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Abstract: This research examines the readiness of teachers to adopt inclusive education practices, focusing on their 

access to learning materials and understanding of differentiated teaching methods to meet diverse learners' needs. 

Using a random sampling method, 160 permanent teachers with at least three years of service from three districts 

in the Schools Division of the City of Mati participated. A survey questionnaire assessed their readiness for inclusive 

education. Results revealed a high level of teacher readiness (mean = 4.23) and strong pedagogical formation (mean 

= 4.40), with teachers generally perceiving learning resources as adequate (mean = 4.16). Statistical analysis showed 

significant positive relationships between teacher readiness, pedagogical competence, and resource availability. Age 

was the only demographic factor with a significant effect on readiness and related variables. The hypothesis of 

significant relationships among readiness, pedagogy, and resource availability was rejected. The study concludes 

that enhancing teacher training, improving access to learning materials, and strengthening policy and leadership 

support are essential for effective inclusive education implementation. 

Keywords: inclusive education, pedagogy, learning resources. 

I.   INTRODUCTION 

Inclusive education has been a banner in bridging children irrespective of their physical, mental, intellectual, and socio-

cultural background, religious beliefs, and other characteristics (Slee, 2018). Additionally, it is the most effective way to 

give all children a fair chance to attend school, learn, and develop the skills they need to succeed (Sarpong and Adelekan, 

2023). It should be included in the mainstream education system. There is a growing disparity in the preparedness of public-

school teachers concerning the accessibility of learning resources and their teaching methodologies, which obstructs their 

capacity to meet educational goals and objectives. 

Many countries show commitment to inclusive education by implementing policies and programs to accomplish the aims 

of full inclusion in their education systems (Adams, Che Ahmad, & Kolandavelu, 2020). The 48th session of the 

International Conference on Education (ICE) which took place in Geneva in 2008, and was organized by the UNESCO 

International Bureau of Education (IBE) there was a discussion on the importance of broadening the concept of inclusion 

to reach all children, under the assumption that every learner matters equally and has the right to receive effective 

educational opportunities (Opertti et al. 2014). 

In the Philippines, Republic Act No. 10533, referred to as the Enhanced Basic Education Act of 2013, aims to transform 

basic education by catering to the varied needs, intellectual and cultural abilities, circumstances, and unique traits of 

students, educational institutions, and communities. Section 8 of its Implementing Rules and Regulations (2013) highlights 

the importance of inclusive education by mandating the creation of at least five (5) programs to guarantee that all learners 

can access basic education. 

Inclusive education is designed to meet the diverse physical, intellectual, psychological, and cultural needs of all learners. 

It promotes active participation and minimizes barriers to learning by considering each student’s unique circumstances 
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(Ainscow & Miles, 2008). The successful implementation of inclusive education requires the commitment and collaboration 

of educators, school administrators, families, and communities. It is rooted in the principle that every child, regardless of 

background or ability, has the right to quality education in a supportive and accepting environment (UNESCO, 2020). 

However, despite national efforts to promote inclusive practices, significant challenges remain within the education system. 

One of the most pressing concerns is the limited preparedness of many teachers to address the needs of students with 

disabilities. Many educators have not received adequate training in inclusive pedagogies or specialized instruction, such as 

sign language or Braille literacy (Sharma, Loreman, & Forlin, 2012). This gap in professional development affects their 

ability to adapt lessons and teaching materials to accommodate students with varied learning profiles, resulting in 

inconsistent learning outcomes (Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2011). 

Another challenge lies in the lack of accessible and adaptive learning resources. Many public schools struggle with outdated 

materials, inadequate access to assistive technologies, and limited digital tools (Alquraini & Gut, 2012). These constraints 

hinder the ability of teachers to create a learning environment that is truly inclusive. Additionally, factors such as 

overcrowded classrooms, a shortage of support personnel, and inadequate infrastructure for students with physical and 

sensory impairments further complicate the delivery of inclusive education (Peters, 2007; Pantic & Florian, 2015). 

Furthermore, there is a need for a cultural shift in attitudes toward learners with disabilities. Some educators and 

stakeholders still hold implicit biases or lack a clear understanding of inclusive principles, leading to resistance or superficial 

implementation (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002). Addressing these issues requires systemic change, including continuous 

professional development, improved funding for inclusive education programs, equitable resource distribution, and strong 

policy enforcement (Forlin, 2010). Without these structural and cultural adjustments, the full realization of inclusive 

education remains a significant challenge. 

Currently, there is no established method for developing the necessary expertise among teachers, particularly in our division, 

which this study aims to address.  This study is relevant, timely, and significant. Therefore, it will serve as a foundational 

element for the education sector in enhancing teachers' preparedness for inclusive education. 

II.   BODY OF ARTICLE 

Statement of the Problem 

This study seeks to answer the following research questions: 

1. What is the level of readiness of teachers to work within inclusive education? 

2. What is the level of pedagogical formation of readiness in teachers to work within inclusive education? 

3. What is the significant relationship between the availability of learning resources and pedagogy in teaching to teachers’ 

readiness for inclusive education? 

4. Is there a significant difference among the demographic profile: 

a. Age 

b. Sex 

c. Length of service 

d. Highest educational attainment 

e. Position 

f. Specialization 

g. Station\ 

III.   METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

This research employed a quantitative correlational research design, which emphasizes objective measurement and 

statistical analysis of numerical data. Quantitative research is appropriate for studies aiming to measure variables and 

examine the relationships between them. According to Creswell (2009), this approach enables researchers to systematically 

collect and analyze data to draw generalizable conclusions. 
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To gather the necessary data, the study utilized a structured questionnaire as the primary research instrument. The 

questionnaire was carefully developed to collect measurable responses on the key variables of the study: availability of 

learning resources, teaching pedagogy, and teachers’ readiness for inclusive education. This instrument enabled the 

researcher to obtain standardized data from a wide sample of teachers, supporting the generalizability of the findings. 

The questionnaire was organized into sections aligned with the specific research objectives, facilitating a structured 

evaluation of each variable. It was designed to capture teachers’ perceptions, experiences, and levels of preparedness in 

implementing inclusive education. The collected data provided valuable insights into how teaching strategies and resource 

availability influence the readiness of teachers to work effectively in inclusive classrooms. 

Sampling 

The study's population comprised 160 public elementary teachers, all of whom were randomly selected and had a minimum 

of three years of service within the Schools Division of the City of Mati. To create a representative sample, the researchers 

employed stratified proportionate sampling. Initially, the population was categorized into strata according to the four 

districts: Mati North, Mati Central, and Mati South. Subsequently, a proportionate sample was drawn, leading to the 

selection of teachers as participants in the study. This approach ensured that the sample accurately reflected the broader 

population, facilitating a thorough analysis of the research questions. 

Analysis 

This study classified, evaluated, and interpreted findings using the appropriate statistical tools.  

Quantitative Data Analysis. Quantitative data was utilized to create tallies and frequencies, as well as to employ computer 

programs for organizing the results. These findings were then presented in tabular and graphical formats, expressed in 

percentages, using the appropriate statistical tools. 

Mean. This was utilized to address statement problems 1, 2, and 3. Problem 1 aims to evaluate the level of readiness of 

teachers to work within inclusive education. Problem 2 seeks to examine the level of pedagogical formation of readiness in 

teachers to work within inclusive education. Problem 3 focuses on determining the significant relationship between the 

availability of learning resources and pedagogy in teaching to teachers’ readiness for inclusive education. 

Pearson r.  This was utilized to address statement problem 4, aiming to identify the significant difference among the 

demographic profiles: Age, Sex, Length of service, Highest educational attainment, Position, Specialization, and Station. 

Statistical software was utilized to calculate the Mean and Pearson r, yielding both the correlation coefficient and the 

standardized beta coefficient for the quantitative analysis. The Pearson r correlation coefficient (r) is widely recognized as 

a standard method for assessing linear correlation. This coefficient ranges from –1 to 1, indicating both the strength and 

direction of the relationship between two variables (Kwak and Kim, 2017). A change in one variable corresponds to a 

change in the other variable in the same direction. 

IV.   RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Level of Teachers’ Readiness for Inclusive Education  

Table 2: Teachers' Readiness for Inclusive Education 

Teachers' Readiness for Inclusive Education SD Mean 

1. I am ready to teach in inclusive classes all the time in school. 0.65 4.32 

2. I am ready to support my co-teachers in teaching inclusive classes in this school. 0.68 4.34 

3. I am ready to properly prepare necessary teaching-learning activities for inclusive classes. 0.69 4.28 

4. I am ready to engage the attention of students in the inclusive class through my teaching 

readiness. 

0.67 4.21 

5. I am ready to encourage students to be more active in inclusive classes through my readiness 

to teach students with special educational needs. 

0.67 4.18 
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6. I am ready to feel comfortable and confident when teaching students with special 

educational needs. 

0.76 4.14 

7. I am ready to influence students to learn more effectively in inclusive classes through my 

teaching readiness. 

0.68 4.19 

8. I am ready to contribute effectively to the school’s inclusive education programs through 

my readiness. 

0.69 4.24 

9. I am ready to motivate other teachers to be prepared and confident in teaching inclusive 

classes. 

0.70 4.19 

10. I am ready to make a positive impact on students’ academic experiences and learning. 0.71 4.19 

11. I am ready to enhance students’ readiness to study through my own readiness. 0.68 4.19 

12. I am ready to encourage students to be prepared and engaged in my lessons. 0.66 4.27 

13. I am ready to inspire students to look forward to their lessons. 0.67 4.28 

Overall 0.69 4.23 

   Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation. 

Table 2 shows teachers’ readiness for inclusive education. Indicates that educators typically demonstrate a strong 

preparedness for inclusive education, with mean scores exceeding 4.0. As Karynbaeva et al. (2019) noted, this readiness is 

a crucial factor for the successful implementation of inclusive education, as it reflects teachers' willingness to engage with 

students with disabilities. It has been noted that educators already hold a diverse array of professional knowledge, skills, 

and competencies essential for effectively organizing the educational process within the framework of inclusive education 

(Mazova and Khairtdinova, 2017). 

Similarly, the average score is 4.23, indicating that teachers exhibit a strong preparedness for inclusive education. The 

individual mean scores vary between 4.14 and 4.34, reflecting a generally uniform perception of readiness across various 

dimensions. Consequently, the highest mean score (4.34) is found in item 2. I am ready to support my co-teachers in 

teaching in inclusive classes in this school, suggesting that teachers feel particularly confident in that area, while the lowest 

mean score (4.14) is seen in item 6. I am ready feel comfortable and confident when teaching students with special 

educational needs, telling that this area might need additional assistance or enhancement. 

Moreover, the overall standard deviation (SD) is 0.69, indicating a moderate spread of responses around the mean. Also, 

the highest SD (0.76) was for item 6. I am ready feel comfortable and confident when teaching students with special 

educational needs, suggesting greater variability in responses, meaning that some teachers feel more prepared than others 

in this area. The lowest SD (0.65) was in item 1. I am ready to teach in inclusive classes all the time in school, indicating a 

greater level of consensus among educators. 

Table 2  also indicates that teachers generally exhibit a high level of readiness for inclusive education  with a mean scores 

above 4.0. Some variability exists across different aspects, with item 6.  I am ready to feel comfortable and confident when 

teaching students with special educational needs having the greatest spread in responses. Further training or support may 

be beneficial in areas with lower mean scores and higher standard deviations to ensure more uniform readiness. This is 

consistent with the study of Sergeeva (2019), which found that enhancing the professional development of teachers 

specializing in inclusive education is one of the solutions to strengthening the readiness of teachers in inclusively oriented 

settings. Item 5. I am  ready to encourage students to be more active in inclusive classes through my readiness to teach 

students with special educational needs (mean = 3.93), which may need more attention as it falls slightly below the high 

adequacy threshold. Additionally, the variability in responses suggests that resource availability and effectiveness may not 

be uniform across all areas. Items with high agreement (low SD) indicate consistency in perception, while high SD items 

suggest differing experiences among teachers. 
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Table 3: Learning Resources for Inclusive Education 

Learning Resources for Inclusive Education SD Mean 

1. A lot of challenges and difficulties when acquiring learning resources. 0.71 4.34 

2. The instructional materials and resources are insufficient. 0.82 4.13 

3. The procedures and methods of acquiring the  resources for the learning resources process 

are very rigid and inflexible. 

0.77 4.03 

4. The need for teaching and learning resources influences the implementation of inclusive 

education in the school. 

0.70 4.29 

5. The school lacks government support and assistance: hence, they are unable to procure 

the required resources for the teachers’ and students’ needs. 

0.89 3.93 

6. There is a lack of parental support in the inclusive class. 0.85 3.99 

7. The Department of Education should review the new curriculum to cater to and regale 

the needs of the students and teachers in an inclusive setup. 

0.70 4.24 

8. There is a need for explicit policy on the concept and schematic diagram of the 

implementation of inclusive education. 

0.66 4.28 

9. There is a lack of partnership between the department and stakeholders in ensuring the 

smooth learning of inclusive education. 

0.80 3.96 

10. The government should increase the funds/assistance for inclusive education to 

necessitate the purchase of learning resources and the development of infrastructures. 

0.66 4.39 

Overall 0.78 4.16 

   Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation. 

Table 3 presents the results obtained from the preliminary analysis that teachers perceived learning resources for inclusive 

education as adequate (mean >4.0). According to Goldan and Schwab (2018), resources for inclusive education are 

important because they empower educators to tailor instruction to meet diverse student needs and create a more dynamic 

and stimulating learning environment.   

The data presented in Table 3 reveals an overall mean of 4.16, suggesting a strong adequacy of learning resources for 

inclusive education. Individual mean scores range from 3.93 to 4.39, showing variation in the perceived availability and 

effectiveness of resources. Accordingly, the highest mean (4.39) is found in item 10. The government should increase the 

funds/assistance for inclusive education to necessitate the purchase of learning resources and the development of 

infrastructures, suggesting that this area is the most well-supported. The lowest mean (3.93) appears in item 5. The school 

lacks government support and assistance; hence, they are unable to procure the required resources for the teachers’ and 

students’ needs, indicating that resources in this area may need improvement. 

The overall SD is 0.78, meaning there is moderate variability in responses. The highest SD (0.89) was for item 5. The school 

lacks government support and assistance; hence, they are unable to procure the required resources for the teachers’ and 

students’ needs, which suggests that teachers' perceptions vary significantly—some may find resources sufficient, while 

others do not. Teachers' perceived lack of resources is significantly correlated with their self-efficacy and attitudes toward 

inclusive education (Lambrecht et al., 2016). The lowest SD (0.66) for item 8.  There is a need for an explicit policy on the 

concept and schematic diagram of the implementation of inclusive education, and 10. The government should increase the 

funds/assistance for inclusive education to necessitate the purchase of learning resources and the development of 

infrastructures, suggesting greater agreement among teachers in these areas. 

Table 4: Teachers' Pedagogy in Teaching Inclusive Education 

Teachers' Pedagogy in Teaching Inclusive Education SD Mean 

1. Assessing the different skills of students rather than relying solely on a standardized curriculum. 0.71 4.33 

2. Promoting the interests of individual children. 0.67 4.42 

3. Setting alternative expectations that are suitable for the students. 0.68 4.36 
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4. Setting appropriate expectations for each student. 0.69 4.35 

5. Determining how to modify home assignments for students. 0.70 4.33 

6. Valuing all kinds of skills that students bring to class and not just the academic skills. 0.65 4.47 

7. Providing opportunities for daily success for all students. 0.68 4.41 

8. Adapting materials and rewriting objectives for a child’s specific needs. 0.67 4.35 

9. Using a variety of instructional strategies effectively. 0.72 4.38 

10. Providing opportunities for student development In the learning process. 0.70 4.41 

11. Providing more activity-based teaching than seat-based teaching. 0.70 4.39 

12. Praising a student when s/he deserves it.  0.69 4.49 

13. Utilizing local resources available that fit the learning situation. 0.71 4.44 

14. Designing classroom activities so that all students can participate. 0.67 4.47 

15. Being flexible and have maximum tolerance for Ambiguity. 0.68 4.44 

Overall 0.69 4.40 

   Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation. 

On the other hand, Table 4 exhibits that teachers are highly competent in inclusive teaching pedagogy, as all items scored 

above 4.30. Areas with the highest means (items 12. Praising a student when s/he deserves it, item 14. Designing classroom 

activities so that all students can participate, and item 6. Valuing all kinds of skills that students bring to class and not just 

the academic skills) highlight particularly strong teaching practices, while areas for enhancement, items with slightly lower 

means (items 1.  Assessing the different skills of students rather than relying solely on a standardized curriculum and item 

5. Determining how to modify home assignments for students), may benefit from additional training or resource support.  

Gradually, variation in responses (higher SD in item 9. Using a variety of instructional strategies effectively) suggests that 

some teachers may have different levels of expertise or confidence in this aspect of inclusive teaching. Subban et al. (2021) 

stress that many teachers, while fundamentally in favor of inclusion, express concerns regarding their ability and 

effectiveness in implementing inclusive practices. However, those with more experience tend to feel more assured in their 

capacity to teach students with disabilities (Chao et al., 2016). 

Looking at Table 4, the overall mean is 4.40, indicating a very high level of proficiency in inclusive education pedagogy. 

Individual mean scores range from 4.33 to 4.49, showing consistent effectiveness in inclusive teaching practices.  

In addition, the highest mean (4.49) is observed in item 12. Praising a student when s/he deserves it, suggesting that this 

aspect of pedagogy is the strongest among teachers. The lowest mean (4.33) appears in items 1. Assessing the different skills 

of students rather than relying solely on a standardized curriculum and item 5. Determining how to modify home 

assignments for students, indicating that while these areas are still rated high, they might need slight reinforcement or further 

training. 

Conversely, the overall SD in Table 4 is 0.69, reflecting a moderate level of consistency in teachers' responses. The lowest 

SD (0.65 in item 6. Valuing all kinds of skills that students bring to class and not just the academic skills) suggests strong 

teacher agreement, indicating a shared understanding of the concept. Whereas, the highest SD (0.72 in item 9. Using a 

variety of instructional strategies effectively) shows slightly more variation in teachers' responses, meaning that some may 

have different levels of confidence or experience in this area. 

Overall, the data indicates that teachers are well-prepared and confident in their pedagogy for inclusive education, with 

minimal areas for improvement (McCray et al., 2023). As classrooms increasingly reflect diversity, educators' approaches 

and decisions are crucial for ensuring that students engage fully in every facet of their learning experience (Molbaek, 2018).  

Nonetheless, focused training or professional development can be tailored to enhance further specific areas with slightly 

lower means or higher response variation (Ajani, 2023). When these technical assistances are utilized effectively and 

provide high-quality support through structured interventions backed by credible evidence of effectiveness, the outcomes 

are favorable (Sharples et al., 2018). 
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Table 5: Correlation Matrix presents the Relationship Between the Availability of Learning Resources and 

Pedagogy in Teaching to Teachers’ Readiness for Inclusive Education 

    

Teachers' Readiness 

for Inclusive 

Education 

Learning Resources 

for Inclusive 

Education 

Teachers' Pedagogy in 

Teaching Inclusive 

Education 

Teachers' Readiness for 

Inclusive Education 
 

Pearson's 

r 
 —      

   df  —      

   p-value  —      

Learning Resources for 

Inclusive Education 
 

Pearson's 

r 
 0.413 *** —    

   df  158  —    

   p-value  < .001  —    

Teachers' Pedagogy in 

Teaching Inclusive 

Education 

 
Pearson's 

r 
 0.616 *** 0.588 *** —  

   df  158  158  —  

   p-value  < .001  < .001  —  

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

Table 5 provides the correlation matrix that presents the relationships between Teachers' Readiness for Inclusive Education, 

Learning Resources for Inclusive Education, and Teachers' Pedagogy in Teaching Inclusive Education using Pearson’s 

correlation coefficient (r). It presents that teachers' readiness for inclusive education & learning resources for inclusive 

education is Pearson’s r = 0.413* (p < .001), which means a moderate positive correlation.  

It can be seen from the data in Table 5 that teachers' readiness for inclusive education increases as learning resources 

improve. However,  Gathumbi et al. (2015) indicated that the physical infrastructure and instructional resources are 

insufficient to support learners with special needs adequately. Conversely, the p-value (< .001) confirms that this 

relationship is statistically significant. 

Teachers' Readiness for Inclusive Education & Teachers' Pedagogy in Teaching Inclusive Education is Pearson’s r = 0.616* 

(p < .001), showing a strong positive correlation. This means that teachers who are more ready for inclusive education tend 

to have better teaching pedagogy in inclusive settings. The p-value (< .001) shows that this relationship is highly significant. 

This is relevant to Dioso et al.'s (2022) study, which indicated that the preparedness of teachers for inclusive special 

education was achieved through the in-service training offered for their professional development.  

Additionally, the educational materials for inclusive education and the pedagogical approaches employed by teachers in 

this field yield a Pearson correlation coefficient of r = 0.588* (p < .001). This means a moderate to strong positive 

correlation. This suggests that better access to learning resources enhances teachers' pedagogical practices for inclusive 

education. The p-value (< .001) indicates statistical significance. Yet, a notable disparity continues to exist in the provision 

of sufficient teacher training, especially in under-resourced environments (Erni & Dewi, 2024). Poly & Harishma (2023) 

imply that there is a need for focus assistance from administrators and policymakers, which is crucial in preparing educators 

to address the demands of inclusivity (Poly & Harishma, 2023). 

All three variables are positively correlated, meaning improvements in one area contribute to the others. The strongest 

relationship is between Teachers' Readiness and Teachers' Pedagogy (r = 0.616), suggesting that teacher preparation plays 

a crucial role in effective inclusive education practices (McCray et al., 2023). Muca et al. (2022) emphasized that learning 

resources also play a significant but moderate role in enhancing both readiness and pedagogy. These findings highlight the 

importance of investing in teacher training and learning resources to improve inclusive education (Pozo-Rico et al., 2023). 
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The findings indicate that teachers' readiness, learning resources, and pedagogy are interconnected. By investing in teacher 

training, improving access to inclusive learning materials, implementing supportive policies, and strengthening leadership 

support, schools can create a more effective and sustainable inclusive education system.  

Differences in the Demographic Profile 

Table 6 demonstrates that there is no statistically significant difference between male and female teachers in terms of their 

preparedness, access to educational resources, and teaching methods in the context of inclusive education. These findings 

suggest that gender does not play a major role in shaping teachers’ preparedness and teaching strategies for inclusive 

education (Jury et al., 2023). Much of the literature failed to recognize gender differences in inclusive education (Ediyanto 

et al. 2022). In their systematic review, Lindner et al. (2023) observed that most of the studies examined on inclusive 

education did not reveal any gender disparities. Hence, any observed variations are likely due to individual teaching 

experiences, training, or school resources rather than gender differences (Shi, Qiu, & Ni, 2023). 

Table 6: Differences Between Male and Female Teachers 

Gender   Statistic p 

Teachers' Readiness for Inclusive Education  Mann-Whitney U  1314  0.892  

Learning Resources for Inclusive Education  Mann-Whitney U  1150  0.317  

Teachers' Pedagogy in Teaching Inclusive Education  Mann-Whitney U  1021  0.090  

Note. Hₐ μ F ≠ μ M 

The table indicates that the p-value (0.892) exceeds 0.05, which signifies that there is no significant difference in the 

readiness of teachers between male and female respondents. This implies that both genders demonstrate comparable levels 

of preparedness for inclusive education (Lindner et al., 2023). 

The p-value of 0.317 exceeds the threshold of 0.05, indicating that there is no significant difference in how male and female 

teachers perceive the adequacy of learning resources. It appears that both genders have similar access to and views on 

learning resources for inclusive education (Mulyadi, Huda, & Gusmian, 2022). 

The p-value (0.090) is still above 0.05 but closer to statistical significance compared to the other two variables. This suggests 

a potential trend where male and female teachers may differ slightly in their pedagogical approaches; the difference 

observed in this study is not statistically significant. This result adds to the existing inconsistencies in the literature regarding 

gender differences in inclusive education, contrasting with the research of Agavelyan et al. (2020) that indicates female 

educators exhibit greater tolerance for diversity or emphasizes the prevalence of male superiority in favorable attitudes 

toward inclusion (Bhatnagar & Das, 2013). 

The lack of gender disparities observed in this context can be linked to the limited number of male participants in this study, 

as well as their general underrepresentation in educational fields. Nevertheless, the absence of gender differences is an 

encouraging indication for promoting inclusivity, implying that positive attitudes towards inclusion can be cultivated 

regardless of gender (Buolamwini & Gebru, 2018). 

Table 7: Differences in Learning Resources for Inclusive Education Based on School, Highest Educational 

Attainment, and Length of Service 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p 

School  9.614  25  0.385  1.321  0.169  

Highest Educational Attainment  0.824  5  0.165  0.566  0.726  

Length of Service  12.339  33  0.374  1.284  0.175  

Residuals  27.951  96  0.291      

          Note. df = degrees of freedom; F = F-statistic; p = p-value. 
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Accordingly, Table 7 shows that the p-value (0.169) is greater than 0.05, indicating no statistically significant difference in 

learning resources among teachers from different schools. This suggests that schools provide similar levels of learning 

resources for inclusive education, regardless of location. 

Additionally, the p-value of 0.726 significantly exceeds the threshold of 0.05, indicating that there is no notable difference 

in the availability of learning resources related to the educational qualifications of teachers. This implies that teachers, 

whether they hold a bachelor's, master's, or doctoral degree, have comparable access to learning resources. 

Consequently, the p-value (0.175) is greater than 0.05, meaning no significant differences exist in access to learning 

resources based on the number of years a teacher has been in service. This implies that new and experienced teachers receive 

comparable learning resources for inclusive education (Shutaleva et al., 2023).  

Hence, none of the factors (school, education, or experience) show significant differences (p-values all > 0.05), which means 

that learning resources for inclusive education are fairly distributed across different schools, levels of educational 

attainment, and years of service. Also, no particular group (by school, education, or experience) has significantly better or 

worse access to learning resources. This situation can be partially attributed to the funding model for special educational 

needs in our country (Lambrecht et al., 2016). 

However, in the Philippines, numerous public schools, whether located in urban centers or remote rural regions, continue 

to lack adequate resources (Valenzuela & Buenvinida, 2021). Teachers often perceive a lack of adequate human resources 

and teaching facilities, which presents considerable obstacles to the effective implementation of inclusive practices (Saro 

et al., 2022). 

Table 8: Difference of Age on Teachers' Readiness for Inclusive Education, Learning Resources, and Pedagogy 

Age 95% CI for Difference t-value p-value Remarks 

Teachers' Readiness for Inclusive Education (-39.634, -36.146) 42.59 0.000 Significant 

Learning Resources for Inclusive Education (-39.711, -36.224) 43.00 0.000 Significant 

Teachers' Pedagogy in Teaching Inclusive Education (-39.466, 35.978) 42.72 0.000 Significant 

   Note. CI = Confidence Interval; t = t-statistic; p = p-value. 

Table 8 illustrates that the p-value (0.000) is highly significant, meaning age significantly affects teachers’ readiness. The 

negative confidence interval suggests that older teachers may have lower readiness compared to younger teachers, but 

further analysis is needed (Afriani et al., 2023). This element may lead teachers to either reject their prior experiences with 

children who have special needs or to assume erroneously that they have instructed such children when, in fact, they have 

not (Alnahdi et al. 2021). 

Similarly, the significant p-value means that age groups experience differences in access to learning resources. The negative 

confidence interval suggests that certain age groups (likely younger or older) perceive fewer resources available. One 

potential reason for this finding could be the relatively young age of the teachers participating in the study, which is often 

associated with a lack of extensive experience in the field of education, especially regarding inclusive practices 

(Mukhopadhyay, 2014). 

On the other hand, the significance (p = 0.000) indicates that pedagogy varies with age. The slightly different CI range 

suggests a more complex relationship, influenced by teaching experience and professional development. Younger educators 

frequently gain from a more comprehensive formal education, which improves their pedagogy for inclusive teaching, 

whereas their more seasoned counterparts rely on their substantial experience (Parey, 2019). In summary, the collected data 

indicates that teachers' perspectives on inclusion are shaped by their direct interactions with children who have special needs  

(Zhang, 2020). 

It is apparent from this table further suggests that age has a significant difference in teachers' readiness for inclusive 

education, learning resources, and pedagogy (Papagiannopoulou et al., 2023). Accordingly, all three factors are statistically 

significant (p = 0.000, t-values > 42). The 95% Confidence Intervals (CIs) do not contain zero, confirming a significant 

difference across age groups. Research conducted by Galaterou and Antoniou (2017) indicates that there is a notable age-

related variation in teachers' attitudes toward inclusion, with younger educators exhibiting more favorable perspectives. 
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Table 9: Frequencies of Highest Educational Attainment 

Highest Educational Attainment Counts % of Total Cumulative % 

BEED  117  73.1 %  73.1 % 

MAED  35  21.9 %  95.0 % 

MST-MATH  2  1.3 %  96.3 % 

EDD  1  0.6 %  96.9 % 

BSED  4  2.5 %  99.4 % 

MST-GEN SCI  1  0.6 %  100.0 % 

    Note. Percentages are based on total sample size. 

Table 9 shows the frequencies of highest educational attainment. It presents that the majority (73.1%) of respondents hold 

a Bachelor of Elementary Education (BEED), indicating that most participants have an undergraduate degree in education. 

A significant portion (21.9%) have obtained a Master of Arts in Education (MAED), showing that a notable number have 

pursued graduate studies. Cumulatively, 95% of respondents have a BEED or MAED, suggesting that most educators in 

the sample have at least an undergraduate or a master's degree. 

In addition, Table 9 connotes that the workforce of the study predominantly comprises BEED graduates, aligning with an 

elementary education setting (Punla & Farro, 2022). Following this, a study by Dela Cruz (2022) investigated the 

employability and career success of education graduates. The findings revealed an exceptionally high employability rate 

among BEED graduates, highlighting the substantial application of the skills and competencies acquired during their 

education to their professional advancement. 

A smaller but significant portion has pursued higher education (MAED, MST, or EDD), which could influence professional 

development and teaching methodologies (Chan & Hu, 2023). On the other hand, very few respondents hold doctoral 

degrees, indicating limited representation of advanced education in the group.  

Table 10: Frequencies of Position 

Position Counts % of Total Cumulative % 

T-II  47  29.4 %  29.4 %  

T-I  70  43.8 %  73.1 %  

T-III  31  19.4 %  92.5 %  

MT-II  6  3.8 %  96.3 %  

MT-III  1  0.6 %  96.9 %  

MT-I  4  2.5 %  99.4 %  

SPET-II  1  0.6 %  100.0 %  

        Note. Percentages are based on the total sample size. 

Table 10 displays the frequencies of position. It shows that the majority (43.8%) of respondents hold the position of Teacher 

I (T-I), making it the most common designation among the participants. Teacher II (T-II) follows at 29.4%, indicating a 

significant number have progressed beyond the entry-level position. Teacher III (T-III) accounts for 19.4%, showing a 

notable portion of respondents have reached a higher teaching level. Master Teacher (MT) and Special Education Teacher 

(SPET) roles are less common. 

Cumulatively, 92.5% of respondents are in the Teacher I-III ranks. The large percentage of Teacher I (43.8%) suggests 

many educators are still in the early stages of their teaching careers. This means the entry-level teaching position is most 

commonly represented in the group of individuals participating in a study, survey, or other data collection activity 

(Poindexter, 2013). While only 7.5% hold Master Teacher or Special Education positions, suggesting that most respondents 

are in the earlier stages of their careers. Next, the lower proportion of Master Teachers (MT-I to MT-III) indicates fewer 

have advanced to leadership or mentoring roles. Finally, the Special Education Teacher (SPET) position is 

underrepresented, implying that specialized teaching roles are not widely held in this sample.  
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Table 11: Frequencies of Specialization 

Specialization Counts % of Total Cumulative % 

MATH  20  12.5 %  12.5 %  

GENERALIST  49  30.6 %  43.1 %  

GENERAL SCIENCE  67  41.9 %  85.0 %  

GENEREALIST  1  0.6 %  85.6 %  

SOCIAL STUDIES  4  2.5 %  88.1 %  

PRESCHOOL  2  1.3 %  89.4 %  

GENERAL  1  0.6 %  90.0 %  

EDUCATIONAL MANAGEMENT  1  0.6 %  90.6 %  

PHYSICAL SCIENCE  1  0.6 %  91.3 %  

PHYSICAL EDUCATION  1  0.6 %  91.9 %  

TLE  1  0.6 %  92.5 %  

ENGLISH  4  2.5 %  95.0 %  

GEBERALIST  1  0.6 %  95.6 %  

SPECIAL EDUCATION  1  0.6 %  96.3 %  

ARAL PAN  1  0.6 %  96.9 %  

HISTORY  1  0.6 %  97.5 %  

BIOLOGY  1  0.6 %  98.1 %  

INCLUSIVE EDUCATION  1  0.6 %  98.8 %  

EARLY CHILDHOOD  1  0.6 %  99.4 %  

BIOLOGICAL SCIENCE  1  0.6 %  100.0 %  

     Note. Percentages are based on the total sample size. 

Accordingly, Table 11 shows the frequencies of specialization. It denotes that the General Science (41.9%) and Generalist 

teachers (30.6%) make up the majority (72.5%), indicating a strong presence of educators handling broad subject areas 

rather than focusing on specific disciplines. Mathematics is the most common specialized subject (12.5%), suggesting a 

solid representation of math educators.  

Moreover, the table illustrates that Social Studies (2.5%) and English (2.5%) are the next most represented specialized 

subjects. Several specializations, such as Preschool Education, Physical Science, Physical Education, TLE, Special 

Education, and Inclusive Education, each have only one respondent (0.6%), highlighting minimal representation in these 

areas.  

Consequently, the dominance of generalist teachers suggests that many educators handle multiple subjects rather than 

focusing on one specialization. This can be observed in various contexts, particularly in elementary schools where one 

teacher might cover all major subjects. Generally, in public schools there is a shortage of teachers specializing in inclusive 

education, forcing schools to rely on generalist teachers (Hernández & Izquierdo, 2023). Moreover, certain curricula, 

especially in primary education, may require teachers to be knowledgeable in a wide range of subjects, making 

specialization less feasible (Lozano & Blanco Fontao, 2023). 

Hence, a low number of specialized teachers in fields like Special Education, Early Childhood, and Inclusive Education 

may indicate a need for more trained educators in these areas (Shutaleva et al., 2023). As a result, teachers are assigned to 

teach subjects outside their area of expertise, which is a common issue in education and is often linked to the dominance of 

generalist teachers. 

V.   CONCLUSION 

The findings of this study demonstrate a significant positive relationship between teachers’ readiness for inclusive education 

and the availability of learning resources and pedagogical strategies. This underscores the critical role that well-equipped 

and pedagogically prepared teachers play in fostering inclusive learning environments. Specifically, the study reveals that 

pedagogical formation and access to instructional materials are essential components in enhancing teacher preparedness for 

inclusive education. 
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Furthermore, the analysis of demographic factors—such as age, sex, length of service, educational attainment, position, 

specialization, and station—shows meaningful differences in levels of readiness. These variations suggest that targeted 

interventions may be necessary to address specific gaps and strengthen inclusivity across diverse educator profiles. 

To improve overall teacher readiness, it is essential to invest in continuous professional development and specialized 

training programs that focus on inclusive teaching strategies. By equipping teachers with the necessary skills, knowledge, 

and resources, educational institutions can better support students with special educational needs and foster equitable 

learning outcomes. Policymakers and educational leaders must prioritize strategic reforms in teacher training, resource 

allocation, and curriculum design to ensure sustainable improvements in inclusive education practices. 
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