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Abstract

:

The Spanish educational system has heterogeneous and diverse students that have increasing learning needs. All this has forced it to reinvent itself, designing and applying a model of inclusive education that serves to offer a higher quality educational response to these students. One of the main pillars for achieving this challenge is the teaching staff. The aim of this study is to evaluate the training and attitudes of future teachers to work in inclusive educational environments. The present research had a sample of 245 future teachers in the degrees of Early Childhood Education and Primary Education, who answered the Teacher Training Evaluation Questionnaire for Inclusion (CEFI-R), specific to the object of study. As the main conclusions, we obtained that the perception of future teachers towards the concept of inclusion is positive and that the training they receive is adequate, although there is room for improvement. However, there is a need to adjust the curriculum, increase the period of practice and better coordinate the actions of the members involved in the educational process.
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1. Introduction


In recent years, the Spanish educational system has increasingly seen a positive exponential increase in groups of heterogeneous students, each with their peculiarities. This fact constitutes a challenge and, at the same time, a great opportunity for the school to reinvent itself and generate the necessary changes and adaptations to be able to offer a higher quality educational response adjusted to the students. The need to build a school for all, where diversity is perceived as an opportunity, is a fact that has been discussed and addressed for years [1].



Inclusion, beyond integrating students into the system, implies a modification of the educational context and in the way of influencing the specific training of teachers so that they can meet the needs of students. Previous studies [2,3,4,5] warn about the little attention that has been given to the initial training of teachers to prepare them as competent, attentive, and sensitive professionals through an inclusive model of education.



In this context, it seems that the main barrier preventing both educational institutions and schools from being organizations attentive to diversity lies in reviewing the pre-established ideas, norms and beliefs in force in the school, as well as functioning patterns and agents involved in teaching and its associated processes [6,7,8].



The main lines of research on inclusive schools agree that the common denominator for improving schools, and therefore fostering inclusion within them, is the teachers and the educational practices that they develop in their initial training [3,5,6,9,10,11,12,13]. For example, UNESCO, within its 2030 educational program, in force since 2016 and adopted by the organization’s member countries in 2015, places great emphasis on goal number four of Sustainable Development, which aims to “Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all”. Therefore, initial teacher training must be based on principles of inclusion and equity. This training will enable teachers to be key transmitters and promoters of student participation and learning, especially for those who may be in a situation of vulnerability. Fernández-Batanero [7] suggested that future teachers should learn teaching methods that include all students, and be aware of the different discriminatory mechanisms that are present in the classroom today. Therefore, it is certainly necessary to make effective an inclusive curriculum that responds to the different expectations and needs of the students, all discerned in heterogeneous learning environments and linking such important cross-cutting themes as citizenship, human rights, gender equity, culture of peace and non-violence and sustainable development as the main organizers of the curriculum.



Previous studies [14] agree that the content of initial teacher training and, consequently, that directed at the attention of students with different characteristics, should be the object of the disciplines of the curriculum, the development of professional pedagogical skills and abilities, as well as professional problems directed toward professional pedagogical performance.



Indeed, the need for the initial preparation of teachers in this subject is very recent. Some education systems are seeking to enrich the curriculum with topics that address educational inclusion. However, we believe that it would be desirable not only to approach content from a theoretical perspective but also to have the opportunity to extrapolate it practically to generate more significant learning in future teachers and thus to assign them tools that will help them to face future challenges. In this sense, Forlin [15] stressed that future teachers who are close to children with special educational needs during their training process show a positive attitude and are determined to be able to achieve the objective of achieving inclusive schools.



In recent years, teachers have had to adapt to the challenges involved in implementing inclusive education. Azrak [16] highlighted the appropriateness of achieving inclusive education through the implementation and action of the various educational policies so that a new approach can be considered. Globally, the Warnock Report [17] was a turning point in affirming the importance of inclusion and the individualization of education. On the other side, while in Spain teachers are governed by the Organic Law 8/2013 for the Improvement of Educational Quality, in Extremadura the Decree 228/2014 of October 2014 regulates the educational response to the diversity of the students in the Autonomous Community of Extremadura. This Decree guides and helps teachers to make the necessary adaptations and aids for educational inclusion.



Taking into account all of the above, there is no doubt about the need for initial teacher training as the key to achieving inclusive education. However, there are still some questions that need to be answered: What competences should teachers have in their initial training about inclusion? Cano [18] states that there are certain criteria on which to base training for inclusive education: pedagogy of complexity (educational problems have a multiple dimension); constructivist perspectives; integrated development (based on contributions, multiple intelligences); adaptive teaching; curricular adaptations; support networks and collaborations (teacher-families); schools as centers of improvement and diversity as a source of enrichment and stimulus for innovation.



What attitudes do future teachers show to initial training on our object of study? Several authors [19,20,21,22] state that the results obtained on the initial training of future education professionals point towards the manifestation of favorable attitudes by the principles and values that inclusion defends. However, it is observed that these attitudes are altered when training variables and direct experience with students with special educational needs come into play. Martínez [23] concluded that coherent and well-planned training, both initial and ongoing, is one of the factors that can lead to negative or positive attitudes of new teachers towards diversity and inclusion. Furthermore, he states that the quality of the initial training received will influence the degree of involvement and positive or reticent attitude towards the inclusion of future teachers.



Another aspect that will be considered is the sexes of future teachers. Stake and Katz [24] suggested that female teachers tended to give more verbal and non-verbal approvals to students than male teachers did. However, these results were inconsistent with numerous other studies and generally, the effects of the interaction between the sexes of teachers and students in terms of educational success are negligible [25]. It seems that the sexes of teachers and future teachers is not very important for student performance and that individual variation in school performance is much more related to personal or school factors [26].



Therefore, this study aims to evaluate how the initial training of future teachers in the Spanish educational system is related to their beliefs about educational inclusion and to know if there are differences according to the sexes of the participants.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Participants


The sample was made up of 245 students from the Primary and Early Childhood Education teaching degrees of the Faculty of Education at the University of Extremadura in Badajoz. The participants were selected using a non-probabilistic sampling method based on convenience sampling [27], since the subjects selected were students from the Faculty of Education who consented to participate in the study.



Table 1 shows the distribution of the participants according to sex, age, and the degree of teaching studied. Of the total number of participants, 82% (201) were women and 18% (44) were men. With regard to age, 16.7% (41) were under 20 years of age, 74.7% (183) were between 20 and 25 years of age, and 8.6% (21) were over 25 years of age. By educational degree, 58% (142) were students of Early Childhood Education and 42% (103) were studying Primary Education.




2.2. Instruments and Measures


Socio-demographic data: For the collection of data, a questionnaire was designed through the Google Forms application with 4 socio-demographic questions (sex, age, degree, and degree year). In addition, a question was included regarding the self-perception of the participants about the preparation received in order to respond to the diversity of needs of the students.



Teacher training in inclusion: The CEFI-R questionnaire [28] was used, consisting of a total of 16 items, grouped in four dimensions. These dimensions have been adopted from the “Index for inclusion developing learning and participation in schools” [29] and chosen to direct thought on changing schools.



Dimension 1, “Conception of Diversity”: This dimension includes the personal assessment of the concept of diversity, the place and the way in which the schooling of students is contemplated, the educational policy on which these decisions are based and, in short, the individual interpretation of inclusive education [28]. This Dimension relates to the first major theoretical basis shown by the “Index for inclusion developing learning and participation in schools” [29], “creating inclusive cultures” and its relationship to the values of diversity. For example, this Dimension 1 relates to the dimension of creating inclusive cultures in its indicators A.2.1. There are high expectations for all students and A.2.2. Staff, governors, students and parents/carers share a philosophy of inclusion. This dimension also has its theoretical basis in all the indicators related to “developing the school for all” (B.1.) belonging to the dimension of “producing inclusive policies” [29]. Dimension 1 is composed of four items that measure the beliefs of the concept of diversity, place, and form of schooling of students and the educational policy on diversity.



Dimension 2, “Methodology”: “It considers the perspective from which each of the elements that make up the curriculum are defined (methodological strategies, resources, materials, communication techniques, evaluation) and whether students consider themselves prepared to do so from the perspective of inclusion” [28]. This dimension is based on the indicators belonging to dimension “Evolving inclusive practices”, in which concepts, such as orchestrating learning, lessons developing, teachers planning, etc., are developed [29]. Dimension 2 consists of five items that assess aspects related to the design and development of an inclusive curriculum and whether students consider themselves prepared to do so.



Dimension 3, “Supports”: “it addresses the concept of support, the role to be played by the support teacher, the potential recipients of such support and the place where it is provided and, therefore, the collaborative work between this professional and the rest of the teachers” [28]. However, the “Index for inclusion developing learning and participation in schools” [29] is based in the theory that providing support to individuals is only part of the attempt to increase the participation of students. Therefore, it adopts a far broader notion of ‘support’ through all the different activities that increase a school’s ability to respond to student diversity. Furthermore, this dimension has its theoretical basis in the indicators of dimension “producing inclusive policies”, through its “organising support for diversity” in which the different forms of existing support are shown [29]. On the other hand, it will also be related to some indicators of dimension “involving inclusive policies”, such as C.1.9. Teaching assistants support the learning and participation of all students or C.2.3. Staff develop resources to support learning and participation [29]. Dimension 3 consists of four items that refer to the teacher’s conception of the concept of support, the role that the support teacher should play, which students the support teacher should work with, and where the support should be developed.



Finally, Dimension 4, “Community Participation”: “Community participation. It collects information about the collaborative work between the school and the rest of the community agents, as well as the use of the resources that, beyond the school premises, the environment offers us” [28]. This dimension is again closely related to the dimension of creating inclusive cultures [29], involving all educational and environmental agents. For example, with indicators A.2.3. Students are equally valued; A.2.4. Staff and students treat one another as human beings as well as occupants of a ‘role’; A.2.5. Staff seek to remove barriers to learning and participation in all aspects of the school. Dimension 4 is made up of three items that allow us to measure the degree of collaboration and participation of all educational actors in the development of adequate educational practice, as well as the use of resources offered by the environment in addition to the school.



This instrument uses a Likert scale where values range from 1 to 4, with 1 being “Strongly Disagree”, 2 “Partially Disagree”, 3 “Partially Agree” and 4 “Strongly Agree”.



Prior to the analysis, the indirect items were reversed; a higher score implies greater synchrony with an adequate “Conception of diversity” (dimension 1), greater consistency with a “Methodology” (dimension 2) suitable for inclusion, an adjusted conception of “Support” (dimension 3) and a correct concordance with correct “Community Participation” (dimension 4).



This questionnaire presents good evidence of reliability and validity. The researchers [28] examined the degree of internal consistency using Cronbach’s alpha and the CEFI-R and each dimension showed reliability estimations above the 0.70 threshold.




2.3. Methods


Both the socio-demographic questionnaire and the CEFI-R were prepared and administered in digital format, since the e-questionnaires allow greater savings in costs and time and are quite precise, obtaining a higher rate of return and rapid delivery [30]. The responses of the participants were stored directly in a spreadsheet, which facilitated the transformation of the responses for subsequent statistical analysis. The data collection took place between mid-January and early March 2020, during the course of the academic year.



To access the sample, the delegates of each of the courses were first contacted and given a document with the information on the objective of the study, as well as a URL link to the questionnaire that was to be extended to the rest of the class group.



The participants in the study received the same detailed information at the beginning of the questionnaire about the purpose of the questionnaire and that their data would be treated anonymously, so if they wished to continue, they had to accept the informed consent by checking the box provided for this purpose. The average time needed to answer the questionnaire was 10 min.




2.4. Statistical Analysis


The analysis of the collected data was performed with the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 23.0 for MAC.



Pearson’s Chi-square test was used to analyze the differences between the item “On a general level, I consider that my training at university has prepared me, or is preparing me, to respond to the diversity of needs of my students” and the variables of degree and sex (Table 2).



To analyze if the variables met the assumption of normality, Kolmogorov Smirnov’s test was used, which indicated that the assumption was not met, so it was decided to use non-parametric tests. Subsequently, the Mann–Whitney U test was used to analyze the relationships between the different dimensions: a degree and the sex of the sample (Table 3 and Table 4).



The scores of the four components (“Conception of Diversity”, “Methodology”, “Supports” and “Community Participation”) were obtained from the median (Me) value of each of the items that made up each dimension. The data are presented as Median and Interquartile Range (IQR) (Table 3 and Table 4). The correlation coefficient between the dimensions and the different age ranges was made using the Spearman test (Table 5).



In addition, reliability was calculated for each of the dimensions using Cronbach’s Alpha statistician. In line with Nunally and Berstein [31], composite reliability values of 0.60 to 0.70 are acceptable in exploration, while values between 0.70 and 0.90 can be regarded as satisfactory.





3. Results


Table 2 and Figure 1 show the distribution of frequencies in the responses to the item “On a general level, I consider that my training at university has prepared me, or is preparing me, to respond to the diversity of needs of my students” according to sex and the degree studied. The results show that 55.5% (n = 136) of the participants answered positively and 44.5% (n = 109) denied having received or being prepared to meet the diversity of student needs. The results show that there is no significant association between this item and sex (χ2 = 0.74; Contingency coefficient = 0.055; p = 0.38) nor with the degree variable (χ2 = 2.30; Contingency coefficient = 0.096; p = 0.13).



Table 3 shows the descriptions and differences by sex and degree for each of the items that make up the CEFI-R questionnaire. Similarly, Table 4 and Figure 2 show the descriptive analysis and the differences grouped by each dimension of the questionnaire.



The indirect items are reversed: a higher score implies greater synchrony with each dimension.



In relation to the first dimension “Conception of diversity”, the participants in the study show a score Median (Me) = 3.5 (IQR = 0.75). The scores are similar for men and women MeMen = 3.5 (IQR = 1), MeWomen = 3.5 (IQR = 0.75), with no significant differences observed when comparing between sex (p = 0.64), nor by degree (p = 0.14). With respect to the items that make up this first dimension, the highest scores (greater synchrony with an adequate conception of diversity) were obtained in “I would prefer to have students with specific educational support needs in my classroom” (Me = 4; IQR = 1; degree (p = 0.23); sex (p = 0.11)), “A child with specific educational support needs does not disrupt the classroom routine and disrupts the learning of his or her peers” (Me = 4; IQR = 1; degree (p = 0.21); sex (p = 0.59)) and “I am not concerned that my workload will increase if I have students with specific educational support needs in my class” (Me = 4; IQR = 1; degree (p = 0.51); sex (p = 0.87)). However, a lower score was obtained for the item “Students with specific support needs can follow the day-to-day curriculum” (Me = 3; IQR = 2; degree (p = 0.16); sex (p = 0.59)).



The score obtained in the second dimension “Methodology” obtained the following results Me = 3 (IQR = 1), MeMen = 2.9 (IQR = 0.8), MeWomen = 3 (IQR = 1), obtaining no significant differences either by sex (p = 0.54) or by degree (p = 0.60). The scores obtained in each of the items of this second dimension are for item 5 “I know how to teach each of my students differently according to their individual characteristics” (Me = 3; IQR = 1; degree (p = 0.60); sex (p = 0.55)); for item 6 “I know how to elaborate the teaching units and classes bearing in mind the diversity of the students” (Me = 3; IQR = 1; degree (p = 0.75); sex (p = 0.13)); for item 7 “I know how to adapt my assessment to the individual needs of each of my students” (Me = 3; IQR = 1; degree (p = 0.70); sex (p = 0.34)); for item 8 “I know how to handle and adapt the teaching materials to meet the needs of each of my students” (Me = 3; IQR = 1; degree (p = 0.63); sex (p = 0.34)); for item 9 “I am able to adapt my communication techniques to ensure that all learners can be successfully included in the regular classroom” (Me = 3; IQR = 1; degree (p = 0.32); sex (p = 0.65)). Therefore, we can state that in this dimension of “Methodology” no significant differences have been obtained in any of the items either by sex or by degree.



In the third dimension “Supports”, the following scores were obtained: Me = 3 (IQR = 0.8); MeMen = 3 (IQR = 0.75); MeWomen = 3.25 (IQR = 0.75). No significant differences were obtained either by sex (p = 0.82) or by degree (p = 0.16) with respect to this dimension. The highest score was obtained in item 10 “Joint teacher-support teacher planning would facilitate support within the classroom” (Me = 4; IQR = 1; degree (p = 0.74); sex (p = 0.18)), and the item with the lowest score was 12, “The function of the support teacher is to work with all students in my classroom” (Me = 2; IQR = 2; degree (p = 0.90); sex (p = 0.80)). If we find significant differences by sex and degree in item 11 “I believe that the best way to provide support to students is for the remedial teacher to be incorporated into the classroom, rather than in the remedial classroom” obtaining as results (MeMen = 3; IQR = 0.75; MeWomen = 3.25; IQR = 0.75; MePrimary = 3; IQR = 1; MeEarly Childhood = 3.25 IQR = 0.75; degree (p = 0.03); sex (p = 0.08)).



Finally, in the fourth dimension “Community Participation”, the sample offers Me = 3.66 (IQR = 0.92); MeMen = 3.66 (IQR = 0.75), MeWomen = 3.66 (IQR = 0.7). In this case, we also did not obtain significant differences in terms of degree (p = 0.21) or sex (p = 0.21). The scores obtained in each of the three items of this dimension are identical (Me = 4; IQR = 1), and no significant differences were found in any of these items in degree or in sex: for item 14 “The Education Project should be reviewed with the participation of the different agents of the educational community (teachers, parents, students...)” (degree (p = 0.63); sex (p = 0.24)); for item 15 “It is essential that there is a very close relationship between teachers and the rest of the educational agents (Parents Association, neighborhood association, school council...)” (degree (p = 0.08); sex (p = 0.07)); for item 16 “The center must work together with the resources of the neighborhood (library, social services, health services, ...)” (degree (p = 0.34); sex (p = 0.92)).



The indirect items are reversed—a higher score implies greater synchrony with each dimension.



Then, Table 5 and Figure 3 show the correlations between the different dimensions of the CEFI-R questionnaire and age. The results indicate that in dimension 1 “Conception of diversity”, there is a significant low and inverse correlation with age; as the age range increases, the dimension 1 score decreases (ρ = −0.15; p = 0.01). Similar results are shown for the “Methodology” dimension, which again showed a low and inverse correlation (ρ = −0.11; p = 0.06). The same is true for the “Supports” dimension, where there is a low and inverse but not significant correlation (ρ = −0.04; p = 0.52). Finally, the results of the dimension “Community Participation “, show a low and direct correlation with age (ρ = 0.05; p = 0.40).



The indirect items are reversed: a higher score implies greater synchrony with each dimension.



Finally, the results for reliability for each of the dimensions that make up the CEFI-R questionnaire were: a 1 = 0.68; a 2 = 0.89; a 3 = 0.62 and a 4 = 0.70, with all values being acceptable, above 0.60.




4. Discussion


This study describes the perception of future Early Childhood and Primary Education teachers in the Spanish educational system about the initial training they receive in inclusive education in the faculty and their attitudes towards this concept. For this purpose, the validated instrument CEFI-R was used, with a multidimensional character, composed of a total of 16 items grouped into four dimensions (Conception of Diversity; Methodology; Support; Community Participation). This questionnaire made it possible to effectively and reliably measure the attitudes, competencies, skills, and abilities of future teachers to the concept of inclusive education.



Previously, future teachers had to respond to the item “On a general level, I consider that my training at university has prepared me, or is preparing me, to respond to the diversity of needs of my students” (Table 2). The results obtained for this item had a positive response of 55.5% (N = 136), as opposed to a negative response of 44.5% (N = 109). Our results coincide with those reported in several previous studies [5,19,20,21,22], which seems to indicate that, at a general level, the concept of educational inclusion is effectively addressed in the different curriculum of the Early Childhood and Primary Education degrees taught at the Faculty of Education in Badajoz.



By dimensions (Table 3 and Table 4), the results obtained in the first one “Conception of diversity” (Me = 3.5), we highlight the items with higher score values: “I would prefer to have students with specific educational support needs in my classroom”; “A child with specific educational support needs does not disrupt the classroom routine and does not impair the learning of his or her classmates”; “ I don’t worry that my workload will increase if I have students with specific needs for educational support in class”. The results of this research reinforce the conclusions of those studies that state that future teachers generally show positive attitudes about educational inclusion [5,19,20,21,22].



On the contrary, we obtained much lower values for the item “Students with specific support needs can follow the day-to-day of the curriculum”. This leads us to conclude, in line with Duk and Loren [32] that it is necessary at present to make the necessary adjustments to the curriculum to avoid accentuating inequalities of origin and those imposed by the education system itself in order to be able to respond adequately to the needs of students who require it.



The results show in the second dimension, “Methodology” (Me = 3), that future teachers feel competent to teach and make the relevant adaptations according to the individual characteristics of the students, would know how to develop curricular and didactic material to respond to such needs and would know how to adapt the necessary communication techniques that students with special educational needs require. However, these results must be analyzed in a cautious way, and take into account the references that Casanova and Rodríguez establish [33]. They comment that, although new teachers are able to make the necessary curricular adaptations in school contexts, many times they are not able to carry out an adequate balance between theory and practice, ending up with inadequate, unattractive, and even exclusive teaching strategies for students. For this reason, we believe that a more theoretical–practical approach is necessary for the initial training of future teachers that approaches an adequate reality. We, therefore, agree with Forlin [15], who in one of his research articles points out that when future teachers are close to children with special educational needs during their training process, they show a positive and determined attitude in being able to achieve the objective of achieving inclusive schools, acquiring the necessary experience in practical matters and not so much theory without knowing how to adapt.



Important data and results are obtained in dimension 3 “Supports” (Me = 3). Of the items selected for this dimension, the most positive values are found in: “Joint planning teacher - support teacher, would facilitate that the supports are provided within the classroom”. This indicates that future teachers approve of the inclusion of the support teacher within the ordinary classroom, due to its multiple benefits, as it offers us, in Cladellas et al. [34]: “It allows two teachers to have a shared knowledge of the same group to adapt the programming and methodology to the needs of the group and also to guarantee personalized attention, ... It is necessary to identify the moments when a second teacher works in the classroom”; “it is necessary to choose the moments of intervention and plan them jointly establishing complementary functions between the two teachers, with an established, but not rigid, distribution of the tasks to be carried out with the students”.



Finally, about dimension 4, “Community Participation” (Me = 3.66), the results obtained are all directed towards the need for participation of all the agents involved in education, working in synergy with families to be able to offer an inclusive education that meets the needs and demands of today’s students.



We conclude that the results obtained in the four dimensions analyzed in the study, taking the Likert scale (1–4) as a reference, are quite positive, obtaining values between 3 and 4 in each of them. Thus, there are no significant differences in each dimension according to the items between men and women (Table 3), nor in the total by grouped dimensions, obtaining values between 3 and 3.66 (Table 4, Figure 2). As well as Burusic et al. [25], it is confirmed that the assumption that differences in school performance are related to the gender of teachers cannot be supported within elementary education. However, in this case, differences can be observed in the number of male and female participants (Table 1), with 82% women and 18% men, following the trend which states that teaching is still largely considered a feminine domain [35].



Otherwise, by analyzing the correlations between the dimensions and the age group variable (Table 5, Figure 3), on dimensions 1 and 2, there are significant low and inverse correlations with age; as the age range increases, dimensions 1 and 2 scores decrease. For dimension 3, there is a low and inverse correlation but, in this case, it is not significant. However, dimension 4 again shows a low but direct correlation, increasing the score as the age range increases.



Concerning the reliability of the instrument in our sample, acceptable indices were obtained in all four dimensions, with the lowest scores in dimension 1 and 3, coinciding with the results obtained by González-Gil et al. [28], and these data should, therefore, be taken with caution. However, and also by what was reported by the same authors [28], it is in dimension 2 (Methodology) where the best reliability index was obtained (a = 0.89).



We learn from the results in the same way that, in the approach of Inclusive Education, we cannot understand the word participation of the different actors without talking about coordination. In this way, we consider that it would be appropriate to propose different types of collaboration to achieve inclusion: Inter-institutional (collaboration projects between schools), Inter-professional (between schools and professionals), Inter-services (between school and educational and/or social services in the social environment), between students (collaboration in the classroom) and with the family community (school-community). Therefore, in this process of inclusion, the contribution of all is needed to achieve the objective.



Concerning all that has been addressed, we conclude by commenting that, although the initial training of future teachers in the field of inclusive education is increasingly greater and appropriate to new needs, it must be constantly reviewed. Thus, it will be possible to adjust those necessary nuances that will help us not only to intervene, but also to be proactive and generate successful skills in the new teachers, who, aware of the heterogeneity of the new students and the need to adapt, must use all the tools available to them to be efficient in their educational work.



It should be noted that this study has certain limitations that we should consider. One of them is related to the method of sample selection since it has not been carried out according to randomized procedures. It was limited to students of the Degrees of Early Childhood Education and Primary Education at the University of Extremadura of the Faculty of Badajoz. We also considered that perhaps obtaining a larger sample would help to obtain more significant data and thus an improvement in external validity. In the same way, to complete the study, an analysis of the different attentions produced by the management and pedagogical teams in the educational centers about our object of study, the educational inclusion, could be approached. Likewise, it is possible that the participants’ self-ratings about educational inclusion do not fully correspond to the actual inclusion experiences of their students.



As future lines of research, once the present study has been carried out, we offer the scientific community the possibility of extending our study to other territories, as well as being able to respond to the various questions about the existence and effectiveness of the establishment of protocols and didactic and curricular material in the different educational centers and their treatment in the Centre’s Educational Projects by the regulations in force in the Autonomous Community of Extremadura.




5. Conclusions


After the analysis and discussion of the results, and taking into account our object of study, we can conclude that the attitudes of future teachers towards inclusion are very positive, finding no significant differences between men and women participants and valuing a motivated, sensitive and aware of the difficulty of the teaching process in the school of the 21st century. Similarly, the results show that around the initial training addressed in the curriculum of the Faculty of Education of Badajoz in relation to the inclusive methodology are, in general, sufficient and necessary, in order to generate an adequate preparation of the future teachers to be able to respond to the diversity of needs.



However, we must also conclude that a review of the current academic curriculum is required in order to avoid accentuating the inequalities of origin of students with special educational needs and those already created by the education system itself. We also infer that it is vital to increase the practice time of future teachers and their relations with students, because on many occasions there are excessive theoretical constructs without practical applicability that do not provide teachers with tools to offer a quality educational response, implementing, for example, appropriate and attractive teaching strategies in the classroom.



On the other hand, the study highlights the need to include educational support personnel, such as Therapeutic Pedagogy (TP) or Hearing and Language (HL) teachers, and even to work with other external professionals as social integrators to play an interdisciplinary role within the regular classroom and not in specific classrooms, as far as possible. Likewise, it is established as a priority and essential to work on synergies between family and school as a fundamental pillar for inclusion.



Finally, as a generalization of the work to be applied in different territories, to affirm that the groups of students related to the teaching show a very positive attitude and a good preparation for the inclusive methodology. However, they believe that the educational system should increase the time of practice with these students and develop educational strategies in the classes, thus avoiding creating inequalities.
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Figure 1. Distribution of N in the item responses according to sex and degree. 
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Figure 2. Median and IQR differences between each dimension. 
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Figure 3. Differences in correlations between the dimensions and the age group variable. 
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Table 1. Distribution of research participants’ demographics (N = 245).
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Variable

	
Categories

	
N

	
%






	
Sex

	
Men

	
44

	
18




	
Women

	
201

	
82




	
Age

	
Under 20

	
41

	
16.7




	
Between 20 and 25

	
183

	
74.7




	
Over 25

	
21

	
8.6




	
Degree

	
Early Childhood Education

	
142

	
58




	
Primary Education

	
103

	
42




	
Degree Year

	
First

	
38

	
15.5




	
Second

	
66

	
26.9




	
Third

	
101

	
41.2




	
Fourth

	
40

	
16.3
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Table 2. Distribution of frequencies in the item responses according to sex and degree (N = 245).
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Item

	
“On a General Level, I Consider That My Training at University Has Prepared Me, or Is Preparing Me, to Respond to the Diversity of Needs of My Students”




	

	

	

	
Yes

	
No

	
p






	
Sex

	
Men

	
N

	
27

	
17

	
0.38




	
%

	
19.9

	
15.6




	
Women

	
N

	
109

	
92




	
%

	
80.1

	
84.8




	
Total

	
N

	
136

	
109

	




	
%

	
55.5

	
44.5

	




	
Degree

	
Early Childhood Education

	
N

	
73

	
69

	
0.13




	
%

	
53.7

	
63.3




	
Primary Education

	
N

	
63

	
40




	
%

	
46.3

	
36.7




	
Total

	
N

	
136

	
109

	




	
%

	
55.5

	
44.5
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Table 3. Descriptive analysis and differences by sex and degree of the items of the questionnaire.
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Item

	
Sex

	

	
Degree




	
Women

	
Men

	
p

	
Early Childhood

	
Primary

	
p




	
Me (IQR)

	
Me (IQR)

	
Me (IQR)

	
Me (IQR)






	
1. I would prefer to have students with specific educational support needs in my classroom

	
4 (1)

	
4 (1.75)

	
0.11

	
4 (1)

	
4 (1)

	
0.23




	
2. A child with specific educational support needs does not disrupt the classroom routine and does not impair the learning of his or her classmates

	
4 (1)

	
4 (1.75)

	
0.59

	
4 (1)

	
3 (1)

	
0.21




	
3. Students with specific support needs can follow the day-to-day of the curriculum

	
3 (2)

	
3 (1.75)

	
0.59

	
3 (2)

	
3 (2)

	
0.16




	
4. I don’t worry that my workload will increase if I have students with specific needs for educational support in class

	
4 (1)

	
4 (1)

	
0.87

	
4 (1)

	
4 (1)

	
0.51




	
5. I know how to teach each of my students differently according to their individual characteristics

	
3 (1)

	
3 (1)

	
0.55

	
3 (1)

	
3 (1)

	
0.60




	
6. I know how to elaborate the teaching units and classes keeping in mind the diversity of the students

	
3 (1)

	
3 (1)

	
0.13

	
3 (1)

	
3 (1)

	
0.75




	
7. I know how to adapt my assessment to the individual needs of each of my students

	
3 (1.5)

	
3 (1)

	
0.34

	
3 (1)

	
3 (1)

	
0.70




	
8. I know how to handle and adapt teaching materials to meet the needs of each of my students

	
3 (1)

	
3 (1)

	
0.34

	
3 (1)

	
3 (1)

	
0.63




	
9. I am able to adapt my communication techniques to ensure that all students can be successfully included in the regular classroom

	
3 (1)

	
3 (1)

	
0.65

	
3 (1)

	
3 (1)

	
0.32




	
10. Joint planning teacher—support teacher, would facilitate that the supports are provided within the classroom

	
4 (1)

	
4 (1)

	
0.18

	
4 (1)

	
4 (1)

	
0.74




	
11. I believe that the best way to provide support to students is for the remedial teacher to be incorporated into the classroom, rather than in the remedial classroom

	
3 (1)

	
3 (1.75)

	
0.008

	
4 (1)

	
3 (1)

	
0.003




	
12. The role of the support teacher is to work with all the students in my classroom

	
2 (2)

	
2 (2)

	
0.80

	
2 (2)

	
2 (2)

	
0.90




	
13. I consider the place of the support teacher to be within the regular classroom with each of the teachers

	
3 (1)

	
3 (2)

	
0.17

	
3 (1)

	
3 (2)

	
0.17




	
14. The Education Project should be reviewed with the participation of the different agents of the educational community (teachers, parents, students, ...)

	
4 (1)

	
3 (1)

	
0.24

	
4 (1)

	
4 (1)

	
0.63




	
15. It is essential that there is a very close relationship between teachers and the rest of the educational agents (Parents Association, neighborhood association, school council, ...)

	
4 (1)

	
4 (1)

	
0.07

	
4 (0)

	
4 (1)

	
0.08




	
16. The center must work together with the resources of the neighborhood (library, social services, health services, ...)

	
4 (1)

	
4 (1)

	
0.92

	
3 (1)

	
4 (1)

	
0.34








Note: Me = median value; IQR = Interquartile Range. Each score obtained is based a Likert scale (1–4): 1 being “Strongly Disagree”, 2 “Partially Disagree”, 3 “Partially Agree” and 4 “Strongly Agree”.
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Table 4. Descriptive analysis and differences of each dimension of the questionnaire.
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	Dimensions
	Me (IQR)





	1. Conception of Diversity
	3.5 (0.75)



	2. Methodology
	3 (1)



	3. Supports
	3 (0.8)



	4. Community Participation
	3.66 (0.92)







Note: Me = median value; IQR = Interquartile Range. Each score obtained is based a Likert scale (1–4): 1 being “Strongly Disagree”, 2 “Partially Disagree”, 3 “Partially Agree” and 4 “Strongly Agree”.
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Table 5. Correlations between the dimensions and the age group variable.
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	Dimensions
	Age ρ (p)





	Conception of diversity
	−0.15 (0.01)



	Methodology
	−0.11 (0.06)



	Supports
	−0.04 (0.52)



	Community Participation
	0.05 (0.40)







Note: The correlation is significant at the ** p < 0, 01; * p < 0, 05. Each score obtained on the dimensions is based on a Likert scale (1–4): 1 being “Strongly Disagree”, 2 “Partially Disagree”, 3 “Partially Agree” and 4 “Strongly Agree”.
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