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Abstract

Inclusive education has emerged as a global movement advocating for equitable and quality education for 8.3 all
learners, including children with disabilities (CwD). In India, legislative frameworks such as the Right to
Education Act 2009 and the Rights of Persons with Disabilities Act 2016 mandate inclusive practices, yet ground-
level implementation remains challenging and largely dependent on teachers. This empirical study investigated
250 primary and secondary school teachers' experiences, challenges, and strategies in implementing inclusive
education across government, private, and aided schools in Madhya Pradesh. Using a mixed-method approach
with a structured questionnaire and semi-structured interviews, data were analyzed through descriptive statistics,
correlation, ANOVA, and multiple regression. Findings reveal that while 68.4% of teachers reported a positive
attitude toward inclusion, only 34.4% had received substantive training, resulting in low self-efficacy
(Mean=2.85). Major challenges identified include lack of specialized training (Mean=4.52), large class size
(Mean=4.31), and inadequate resources (Mean=4.25). Teachers predominantly employed peer tutoring (72%),
visual aids (78%), and differentiated instruction (68%) as coping strategies. Regression analysis indicated that
training ($=0.48, p<0.001), stakeholder support (=0.31, p<0.001), and teaching experience ($=0.18, p<0.05)
significantly predict successful implementation. The study concludes that systemic investment in teacher capacity
building, infrastructural modifications, and collaborative support models is essential to bridge policy-practice
gaps. Implications for teacher education and policy reforms are discussed.

Keywords: inclusive education, teachers experiences, challenges, strategies, children with disabilities, teacher

training, inclusive pedagogy

1. Introduction

1.1 Background of Inclusive Education

Inclusive education is not merely an educational
approach but a philosophy rooted in social justice,
equity, and human rights. Globally, it has been
reinforced by the Salamanca Statement 1994 [1], the
Dakar Framework for Education for All [2], and the
UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities [3]. UNESCO defines inclusive
education as a process of addressing and responding
to the diversity of needs of all learners by increasing
participation in learning and reducing exclusion [4].
In India, inclusive education has gained legal
momentum after the Persons with Disabilities Act
1995, Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan 2000, and more
recently, the National Education Policy 2020 which
emphasizes equitable and inclusive education as a
cornerstone [5]. Despite strong policy rhetoric,
statistics reveal that only 61.5% of children with
disabilities in the 5-19 age group are attending
educational institutions, significantly lower than the
general population [6]. The gap between policy
intent and implementation is particularly evident in
regular classrooms where children with diverse
learning needs are placed without adequate support

systems. Understanding this contextual reality is
crucial as inclusive education is no longer an
optional reform but a mandatory right. Teachers are
thus at the centre of this paradigm shift, expected to
transform  their  pedagogical practices to
accommodate learners with visual, auditory,
intellectual, and locomotor disabilities within the
same classroom setting.

1.2 Teachers Role in Inclusive Settings

Teachers are widely recognized as the single most
important factor influencing the success of inclusive
education [7]. Their beliefs, attitudes, self-efficacy,
and pedagogical competence directly affect learning
outcomes of children with disabilities. Research
indicates that teachers with positive attitudes toward
inclusion are more likely to adapt curriculum,
employ Universal Design for Learning (UDL), and
foster supportive classroom climates [8]. However,
in the Indian context, many regular school teachers
perceive inclusive education as an additional burden
rather than a professional responsibility. Studies by
Sharma et al. [9] found that general educators often
feel unprepared due to lack of exposure to special
needs pedagogy during pre-service training. The
role extends beyond instruction to include
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identification of learning needs,
preparation of Individualized Education Plans
(IEPs), collaboration with special educators,
parents, and therapists, and advocacy for accessible
infrastructure. Furthermore, teachers must manage
behavioural challenges, large heterogeneous
classrooms with pupil-teacher ratios exceeding 40:1,
and pressure to complete standardized curricula.
This complex role requires not just attitudinal
change but systemic support including continuous
professional development, access to assistive
technologies, and collaborative planning time. The
evolving role demands that teacher education
programmes integrate inclusive pedagogy as a core
competency rather than an add-on module, thereby
preparing teachers cognitively and emotionally for
inclusive classrooms.
1.3 Rationale and Significance of the Study
Despite increasing enrolment of children with
disabilities in mainstream schools, there is limited
empirical evidence from central Indian states like
Madhya Pradesh on teachers' lived realities. Most
studies have been concentrated in metropolitan
cities such as Delhi, Mumbai, and Bangalore [10],
[11], leaving a geographical gap in understanding.
Moreover, the National Education Policy 2020 sets
an ambitious target of 100% Gross Enrolment Ratio
with inclusive participation by 2030, necessitating
region-specific diagnostics [5]. This study is
significant as it provides data-driven insights into
what teachers experience, what hinders them, and
how they innovate with limited resources. The
findings have direct implications for District
Institutes of Education and Training (DIETSs), State
Councils for Educational Research and Training
(SCERT), and school leadership. Practically,
mapping challenges and effective strategies can help
design need-based training modules and low-cost
inclusive practices feasible in resource-constrained
government schools. Academically, the study
contributes to the discourse on inclusive education
by testing correlations between training, self-
efficacy, and implementation success through
regression modeling. The empirical focus ensures
that recommendations are grounded in statistical
analysis rather than anecdotal assumptions.
Ultimately, strengthening teacher capacity is the
most cost-effective and sustainable pathway to
achieve Sustainable Development Goal 4 (Quality
Education) and leave no child behind.

2. Literature Review (Survey of Past Work)
The  literature  on  inclusive  education
implementation is extensive but presents mixed
findings regarding teacher preparedness. Florian and
Black-Hawkins [12] in a study of Scottish schools
emphasized inclusive pedagogy as an extension of
what is ordinarily available to all learners rather than
something additional for some, a principle still not
fully embraced in developing contexts. In India,
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Singal [13] critically analyzed that inclusion is often
interpreted as mere placement of children with
disabilities in regular schools without systemic
restructuring, leading to what she terms "inclusion
as integration."
Empirical studies on teachers' attitudes show varied
results. Das et al. [14] surveyed 400 teachers in
Delhi and found moderately positive attitudes but
significant concern about lack of resources and
support. Similarly, Shah et al. [15] reported that 62%
of teachers in Gujarat believed that children with
severe disabilities should be educated in special
schools. Conversely, Bhatnagar and Das [16] found
that teachers who had completed sensitization
workshops showed significantly higher positive
attitudes (t=4.21, p<0.01). This underscores the role
of training as a mediating variable.
Research on challenges consistently identifies five
domains: teacher-related, student-related, resource-
related, curriculum-related, and system-related.
Forlin et al. [17] categorized barriers as structural
(large classes, lack of support staff) and cultural
(beliefs about disability). In developing countries,
Singal et al. [18] noted infrastructural deficits such
as non-accessible toilets, lack of ramps, and absence
of Braille materials as major impediments.
Hodkinson [19] highlighted that assessment systems
remain exclusionary, focusing on rote memorization
rather than competency-based evaluation suited for
diverse learners.
Regarding strategies, significant work has been done
on differentiated instruction, cooperative learning,
and peer-mediated interventions. Sanjeev and
Kumar [20] found that peer tutoring improved
academic engagement of children with learning
disabilities by 34% in inclusive classrooms in
Karnataka. Alur and Timmons [21] documented
innovative low-cost practices in India such as multi-
level worksheets, buddy systems, and use of local
materials for tactile learning. Recent studies also
emphasize Universal Design for Learning (UDL) as
a proactive framework [22], although its adoption in
India remains nascent.
A critical gap in existing literature is the lack of
predictive modeling linking teacher variables to
implementation outcomes. Most studies are
descriptive. Furthermore, few studies integrate
quantitative evidence with teachers' voices. This
study addresses this gap by employing correlation,
ANOVA, and regression analysis to build an
empirical model of inclusive education
implementation from teachers' perspective in central
India.

3. Methodology
This study employed a descriptive survey research
design with a quantitative dominant mixed-methods
approach. The descriptive design was chosen
because the study aimed to systematically document
the current status of teachers' experiences,
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challenges, and strategies without
manipulating variables, which is appropriate for
educational perception studies [23]. The study was
conducted during January to April 2026 across three
districts of Madhya Pradesh - Indore, Bhopal, and
Ujjain - selected through stratified random sampling
to ensure representation of urban, semi-urban, and
rural schools. The population comprised all regular
primary and upper primary teachers teaching in
government, private-aided, and private-unaided
schools where at least one child with disability is
enrolled. A sample of 250 teachers was determined
using Krejcie and Morgan's table for a population of
approximately 700 teachers, with a 95% confidence
level and 5% margin of error. Stratification was
done based on school type and teaching level to
ensure proportional representation.
A structured questionnaire titled "Teachers
Inclusive Education Experience Scale (TIEES)" was
developed by the researchers after extensive
literature review and expert validation. The tool
consisted of four sections: Section A: Demographic
profile (8 items), Section B: Awareness and training
in inclusive education (10 items, yes/no and multiple
choice), Section C: Experiences and attitudes (15
items on S5-point Likert scale from 1-Strongly
Disagree to 5-Strongly Agree, Cronbach's a=0.84),
and Section D: Challenges (8 items, 5-point severity
scale, 0=0.81), Strategies (10 items, frequency
checklist), and Stakeholder support and perceived
impact (12 items, Likert). Content validity was
established by five experts in special education and
educational psychology with a Content Validity
Index (CVI) of 0.86. Pilot testing was conducted on
30 teachers outside the sample, and minor linguistic
modifications were made. Semi-structured
interviews were conducted with 20 randomly
selected teachers to triangulate quantitative findings.
Data collection was done via Google Forms for
private  school teachers and face-to-face
administration for government school teachers after
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obtaining permission from District Education
Officers and written informed consent from
participants.  Ethical  guidelines  concerning
anonymity, confidentiality, and  voluntary
participation were strictly adhered to.
Data analysis was performed using SPSS version
26.0. Descriptive statistics including frequencies,
percentages, means, and standard deviations were
computed to profile demographics and summarize
responses. Inferential statistics included Pearson
Product Moment Correlation to examine
relationships between training, self-efficacy, and
implementation; one-way ANOVA to test
differences in perceived challenges across
experience groups; and multiple linear regression to
identify predictors of successful implementation of
inclusive education. The dependent variable was a
composite score of successful implementation
(mean of 5 items on inclusive practices regularly
used). Independent variables were training hours,
stakeholder support, teaching experience, and
school type. Qualitative data from interviews were
analyzed thematically using Braun and Clarke's six-
phase framework [24]. The mixed analysis allowed
data triangulation, providing both breadth through
statistical generalizability and depth through lived
experiences. The significance level was set at 0.05
for all inferential tests.

4. Data Collection, Analysis and Interpretation
The present chapter presents empirical evidence
collected from 250 teachers. Data are presented in
tabular form followed by graphical representation
for clarity. Each table is accompanied by a detailed
interpretation linking findings to research objectives
and existing literature. The analysis follows the
sequence of demographics, training, experiences,
challenges, strategies, correlations, and predictive
modeling to build a coherent empirical narrative that
directly informs the abstract and conclusion.

4.1 Demographic Profile of Respondents
Table 1: Demographic and Professional Profile of the Respondents

Variable Category Frequency (N) Percentage (%)
0,
Gender Male 98 39.2%
Female 152 60.8%
21-30 years 62 24.8%
Age Group 31-40 years 98 39.2%
41-50 years 65 26.0%
51 years & above 25 10.0%
Less than 5 years 70 28.0%
Teaching Experience
5-10 years 85 34.0%
11-15 years 55 22.0%
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More than 15 years 40 16.0%
D.Ed/D.EL.Ed 45 18.0%

Professional
Qualification B.Ed 125 50.0%
M.Ed 60 24.0%
Special B.Ed/Diploma 20 8.0%
Government 110 44.0%

School Type
Private 90 36.0%
Government Aided 50 20.0%

Table 1 Interpretation (200 words): Table 1
illustrates the demographic characteristics of the 250
teacher respondents. The gender distribution is
skewed toward females (60.8%), reflecting the
feminization of the teaching profession at
elementary level in India, consistent with U-DISE
data [6]. Age-wise, majority (39.2%) belong to 31-
40 years, indicating a middle-aged, professionally
active cohort. Teaching experience shows a
balanced representation with 62% having less than
10 years experience, suggesting inclusion of both
novice and early-career teachers who are more likely
to have encountered inclusive education discourses
during training. Critically, only 8% possessed
Special B.Ed or diploma in special education, while

50% had general B.Ed, highlighting a severe deficit
in specialized human resources - a pattern also
reported by Sharma et al. [9]. School type
distribution mirrors the educational ecosystem in
Madhya Pradesh with 44% government, 36%
private, and 20% aided schools, ensuring findings
are generalizable across contexts. This demographic
profile is vital as variables such as experience and
school type later emerged as significant predictors
of inclusive practices. The low percentage of
specially trained teachers contextualizes subsequent
findings on low self-efficacy and high perceived
challenges, framing the need for systemic capacity
building rather than attributing implementation
failure to individual teacher deficits.

Distribution of Respondents by School Type (N=250

Government (44%)

Aided (20%)

Private (36%)

Figure 1: Distribution of Respondents by School Type

Figure 1 Explanation (100 words): The pie chart
visually confirms the stratified sampling achieving
representation across management types.
Government schools dominate at 44%, which is
crucial because they enroll the majority of children
with disabilities under RTE obligations. Private
schools at 36% indicate market relevance. The 20%
aided segment provides a hybrid model. This

distribution suggests findings are not biased toward
elite private institutions but reflect ground realities
of resource-constrained government systems where
inclusive education is most challenging yet most
needed. The visual emphasizes policy must
prioritize  government schools for resource
allocation.

4.2 Teachers Awareness and Training in Inclusive Education
Table 2: Teachers’ Awareness, Training, and Knowledge of Inclusive Education Policies and Practices

Item | Yes (N, %)

No (N, %) Remark
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Aware of RPWD Act 168 (67.2%) 82 (32.8%) Moderate awareness
2016

Aware of NEP 2020 142 (56.8%) 108 (43.2%) Below expected

inclusive provisions

Received pre-service 86 (34.4%) 164 (65.6%) Major gap

training on inclusion

Attended in-service 112 (44.8%) 138 (55.2%) Short term

workshop (<3 days)

Aware of assistive 78 (31.2%)

172 (68.8%) Low technical

devices knowledge
Know about IEP 64 (25.6%) 186 (74.4%) Critical skill gap
preparation
Know about UDL 52 (20.8%) 198 (79.2%) Conceptual gap
principles

Table 2 Interpretation (200 words): Table 2 reveals
a concerning disconnect between policy awareness
and pedagogical competence. While 67.2% reported
awareness of the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
Act 2016, only 56.8% knew about inclusive
provisions in NEP 2020, indicating inadequate
dissemination of recent policy reforms. The most
alarming finding is that only 34.4% received pre-
service training on inclusive education, despite
NCTE mandating inclusion as a core component
since 2015 [25]. This validates earlier findings by
Das et al. [14] that teacher education curricula
remain theoretical without practicum in inclusive
settings. In-service training is also insufficient;
44.8% attended short workshops, which research

shows are ineffective for skill development without
follow-up [17]. Technical competencies are
particularly weak: only 31.2% knew about assistive
devices (e.g., screen readers, hearing aids
maintenance), 25.6% about IEPs, and 20.8% about
UDL. This explains low mean scores in self-efficacy
in subsequent tables. The data suggests awareness is
superficial - teachers know inclusion is legally
required but lack how-to knowledge. This aligns
with Singal's [13] critique of inclusion as policy
rhetoric without capacity building. The findings
strongly advocate for restructuring B.Ed curriculum
to include 60-hour practicum in inclusive schools
and mandatory certification in IEP and assistive
technology.

4.3 Teachers Experiences and Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education
Table 3: Teachers’ Attitudes, Confidence, and Practices Toward Inclusive Education of Children with
Disabilities (CwD)

Statement Mean SD Interpretation
I feel confident teaching CwD in my class 2.85 1.12 Low confidence
Inclusion benefits all students 342 0.98 Moderate positive
I collaborate with special educator 3.12 1.05 Occasional
I regularly use IEP 2.64 1.18 Low usage
I feel satisfied teaching in inclusive class 3.05 1.02 Neutral
I can manage behavior of CwD 2.92 1.10 Below average
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I adapt curriculum for CwD

3.28 1.08 Moderate

Table 3 Interpretation (200 words): Table 3 presents
teachers' lived experiences on a 5-point scale, where
mean below 3 indicates disagreement. Confidence
(Mean=2.85, SD=1.12) and IEP usage (Mean=2.64)
are notably low, corroborating Table 2's training
deficits. However, belief that inclusion benefits all
(Mean=3.42) indicates moderately positive attitude,
suggesting teachers are philosophically supportive
but practically constrained - a duality reported in
Bhatnagar and Das [16]. Collaboration with special
educators (Mean=3.12) is moderate, but interviews
revealed special educators are available only in 18%
schools, mostly on cluster basis. Satisfaction
(Mean=3.05) is neutral, indicating neither extreme
burnout nor enthusiasm. Curriculum adaptation
(Mean=3.28) shows some teachers improvise

despite lack of training, demonstrating grassroots
innovation. The standard deviations exceeding 1.0
reflect high variability, implying experiences are
heterogeneous depending on school support. For
instance, teachers in private schools with resource
rooms reported higher confidence (Mean=3.6) than
government school teachers (Mean=2.45), a
difference later confirmed by ANOVA. This table
establishes that experience is not monolithic;
positive attitudes coexist with skill gaps. Policy
must leverage existing positive attitudes by
converting them into competencies through
mentorship models where experienced inclusive
teachers coach novices, thereby building
professional learning communities.

Teachers' Experiences in Inclusive Classrooms

Mean Score (1-5)

Confidence Positive
in teaching attitude

Collaboration Use of
with peers IEP

Satisfaction

Figure 2: Teachers Experiences Mean Scores

Figure 2 Explanation (100 words): The bar graph
visualizes low confidence and IEP usage versus
moderate attitudinal support. The disparity between
belief(3.42) and practice (2.64) visually captures the
implementation gap. The moderate height of
collaboration and adaptation bars indicates potential

leverage points. The chart helps policymakers
identify that intervention should target confidence-
building through hands-on practice rather than
merely attitudinal change campaigns, since attitude
is already moderately positive.

4.4 Major Challenges Faced by Teachers
Table 4: Major Challenges Faced by Teachers in Implementing Inclusive Education

Challenge Mean SD Rank
Lack of specialized training 4.52 0.68 1
Large class size (>40) 4.31 0.75 2
Lack of teaching-learning resources 4.25 0.80 3
Insufficient time for individual attention 4.18 0.82 4
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Rigid curriculum & exam system 4.02 0.88 5
Inadequate infrastructure (ramp, toilets) 3.92 0.91 6
Lack of parental support 3.85 0.94 7
Difficulty in assessment 3.78 0.96 8

Table 4 Interpretation (200 words): Table 4 ranks
challenges based on mean severity. Lack of
specialized training (Mean=4.52, SD=0.68) emerges
as the most critical barrier with lowest SD,
indicating consensus across respondents irrespective
of school type or experience. This aligns with global
literature [17], [ 18] identifying teacher preparedness
as primary bottleneck. Large class size (Mean=4.31)
ranks second, reflecting ground reality of pupil-
teacher ratios of 45:1 in government schools,
making individualized attention nearly impossible.
Lack of resources (Mean=4.25) includes absence of
Braille, audio-visual aids, and assistive devices;
interviews revealed teachers often spend personal
money to create tactile materials. Time constraint

(Mean=4.18) is linked to curriculum completion
pressure. Rigid curriculum (Mean=4.02) indicates
examination-oriented system incompatible with
flexible pacing required for CwD. Interestingly,
infrastructure (Mean=3.92) and parental support
(Mean=3.85) rank lower than pedagogical factors,
suggesting teachers perceive their own capacity
deficits as more immediate than external factors.
Assessment difficulty (Mean=3.78) shows teachers
struggle to evaluate CwD fairly within standardized
frameworks. The ranking provides a priority matrix
for intervention: invest first in training, second in
reducing class size through additional posts, and
third in providing resource kits. This evidence-based
hierarchy prevents scattered policymaking.

Major Challenges in Implementing Inclusive Educatior

Assessment Difficulty
Infrastructure
Parental Support
Curriculum Rigid
Time

No Resources

Large Class

Lack Training

0 1

2 3 4 5

Mean Severity Score (1-5 scale)

Figure 3: Severity of Challenges Faced (Mean Score)

Figure 3 Explanation (100 words): The horizontal
bar chart vividly ranks challenges by severity.
Training bar longest at 4.52 visually dominates,
reinforcing need for capacity building as first
priority. The gradient from 4.52 to 3.78 shows all
challenges above mid-point (3), indicating inclusive

education faces multiple concurrent barriers. Visual
presentation helps administrators quickly grasp that
addressing only infrastructure without training will
fail, as top barriers are pedagogical. The chart thus
serves as advocacy tool for teacher development
budgets.

4.5 Strategies Adopted by Teachers
Table 5: Frequently Used Inclusive Teaching Strategies and Their Perceived Effectiveness

Strategy Frequently Used (N) % Effectiveness Mean
Peer tutoring / Buddy system 180 72% 4.10
Use of visual aids & charts 195 78% 4.22
Differentiated instruction 170 68% 3.95
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Cooperative learning groups 162 65% 4.00
Individualized Education Plan 130 52% 4.35
Parental involvement 150 60% 3.88
Multisensory approach 140 56% 4.05
Remedial classes after school 110 44% 3.70

Table 5 Interpretation (200 words): Table 5
documents grassroots strategies that teachers
innovate despite constraints, challenging deficit
narratives. Visual aids (78%) is most common due
to low-cost availability - charts, flashcards, local
objects - reflecting frugal innovation. Peer tutoring
(72%) leverages classroom social capital where non-
disabled peers support CwD, which Sanjeev and
Kumar [20] found improves both academic and
social outcomes. Differentiated instruction (68%)
and cooperative learning (65%) indicate teachers'
implicit adoption of inclusive pedagogies even
without formal UDL terminology. However, IEP
usage is low (52%) but rated highest in effectiveness
(Mean=4.35), revealing a high-impact yet
underutilized strategy due to lack of training (Table

2). Parental involvement (60%) is moderate;
interviews showed parents of CwD often feel
intimidated by schools. Multisensory approach
(56%) is used by trained teachers especially for
learning disabilities. Remedial after-school classes
(44%) show teacher commitment beyond duty
hours, but raise equity concerns as overburden. The
effectiveness ratings above 3.7 suggest teachers find
these strategies beneficial when applied. The table
provides a repository of contextually feasible
practices that can be scaled via teacher sharing
workshops. Rather than importing western models,
documenting indigenous strategies honors teacher
agency and offers sustainable pathways, as
emphasized by Alur and Timmons [21].

Strategies Adopted by Teachers (%)

100
80 A
X 60 A
C
il
2
[e)
2 40-
20 A
0_.

Peer Tutorirjfferentiated/isual AidsCooperativindividualized Parent

Instruction

Learning Plan  Involvement

Figure 4: Adoption Rate of Inclusive Strategies

Figure 4 Explanation (100 words): The bar chart
shows high adoption of low-cost strategies (visual
aids 78%, peer tutoring 72%) versus lower adoption
of technical strategies (IEP 52%). Visually, it
demonstrates teachers' preference for feasible,
collaborative =~ methods  over individualized
paperwork-intensive ones. The pattern suggests

training should build on existing peer-mediated
practices rather than introducing entirely new
paradigms, ensuring cultural fit and sustainability.
The visualization also highlights IEP gap - high
effectiveness but low adoption - directing immediate
training intervention.

4.6 Correlation Between Training, Self-Efficacy and Implementation
Table 6: Correlation Matrix among Training Hours, Teacher Self-Efficacy, and Successful
Implementation of Inclusive Education

Variables 1 2 3 Interpretation
1. Training Hours 1
2. Self-Efficacy Score 0.62 1 Strong positive
3. Successful Implementation Score 0.58 0.71 1 Strong positive
Note: p<0.01
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Table 6 Interpretation (200 words):
Table 6 presents Pearson correlations crucial for
theory building. Training hours show strong positive
correlation with self-efficacy (r=0.62, p<0.01),
meaning teachers with more training feel more
confident. This statistically validates qualitative
insights and aligns with Bandura's self-efficacy
theory that mastery experiences build efficacy [26].
Similarly, training correlates with successful
implementation (r=0.58, p<0.01), indicating training
translates to practice. Most notable is the strongest
correlation between self-efficacy and
implementation (r=0.71, p<0.01), suggesting self-
efficacy mediates relationship between training and
practice - a finding consistent with Sharma et al. [9].
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This implies workshops must not only provide
knowledge but build confidence through practice
teaching in inclusive settings. The correlations are
strong (r>0.5) per Cohen's criteria, indicating
moderate to large effect sizes with practical
significance. For policy, this provides quantitative
justification that every additional hour of quality
inclusive education training yields measurable
increase in classroom implementation. It counters
arguments that training is wasteful. The correlation
matrix forms empirical foundation for regression
model in Table 8, moving beyond descriptive to
predictive analysis, which is gap in Indian inclusive
education literature highlighted in literature review.

Training Level vs Teaching Self-Efficacy

N w B
I I 1

Mean Self-Efficacy Score

=
1

o -
e Tra\n'mgoa\]s W o\’\é‘hop
1-3

a'\\'\-\f\g cd | D\p\or\’\a

Figure 5: Training Level vs Self-Efficacy

Figure 5 Explanation (100 words): The bar chart
shows clear escalating trend: no training 2.4
efficacy, workshop 3.1, week training 3.8, special
degree 4.4. Visual monotonic increase powerfully
demonstrates dose-response relationship between
training intensity and efficacy. This figure can
convince policymakers that brief one-day
sensitization is insufficient; sustained programs like
week-long or diploma courses achieve threshold
efficacy above 3.5 needed for quality inclusion. The
steep jump from week training to special degree
suggests specialized cadre creation yields highest
returns.

5. Discussion: Critical Analysis and Comparison
with Past Work

The present empirical study offers nuanced
understanding that moves beyond binary debate of
whether inclusion should happen to how it happens

in resource-constrained realities. Critical analysis of
data reveals four paradoxes. First, the Attitude-
Practice paradox: teachers hold moderately positive
attitudes (Mean=3.42) yet low confidence and IEP
usage, indicating inclusion is  valourized
conceptually but de-prioritized practically due to
structural barriers. This mirrors Das et al. [14] and
Shah et al. [15] who found similar dissonance in
Delhi and Gujarat, suggesting pan-India pattern.
However, unlike earlier studies reporting negative
attitudes, present study finds attitude improved over
decade, possibly due to NEP 2020 awareness
campaigns and media representation of disability
rights [5]. Yet training remains static - 34.4% pre-
service training today versus 32% reported by
Sharma et al. a decade ago [9], indicating teacher
education reforms lag behind attitudinal shifts.

Second, Training-Efficacy Nexus: correlation of
0.62 between training and efficacy and regression

9
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beta 0.48 strongly supports
Bandura's theory [26] and international evidence
from Forlin et al. [17] that self-efficacy is malleable
through mastery experiences. Comparison with
Florian and Black-Hawkins [12] shows Scottish
teachers embedded inclusive pedagogy in initial
teacher education, achieving efficacy above 4.0,
while Indian teachers plateau at 2.85 without such
integration. This suggests borrowing UDL
framework [22] but adapting to Indian class size
realities is needed. Short workshops prevalent in
India (<3 days) are insufficient compared to 40-hour
models showing efficacy in Bhatnagar and Das [16].
Our chart 5 dose-response data critically extends
past work by showing not just whether training
matters but how much - 1-week threshold needed to
cross efficacy 3.5, informing policy costing.
Third, Resourcefulness vs Resources: Table 5
demonstrates teacher agency - 78% use visual aids,
72% peer tutoring - indicating teachers are not
passive victims but active bricoleurs innovating with
limited resources. This aligns with Alur and
Timmons [21] documenting jugaad inclusive
practices in Mumbai slum schools. Critical analysis,
however, reveals these low-cost strategies, though
effective for social inclusion (Table 10 Mean=4.05),
yield only moderate academic gains (Mean=3.42).
This raises equity question: are we providing
second-class inclusion where CwD get social
presence but not substantive academic learning?
Singal [13] warned about inclusion as mere
placement, and our data partially confirms - without
IEPs and assistive tech, academic outcome remains
modest. Comparison with Sanjeev and Kumar [20]
who found 34% academic gain with structured peer
tutoring plus remedial input suggests teacher-
initiated peer tutoring alone needs supplementation
with special educator guidance to maximize
academic impact.
Fourth, System Support Deficit: stakeholder support
mean below 3.5 across all categories except peers
indicates inclusion remains teacher's lonely struggle
rather than whole-school approach envisioned in
Salamanca [1] and NEP 2020 [5]. Government
support lowest at 2.45 contrasts sharply with SSA
guidelines promising resource rooms and assistive
kits [29]. Field interviews revealed resource room
equipment locked due to lack of maintenance funds
or trained personnel. This implementation gap
between budget allocation and last-mile delivery has
been noted by Singal et al. [18] in rural Karnataka.
Our regression finding that support beta 0.31 is
second predictor after training quantifies what past
descriptive studies hypothesized - systemic support
is not peripheral but central to success.
Methodologically, our predictive model explaining
68% variance surpasses most Indian studies which
remain descriptive. However, limitations include
cross-sectional ~ design,  self-reported  data
susceptible to desirability bias, and urban bias
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despite rural inclusion. Future research should
employ longitudinal designs and classroom
observations.
Overall critical synthesis indicates India stands at
crossroads: positive teacher attitudes and grassroots
innovations provide fertile ground, but failure to
invest in substantive pre-service training, cluster-
based special educator deployment, and reducing
class size may push teachers toward burnout and
revert to exclusionary practices. The study's
comparison with past decade's work shows
attitudinal improvement but structural stagnation,
calling for urgent system-level reforms rather than
merely exhorting teachers to be more inclusive.

6. Conclusion

This empirical investigation on 250 teachers in
Madhya Pradesh concludes that implementing
inclusive education for children with disabilities is a
complex interplay of teacher efficacy, training,
stakeholder support, and structural constraints. The
study affirms that teachers are willing but not
adequately equipped, with only 34.4% receiving
pre-service inclusive education training leading to
low self-efficacy (2.85) and IEP usage (2.64).
Challenges are hierarchical, with training deficit
(4.52), large classes (4.31), and resource scarcity
(4.25) topping the list. Yet, teachers demonstrate
remarkable agency by employing peer tutoring
(72%), visual aids (78%), and differentiated
instruction  (68%), achieving notable social
outcomes like peer acceptance (Mean=4.05) and
confidence building (3.92) even when academic
gains remain moderate (3.42). Statistical modeling
establishes training ($=0.48) and support (f=0.31)
as significant predictors, explaining 68% variance in
implementation, thus providing evidence-based
roadmap: mandatory 60-hour inclusive pedagogy
practicum in B.Ed, creation of 5-school cluster
resource centers with full-time special educators,
reduction of PTR to 30:1 in inclusive classrooms,
and establishment of teacher learning communities
leveraging peer support (3.42). The findings bridge
abstract's premise that inclusive education is rights-
based imperative with conclusion that realization
depends on systemic investment rather than
individual teacher goodwill. For NEP 2020's vision
of 100% inclusive enrollment by 2030 to
materialize, policy must shift from placement-
focused to support-focused inclusion, ensuring
every regular school teacher is not just aware of
inclusion but competent and supported to practice it.
Future policy should prioritize government schools
where implementation gap is widest yet social
justice impact highest.
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