regular classroom teachers who were trained in SNE and perform 

better in teaching SWDs. 

4. Teacher training program tn each college and university tn Ethiopia 

em phasize on educating the would be teachers (special and regular) 

and prepare information s haring workshops and adequate tn-serVice 

training designed to enhance their knowledge of SNE and strategies 

for tcaching students with SEN, adapting a nd adjusting instruction. 

5 . Fina lly, the study was very limited for it involved investigation only on 

two schools having special class and two rcgular classrooms without 

special class. Thus , it appears reasonable to recommend the conduct 

of s imilar study on the same and other schools so that the findings 

will be compared and verified. 
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Appendix-A 

Descriptive Statistics for perceived knowledge 

NQ Items N Mea n S.D 

1 I know the philosophical foundations of inclusive 

a nd s pecial n eeds education. 
153 1.31 .463 

2 I know th e principles of inclusive a nd special 

needs education. 
153 1.22 .417 

3 I know the characteristics of people with different 

disabilities . 
153 1.46 .500 

._- - ----
4 I know h ow to develop individualized instructional 

strategies. 
153 1.22 .413 

5 I know the curricular adaptations to be made for 

students with various disa bilities . 
153 1.20 .398 

6 I know environmental m odifications to be m ade 

while teaching students with different types of 153 1.34 .475 

disabilities. 

7 [ know the concept and process involved in 

preparing individualized education plans. (IEP) 
153 1.17 .377 

8 I know who provide special needs edu cation . 

153 1.72 451 



Appendix-B 

D , t' escnpllve St t' t' fi A t 1 k a IS ICS or c ua 1 d nowe Ige 

NQ Item 
N Mea S.D 

n 
1 

Inclusive education was developed out of the strong belief 153 1.75 .433 
in human rights and social iustice. (I) 

2 The main focus of inclusive education is the child not the 
153 1.38 .487 

school system. (1) 
3 Inclusive education is a philosophy concerned with the 

153 1.57 .497 
rights and res ponsibilities offellow citizens. (1) _.-

4 
Inclusive education is con cerned to be the most effective 153 1.76 .430 
means of combating discriminatory attitude. (1) 

5 Every body is different and has unique needs but satisfying 
153 1.3 1 .466 

the needs of all students in a classroom is iml2ossible . ! 1) 
6 It is difficult for regular classroom teachers to find and 

153 1.34 .475 
capitalize the abilities of students with disability. (1) 

7 Children with disability can attend ordinary education only 
if they have the ability to cope with other students without 153 1.39 .489 
disabilities. (2) 

8 
Inclusion of children with disability in the regular 153 1.54 .500 
classroom may not benefit students without disability. (2) 

9 Children should learn together, wherever possible, 
disregarding to their difficulties or difference they may 153 1.33 .473 
have. (2) 

10 
153 1.80 .403 

Inclusive education is a grant for quality education . (2) 
11 The real essence of SNE is addressing the unique needs of 

153 1.30 .460 
each student in special class settings. (2) 

12 SNE focu ses manly on students who are at risk of 
153 1.45 .499 

repetition and dropout. (2) . 
13 

Autism is Musculo-developmental disorder and p eople 153 1.36 .481 
with this condition get their bones easily broken. (3) 

14 Children with MR do very well in memory once they have 
153 1.31 .463 

learned some materials . (3 ) 
15 153 1.33 .471 

The hearing level of deaf people is greater than 15 dB. (3) 
16 

Children with visual impairment always experience poor 153 1.56 .498 
eye hand coordination (3) . 



17 The education of children with Cerebral palsy requires inter 
153 l.52 .50 1 discin1inarv team. (4) 

18 Children with mental retardation should learn the same 
curriculum followed for students in general of the same 153 l.57 .497 
grade leve1.(4) 

19 Teachers must use visual cues when referring to objects in 
the classroom during teaching students with visual 153 l.67 .473 
imnairment.(4) 

20 While teaching pupil with orthopedic impairments, 
teachers can use books on tape to help people who can not 153 l. 6 1 .490 
hold books. (41 

21 The curriculum for students with CP often needs to be 
153 1.33 .471 

different from other students of the same grade level. (5) 
22 In inclusive classroom all children with hearing impairment 

153 1.42 .495 require provision of sign language. (5) 
23 During teaching students with visual impairment in regular 

classroom, teachers should provide additional skills like 153 1.48 .501 
mobilitv training, dailv living skills, etc. (5) 

24 During the education of children with allergy, teachers 
153 1.44 .498 should know the emergencv plan. (5) 

25 Students with disability in regular classroom can benefit 
more if they listen attentively than actively participating in 153 1.44 .499 
the process of classroom instruction . (5) 

26 Teachers should not necessarily change the classroom to 
an accessible part of the school building for students with 153 1.45 .499 
motor disorder. (6) 

27 Children with cerebral palsy who require adult assistance 
for mobility can benefit from environmental modification. 153 l.60 .491 
(61 

28 The entrance and doorways of inclusive school should be 
32 inches wide to allow for easy passage of wheelchair or 153 1.34 .475 
crutch users. (6) 

29 Making ramps are not important in schools that have only 
153 1.49 .502 one wheelchair user. (6) 

30 While preparing IEP, teachers should consider the students 
153 1.78 .417 specific need. (7) 

31 The members in IEP team could be different according to 
153 1. 54 .500 the oroblem of the child. (71 

32 During the development of IEP, areas in need of 
153 1.26 .441 

improvement should be stated by the classroom teacher. (7) -
33 In the development of IEP goals should be selected based 

153 1.20 .403 on the availabilitv of services. 171 
34 Like many other subjects on single special need education 

153 1.30 .460 teacher are enough to provide SNE. (8) 
35 Besides, regular classroom teachers, psychologists and 

153 1.19 .393 medical professionals can provide SNE. -181 
36 The composition of SNE professional 's team sometime 

153 1.65 .477 
denends on the oroblem we are going to address . (8) 



Appendix-C 

Addis Ababa University 
School of graduate Studies 

Department of Special Needs Education 
Questionnaire to be filled by, Teachers 

~ Dear teachers : The role of regular classroom teachers has vital importance in 
the inclusion of students with disabilities/students with special needs. This 
questionnaire is prepared to seek information on teachers' knowledge with 
regard to teaching students with disabilities. Your consent to participatc in thi s 
study is shown by your will to answer the entire question carefully and your 
response is confidential and anonymous . 

For the sake of clarity I have used the term students with disabilities 
throughout to refer to all students having visual, hearing, intellectual, motor, 
sensory, health problems, etc. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation 
General Instruction: This questionnaire consists of three parts. Part one is 
intcndcd to collcct your p e rsonal information, part two and three contains items to collect data on your knowledge about teaching students with disabilities. Answer all the questions according to the direction given. 
Part One: Demographic Information 
Direction: Please circle or fill in the blanks with appropriate information. l. Name of the School ___ _ 

2 . Gender: A. Male B. Female 

3. Age ____ _ 

4. Educational level: A. Degree B . Diploma C. Certificate 
5. Year / s of Experience ______ __ _ 

6. Subject of graduation ___ . ____ _ 

7. Subject you teach 

8. Do you have students with special needs in your classroom? A. Yes B. No 

9. Have you had any training in teaching CWD in inclusive classroom? 

A. Yes B.No 
10. If your response to item NQ "9" is "Yes" what type of training did you 

receive? 

11. What is the duration of training/s indicated in NQ " 1O"? __ . ______ . ____ . 



• 
Part two 
Direction: th e following 8 s ta tem ents reflect your perceived knowledge about teaching CWD in regular classroom. Read each item carefully and respond to it by selecting either 'Yes' (2) or 'No' (1) . Please circle the number in the relevant box provided again s t each statement to indica te your stand on the s tatements. Select 'Yes' if you believe that you have sufficient knowledge a bout the concept con tain ed in the statement. You could select 'No' if you believe that you do not e tl 1 b t th t· th t t t xac mow a ou e con cepl III e sa em en . 

Response 
No Item category 

yes no 

1 I know the philosophical foundations of inclusive and 2 1 
special n eeds edu cation. 

- --2 I know th e principles of inclusive and special needs 2 1 
education . 

3 I lmow the characteristics of people with different 2 1 
disabilities. 

4 I lmow how to develop individualized instructional 2 1 
strategies. 

5 I know the curricular a daptations to be m a de for students 2 1 
with various disabilities. 

6 I know environmental modifications to be made while 2 1 
teaching students with different types of disabilities. 

7 I know the concept and process involved in prep aring 2 1 
individualized education plans. (IEP) 

8 I know who provide special needs edu cation. 2 1 



Part three 
Direction: the following 36 sta temen ts reflect your actual knowledge about teaching 
CWD in regular classroom. Read each item ca refully and respond to it by selecting 
either 'Yes' (2 ) or 'No' (1). Please circle the number in the relevant box provided against 
each statement to indicate your stand on the statements. Select 'Yes' if you believe that 
you have suffi cient knowledge about the concept contained in the statement. You cou ld 
select 'No ' if you believe that you do not exactly know about the concept in the 
statement 

Response 
No Item category 

yes n o 

1 Inclusive education was developed out of the strong belief in 
human rights and social j u s tice. (1) 2 1 

2 The main focus of inclus ive education is the child n ot the 

- school system.( I) 2 1 
:3 In clusive education is a philosophy concerned with th e rights 

and responsibilities of fellow citizen s. (1) 2 1 
4 Inclusive education is con cerned to be the mos t effective 

m eans of combating discriminatory attitude . ! 1) 2 1 
5 Every b ody is different and has unique n eeds but s a tisfying 

th e n eeds of all students in a classroom is impossible. (1) 2 1 
- -

6 It is difficult fo r regular classroom teachers to find and 
capitalize the a bilities of students with disability. (1) 2 1 

7 Children with disability can a ttend ordinary education only if 
they h ave the ability to cope with other students without 2 1 
disabilities. (2) 

8 Inclusion of children with disability in the regular classroom 
m ay not benefit s tudents without disability. (2) 2 1 

9 Children sh ould learn together, wherever possible, 
disregarding to their difficulties or differen ce they m ay have. 2 1 

-- 0 _ ._. 
10 J nclusive edu cation is a grant for gual ity edu cation. (2) 2 1 
1 I Th e real essence of SNE is addressing the unique n eeds of 

each student ih special class settings. (2) 2 1 
12 SNE focuses manly on students who are a t risk of repetition 

and dropout. (2) 2 1 
13 Autism is Musculo-developmental disorder a nd people with 

thi s condition get their bones easily broken. (3) 2 1 --
14 Children with MR do very well in memory once they have 

learned som e materials. (3) 2 1 
15 The hearing level of deaf p eople is greater than 15 dB. (3) 2 1 
16 Children with visual impairment always experience poor eye 

hand coordination (3) 2 1 
17 The education of children with Cerebral palsy requires inter 

disciplinary team. (4) 2 1 
18 Children with mental re tardation sh ould learn the s ame 

curriculum followed for studen ts in gen eral of th e same grade 2 1 
level. (4) 

j 



19 Teachers must use visual cues when referring to objects in the 
class room during teaching students with visual impairment.(4) 2 

20 While teaching pupil with orthopedic impairments, teachers 
can use books on tape to help people who can not hold books. 2 1 
(4) 

2 1 The curriculum for students with CP often needs to be 
different from other students of the same grade level. (5) 2 1 

22 In inclusive classroom all children with hearing impairment 
require provision of sign language. (5) 2 1 

2 3 During teaching students with visual impairment in regular 
classroom, teachers should provide additional skills like 2 1 
mobility training, daily living skills, etc. (5) 

24 During the education of children with allergy, teach ers should 
know the emergency p lan. (5) 2 1 

25 Students with disability in regular classroom can benefit more 
if they listen attentively than actively participating in the 2 1 
process of classroom instruction. (5) 

26 Teachers should not necessarily change the classroom to an 
accessible part of the school building for students with motor 2 1 
disorder. (6) 

27 Children with cerebral palsy who require adult a s sistance for 
mobility can benefit from environmental modification. (6) 2 I 

28 The entrance and doorways of inclusive school should be 32 
inches wide to allow for easy passage of wheelchair or crutch 2 1 
users . (6) 

29 Maldng ramps are not important in schools that have only one 
wheelchair user. (6) 2 1 

30 While preparing IEP, teachers should consider the students 
specific need. (7) 2 1 

31 The members in IEP team could be different according to the 
problem of the child. (7) 2 1 

32 During the development of IEP, areas in need of improvement 
should be stated by the classroom teacher. (7) 2 1 

33 In the development ofIEP goals should be selected based on 
the availability of services. (7) 2 1 

3 4 Like many othe r subjects on single special need education 
teacher are enough to provide SNE. (8) 2 1 

35 Besides, regular classroom teachers , psychologists and 
medical professionals can provide SNE. (8) 2 1 

36 The composition of SNE professional 's team sometime depends 
on the problem we are going to addres s. (8) 2 1 
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