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Table S 1
PRISMA Checklist
	Section/topic 
	#
	Checklist item 

	TITLE 

	Title 
	1
	Teachers’ Beliefs about Inclusive Education and Insights on What Contributes to Those Beliefs: A Meta-analytical Study

	ABSTRACT 

	Structured summary 
	2
	Countries differ substantially in the way in which inclusion is realized, and whether the implementation of inclusive practices poses a challenge for teachers. Teachers’ inclusive practices likely depend on their belief systems regarding inclusion: their cognitive and emotional appraisal of, as well as their self-efficacy about inclusive education. We used meta-analysis with studies from 40 countries to provide an overview (1) of research on teachers’ belief system about inclusive education and (2) on the effectiveness of teacher training (e.g., interventions, teacher education courses, professional development) on belief change. The  = 191 effect sizes found are based on research conducted on  = 40,898 teachers carried out in 40 different countries. We found moderate scores for teachers’ cognitive and emotional appraisal, and slightly positive self-efficacy beliefs, suggesting the need for more training with teachers so that they are more likely to endorse inclusive practices. Teachers with special education training were more affirmative than general teachers. Findings showed that training led to more favorable beliefs: cognitive appraisal (d = 0.67), emotional appraisal (d = 0.63), and self-efficacy of inclusive practices (d = 0.93). We identified six key findings that inspire further research in on teachers’ beliefs about inclusive education and have implications for educational practice and policy.

	INTRODUCTION 

	Rationale 
	3
	see Introduction section in the manuscript.

	Objectives 
	4
	RQ 1 How do teachers think and feel about inclusive education and how does point in their career (pre-service versus in-service) contribute to their belief system?
RQ 1.1 How do teachers cognitively appraise inclusive education, and how does this vary depending on the point in teachers’ careers (pre-service versus in-service)?
RQ 1.2 How do teachers emotionally appraise inclusive education, and how are these emotional appraisals moderated by the point in the teachers’ career (pre-service versus in-service)?
RQ 1.3 How self-efficacious are teachers toward implementing inclusive education, and how is self-efficacy moderated by teachers’ point in their careers (preservice versus in-service)?
RQ 2 Do special and regular education teachers’ belief systems about inclusive education differ?
RQ 3 How malleable are beliefs about inclusive education following intervention (i.e., training, teacher preparation, professional development)?


	METHODS 

	Protocol and registration 
	5
	The meta-analysis has not been registered. 

	Eligibility criteria 
	6
	Teachers’ beliefs about inclusive education. The study had to focus on teachers’ belief systems about inclusion. We chose teachers’ subjective view of inclusive education rather than their knowledge (true/false) about inclusion because this was the focus of most of the published research studies. Thus, the few studies that assessed teachers’ knowledge about inclusion in terms of true/false tests were not integrated into this meta-analysis. Because we investigate three aspects of teachers’ belief systems about inclusion, we involved studies that assessed teachers’ cognitive appraisal of inclusive education, teachers’ self-efficacy, or teachers’ concern about teaching inclusive classes. Consequently, studies in which, for example, investigation was made into teachers’ prejudices toward students with a certain disability, were not included because our focus was on teachers’ belief systems about inclusive education, but not on beliefs about a certain group of students. (see also 9. Study selection)

	Information sources 
	7
	Date last searched: September, 30 2019

	Search 
	8
	Databases: PsycINFO, PsycARTICLES, and Web of Science
Keywords: inclusi*, special educational needs, divers*, and heterogen*, each in combination with teacher

	Study selection / Inclusion criteria
	9
	Teaching context. The study had to be carried out in a formal educational context and the studies ranged from focus on preschool through secondary school. For the general analyses, only data from teachers of regular schools was included. A subset of studies also containing data of special education teachers was analyzed separately in a meta-analysis that integrated studies which compared the cognitive appraisal of inclusive education of regular and special education teachers.
Empirical studies. For meta-analysis, the study had to provide quantitative data on teachers’ beliefs about inclusive education contain the statistical information needed to calculate standardized means or effect sizes. Theory-based papers, opinions, qualitative studies, and literature reviews were not included.
Teacher interventions. A study on the effect of interventions (including preservice education courses professional development programs, and other training opportunities on teachers’ beliefs about inclusive education had to report on measurable outcomes of the intervention on teachers’ beliefs about inclusive education. Studies that only assessed the development of teachers’ knowledge as outcome were not eligible. Moreover, the study had to have at least a pretest posttest design. 
Publication type. The study had to be original.
Statistical parameters. The study had to contain the statistical information needed to calculate standardized means or effect sizes. That is, the study had to report on sample sizes, group means and standard deviations, or t or F, degrees of freedom, and p-values. Moreover, the scale of the measurement instrument had to be indicated in order to standardize the mean scores. Studies that did not provide the scale level (e.g., Parchomiuk, 2015) or that provided the sum score only, without reporting on the possible maximum sum score (e.g., Wilkins & Nietfeld, 2004), had to be excluded. 


	Data collection process 
	10
	Table S 2 (online only) provides an overview of the information coded from each thematically relevant study found in the database.
Point in teachers’ careers. The retrieved studies had been conducted with either preservice or in-service teachers. Ideally, teacher experience in number of years they have been teaching should be coded. However, most studies did not specify the teachers’ years of work experience consistently. Thus, we coded the point in teachers’ careers as either preservice or in-service, since this was the only information about teacher experience that was provided consistently throughout most of the studies. 
Teacher type. Only few studies (k = 27 effect sizes; m = 20 studies) reported specific data about teachers’ preparation for special education. If possible, we distinguished between the cognitive appraisal of regular teachers and those of special education teachers, i.e. teachers who had training in SEN, and examined the effect of SEN training in a separate within-study meta-analysis. For the general meta-analysis on teachers’ cognitive appraisal, we used only the data of general education teachers to increase the comparability of the data across studies.
Student characteristics. Only one type of student characteristic was available from the data.
Type of SEN. Following the International Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health (WHO, 2013) and using the data in the studies, we coded disabling conditions of the students from the articles into the following categories: physical disability, visual or hearing impairment, mental disabilities, trisomy 21, emotional or behavioral disability, autism spectrum disorder (ASD), attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), and learning disabilities. Since less than half of the studies specified the type of SEN, resulting in small numbers of studies within one category, we grouped studies into a binary variable distinguishing between physical and non-physical disability.
Context characteristics. We coded as much information as possible about the context of the teachers who participated in the studies.
Educational stage. Studies were conducted with teachers working at preschools, primary and secondary schools. However, not all studies provided specific information about the type of institution the teachers were working at, and sometimes, several types of institution were grouped together within one sample. Therefore, we merged the categories preschool and primary school in order to create a dummy-coded variable for type of institution.
Country of data collection. First, the name of the country where the data collection took place was coded. This did not necessarily coincide with the affiliated institution of the author(s) of the study (For example, in Sharma, Shaukat, and Furlonger (2015), the corresponding author was affiliated with an institution in Australia, but the data were collected in Pakistan). When data collection took place in several countries (e.g., Moberg [2003] investigated beliefs of teachers from Finland and from Zambia), we coded the beliefs measures as independent studies with separate entries for each country. Next, a binary variable was created for countries depending on their income according to the World Bank List of Economies (Fantom & Serajuddin, 2016), and their OECD membership. For operational and analytical purposes, The World Bank divides economies among income groups according to 2018 gross national income (GNI) per capita, calculated using the World Bank Atlas method. The groups are: low income, $1,025 or less; lower middle income, $1,026 - 3,995; upper middle income, $3,996 - 12,375; and high income, $12,375 or more (World Bank, 2019). For the analyses, we combined low- and middle-income countries with non-OECD high income countries (only Saudi Arabia), and compared those countries to high-income OECD countries.
Recency of the study. The publication year was extracted as indicator for the recency of the study because most studies did not report the exact year of data collection. 
Characteristics of teacher intervention. As far as possible, the content of the intervention was coded, whether the training involved gaining practical experience, and the length of the intervention in total hours across all sessions. 
Type of outcome. To compare outcomes across studies, we coded the type of outcome variable and the instrument used to assess this outcome variable.
Dependent variable. We coded whether the outcome variable of the study measured (a) teachers’ cognitive appraisal of inclusive education, (b) their concern about inclusive education, or (c) their self-efficacy to teach in inclusive classrooms. An outcome was coded as cognitive appraisal toward inclusive education when teachers’ affirmation or apprehension of inclusive education was assessed in the study. In many studies, cognitive appraisal was referred to as “attitude” or as “belief”, and both terms often were used synonymously (e.g., Sharma & Sokal, 2015). An outcome was coded as concern, when teachers’ emotional appraisal of inclusive education was assessed, most often referred to as teachers’ concern about inclusive education. Standardized means representing teachers’ concern were recoded to reverse the polarity of the items (originally: high values represented high concern) to pool them with means calculated for positively formulated items. An outcome was coded as self-efficacy when teachers’ feelings of competence to implement inclusive educational practices was measured.
Instrument. The type of instrument (e.g., questionnaire or interview) used to assess each variable in the studies was coded. All effect sizes that could be extracted from the studies were assessed by means of self-report questionnaires. We further coded the name of the questionnaire employed to measure teachers’ cognitive appraisal of inclusive education and grouped them into six groups: self-developed, Attitudes towards Inclusive Education Scale (ATIES; Wilczenski, 1995), Opinion Relative to Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI; Antonak & Larivee, 1995[footnoteRef:1]), Regular Education Initiative (REI; Phillips, Allred, Bruelle & Shank, 1990), Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusive Education (Revised) Scale (SACIE[footnoteRef:2]; Loreman, Earle, Sharma, & Forlin, 2007), Teacher Attitudes towards Inclusion Scale (TATIS; Cullen, Gregory & Noto, 2010), and others.  [1:  We assigned the same code to studies that applied the ORI (Antonak & Larivee, 1995) and studies that used the precursor questionnaire Attitude Toward Mainstreaming Questionnaire (ORM; Larivee & Cook, 1979).]  [2:  We assigned the same code to studies that applied the SACIE (Loreman et al., 2007) and those applying the SACIE-R (Forlin et al., 2011).] 

Statistical parameters. The following statistical parameter were coded which are needed for the computation of effect sizes.
Sample size. The sample size (if applicable for each subsample, e.g., female and male teachers) was coded in order to compute effect sizes, standard errors, and weights for the averaged effect size.
Mean and standard deviations were coded in order to compute effect sizes of central tendency, Cohen’s  and effect gain.
Number of multiple effect sizes. In order to take the statistical independency of the data into account, we coded the number of multiple effect sizes retrieved from the same study. We distinguished between multiple effect sizes reported within one study and multiple effect sizes published by the same author/group of authors (see subsection Independency of Effect Sizes).

	Data items 
	11
	Measures Coded from the Studies
The following information was retrieved from the studies.
· Twenty studies distinguished between special education and regular education teachers. We computed a separate meta-analysis with these studies drawing on the within-study variance in order to examine the effect of SEN training.
· As most studies did not specify the teachers’ years of work experience consistently, we coded the point in teachers’ careers as either preservice or in-service. 
· The publication year was extracted as indicator for the recency of the study because most studies did not report the exact year of data collection.
· As far as possible, the content of the intervention was coded, whether the training involved gaining practical experience, and length of the intervention in total hours across all sessions. 
· We coded whether the outcome variable of the study measured teachers’ (a) cognitive appraisal, (b) emotional appraisal, or (c) self-efficacy about inclusive education. 
· We coded the name of the questionnaire employed to measure teachers’ cognitive appraisal of inclusive education and grouped them into six groups: self-developed, Attitudes towards Inclusive Education Scale (ATIES; Wilczenski, 1995), Opinion Relative to Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI; Antonak & Larivee, 1995[footnoteRef:3]), Regular Education Initiative (REI; Phillips, Allred, Bruelle & Shank, 1990), Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusive Education (Revised) Scale (SACIE[footnoteRef:4]; Loreman, Earle, Sharma, & Forlin, 2007), Teacher Attitudes towards Inclusion Scale (TATIS; Cullen, Gregory & Noto, 2010), and others.  [3:  We assigned the same code to studies that applied the ORI (Antonak & Larivee, 1995) and studies that used the precursor questionnaire Attitude Toward Mainstreaming Questionnaire (ORM; Larivee & Cook, 1979).]  [4:  We assigned the same code to studies that applied the SACIE (Loreman et al., 2007) and those applying the SACIE-R (Forlin et al., 2011).] 


	Risk of bias in individual studies 
	12
	Extreme effect sizes deviating from the effect size distribution are less representative and can influence meta-analytic statistics disproportionately because they estimate a different population mean than the mean that is estimated by the rest of the effect size distribution (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). Outliers should therefore be eliminated from the analyses or should be adjusted. Following the procedure of Lipsey (2009) and Tukey (1977), we adjusted effect sizes that were more than 1.5 times the interquartile range beyond the 25th or from the 75th percentile, to the respective inner fence value. 

	Summary measures 
	13
	The following statistical parameter were coded for the computation of effect sizes.
· sample size 
· mean and standard deviations 
· number of multiple effect sizes retrieved from the same study.

	Synthesis of results 
	14
	We employed the robumeta command in Stata, version 16. Since RVE does not use the total number of effect size estimates, but the degrees of freedom based on the number of clusters, we chose to apply separate bivariate regression models instead of combined models (DeVibe, Bjørndal, Fattah, Dyrdal, Halland & Tanner‐Smith, 2017). Out of the k = 191 effect sizes on teachers’ cognitive appraisal, 88 effect estimates were hierarchically dependent, either because separate sample were reported in the same study (e.g., a study providing separate data for female and male teachers) or because they resulted from separate studies conducted by the same author(s). The largest part of 130 effect size estimates were the correlated type, i.e., the same teacher sample was measured on multiple outcomes (e.g., a study assessing separately teachers’ cognitive appraisal of teaching students with physical SEN and of teaching students with non-physical SEN). Consequently, we used the correlated weights given by Hedges et al., (2010), with ρ = .80 as recommended by Tanner-Smith and Tipton (2014)[footnoteRef:5]. Hedges and colleagues (2010) recommend applying RVE when there is a minimum of 20 studies and an average of more than one estimate per study. Whenever this was not the case for sub-analyses, we used standard random effects meta-analysis. For all analyses, we considered a minimum of k = 4 effect sizes per sub-group necessary in order to avoid the risk of Type I error inflation (Tipton, 2015).  [5:  We conducted sensitivity tests with ρ values varying from ρ = 0 to ρ = 0.9, which indicated that the results were robust to the choice of ρ.] 

Table 2 provides an overview of statistical dependency among estimates per meta-analysis.








Table S 2
Overview over Studies Included in the Meta-Analysis
	Study ID
	Year
	Cluster ID
	Article ID
	Point in teachers’ careers
	Educational stage
	Type of SEN
	Intervention
	Place of data collection
	OECD member, high income, or LMIC
	Sample size
	Mean beliefs
	SD beliefs

	Ahmmed et al., 2012
	2014
	25
	1
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Bangladesh
	LMIC
	429
	2.59
	0.46

	Ahmmed et al., 2012
	2014
	25
	1
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Bangladesh
	LMIC
	279
	2.69
	0.43

	Aiello & Sharma, 2018
	2018
	2
	2
	in-service
	missing
	missing
	Yes
	Italia
	High income OECD member
	156
	4.03
	1.36

	Ajuwon et al., 2013
	2015
	3
	3
	preservice
	missing
	Non-physical
	Yes
	US
	High income OECD member
	91
	2.70
	0.75

	Alghazo et al., 2003
	2003
	4
	4
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Jordan & UAE
	LMIC & Other country
	597
	2.68
	0.54

	Alquraini, 2012
	2012
	5
	5
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Saudi Arabia
	Other country
	139
	2.73
	0.56

	Avramidis et al., 2000
	2000
	6
	6
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	UK
	High income OECD member
	81
	2.84
	0.28

	Bennett & Gallagher, 2013
	2013
	7
	7
	in-service
	Secondary
	Physical
	No
	Canada
	High income OECD member
	91
	2.64
	0.47

	Bhatnagar & Das, 2014 behavior
	2014
	8
	8
	in-service
	Secondary
	Physical
	No
	India
	LMIC
	470
	3.07
	1.28

	Bhatnagar & Das, 2014 physical
	2014
	8
	8
	in-service
	Secondary
	Non-physical
	No
	India
	LMIC
	470
	2.71
	1.34

	Blume et al, 2018
	2018
	9
	9
	preservice
	Secondary
	missing
	Yes
	Germany
	High income OECD member
	46
	3.05
	0.52

	Bosse & Spörer, 2014
	2014
	86
	99
	missing
	missing
	missing
	No
	Germany
	High income OECD member
	241
	3.40
	0.81

	Bosse et al. 2016
	2016
	86
	98
	missing
	missing
	missing
	No
	Germany
	High income OECD member
	321
	3.20
	0.84

	Boyle et al., 2013
	2013
	87
	100
	missing
	missing
	missing
	No
	UK
	High income OECD member
	213
	2.97
	0.55

	Brandes & Crowson, 2009
	2009
	17
	17
	missing
	missing
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	190
	3.27
	0.52

	Cameron et al., 2019 2nd year
	2019
	10
	10
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	Norway
	High income OECD member
	62
	4.12
	0.44

	Cameron et al., 2019 4th year
	2019
	10
	10
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	Norway
	High income OECD member
	30
	4.21
	0.40

	Cansiz & Cansiz, 2018
	2018
	11
	11
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Turkiye
	LMIC
	195
	2.71
	0.67

	Carew et al., 2019
	2019
	12
	12
	in-service
	missing
	missing
	Yes
	Kenya
	LMIC
	93
	4.01
	0.89

	Carter & Hughes, 2006
	2006
	13
	13
	in-service
	Secondary
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	36
	3.00
	0.90

	Chhabra et al., 2010 behavioral
	2010
	14
	14
	in-service
	Secondary
	Physical
	No
	Botswana
	LMIC
	103
	3.07
	1.31

	Chhabra et al., 2010 physical
	2010
	14
	14
	in-service
	Secondary
	Non-physical
	No
	Botswana
	LMIC
	103
	3.10
	1.30

	Chhabra et al., 2010 sensorical
	2010
	14
	14
	in-service
	Secondary
	Non-physical
	No
	Botswana
	LMIC
	103
	2.35
	1.21

	Cikili & Karaca, 2018
	2018
	15
	15
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	Turkiye
	LMIC
	421
	3.09
	0.61

	Cikili & Karaca, 2018 female
	2018
	15
	15
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	Turkiye
	LMIC
	179
	3.00
	0.59

	Cologon, 2012
	2012
	16
	16
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	Yes
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	16
	3.99
	0.82

	Cook et al,, 2007
	2007
	88
	101
	missing
	missing
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	50
	1.44
	0.93

	Cook et al,, 2007
	2007
	88
	101
	missing
	missing
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	50
	2.81
	1.37

	Cook et al,, 2007
	2007
	88
	101
	missing
	missing
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	50
	2.37
	1.43

	Crowson & Brandes, 2013
	2013
	17
	17
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	88
	1.83
	0.59

	Damore & Murray, 2009
	2009
	18
	18
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	118
	4.20
	0.71

	De Boer et al., 2012
	2012
	85
	97
	missing
	missing
	missing
	No
	Netherlands
	High income OECD member
	44
	3.77
	0.44

	De Boer et al., 2012 ADHD
	2012
	85
	97
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Netherlands
	High income OECD member
	44
	3.85
	0.29

	De Boer et al., 2012 ASS
	2012
	85
	97
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Netherlands
	High income OECD member
	44
	3.89
	0.51

	De Boer et al., 2012 cognitive
	2012
	85
	97
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Netherlands
	High income OECD member
	44
	3.57
	0.45

	Dedrick et al., 2016 generic
	2007
	19
	19
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	82
	3.01
	0.95

	Dedrick et al., 2016 mild
	2007
	19
	19
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	102
	2.59
	0.82

	Dedrick et al., 2016 severe
	2007
	19
	19
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	104
	3.40
	0.96

	Desombre et al., 2019
	2019
	20
	20
	in-service
	missing
	missing
	No
	France
	High income OECD member
	401
	3.77
	0.60

	Dessemontet et al., 2014
	2014
	21
	21
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Canada
	High income OECD member
	118
	2.07
	0.73

	Dias & Cadime, 2016
	2016
	22
	22
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Portugal
	High income OECD member
	68
	3.78
	0.35

	Engstrand & Roll-Pettersson, 2014
	2014
	23
	23
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Sweden
	High income OECD member
	21
	3.72
	0.67

	Eriks-Brophy & Whittingham, 2013
	2013
	24
	24
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Canada
	High income OECD member
	63
	1.70
	0.64

	Forlin & Chambers, 2011
	2011
	25
	25
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	Yes
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	67
	3.60
	0.63

	Forlin et al., 2010
	2010
	25
	26
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	Mexico
	LMIC
	286
	3.41
	0.92

	Forlin et al., 2014
	2014
	25
	27
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	Yes
	Hong Kong
	Other country
	2361
	3.01
	0.76

	Galovic et al., 2014
	2014
	26
	28
	in-service
	missing
	missing
	No
	Serbia
	LMIC
	322
	3.06
	0.62

	Gupta & Tandon, 2017 graduates
	2017
	27
	29
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	India
	LMIC
	151
	2.80
	0.29

	Gupta & Tandon, 2017 postgraduate
	2017
	27
	29
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	India
	LMIC
	149
	2.76
	0.34

	Haq & Mundia, 2012 behavioral
	2012
	29
	31
	preservice
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Brunei
	Other country
	89
	3.48
	0.85

	Haq & Mundia, 2012 hearing
	2012
	29
	31
	preservice
	missing
	Non-physical
	No
	Brunei
	Other country
	89
	2.93
	0.96

	Haq & Mundia, 2012 LD
	2012
	29
	31
	preservice
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Brunei
	Other country
	89
	3.65
	1.00

	Haq & Mundia, 2012 mental
	2012
	29
	31
	preservice
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Brunei
	Other country
	89
	2.40
	0.84

	Haq & Mundia, 2012 physical
	2012
	29
	31
	preservice
	missing
	Non-physical
	No
	Brunei
	Other country
	89
	3.96
	0.77

	Haq & Mundia, 2012 visual
	2012
	29
	31
	missing
	missing
	Non-physical
	No
	Brunei
	Other country
	89
	2.82
	1.02

	Hastings & Oakford, 2003 emotional
	2003
	30
	32
	preservice
	missing
	Physical
	No
	UK
	High income OECD member
	93
	2.88
	0.53

	Hastings & Oakford, 2003 intellectual
	2003
	30
	32
	preservice
	missing
	Physical
	No
	UK
	High income OECD member
	93
	3.21
	0.41

	Hecht et al., 2016
	2016
	31
	33
	missing
	missing
	missing
	No
	Austria
	High income OECD member
	1532
	3.87
	0.76

	Helldin et al., 2016 South Africa
	2011
	32
	34
	in-service
	missing
	missing
	No
	South Africa
	LMIC
	372
	3.04
	1.12

	Helldin et al., 2016 Sweden
	2011
	32
	34
	in-service
	missing
	missing
	No
	Sweden
	High income OECD member
	128
	2.52
	0.79

	Hellmich et al., 2016 Austria
	2016
	33
	35
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Austria
	High income OECD member
	519
	3.58
	0.69

	Hellmich et al., 2016 Germany
	2016
	33
	35
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Germany
	High income OECD member
	765
	3.42
	0.70

	Hind et al., 2019
	2019
	34
	36
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	England
	High income OECD member
	50
	4.06
	0.46

	Hornstra et al., 2010
	2010
	89
	102
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Netherlands
	High income OECD member
	30
	4.22
	0.41

	Horrocks et al., 2008 experienced
	2008
	36
	38
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	166
	3.58
	0.56

	Horrocks et al., 2008 unexperienced
	2008
	36
	38
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	405
	3.45
	0.55

	Hoskin et al., 2015
	2015
	37
	39
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	680
	3.40
	0.34

	Hsieh & Hsieh, 2012
	2012
	38
	40
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Taiwan
	Other country
	321
	3.13
	0.44

	Hsieh et al., 2012
	2012
	38
	41
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	130
	3.11
	0.67

	Huang & Diamond, 2009 ADHD
	2009
	39
	42
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	155
	3.51
	0.86

	Huang & Diamond, 2009 intellectual
	2009
	39
	42
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	155
	2.58
	0.92

	Huang & Diamond, 2009 trisomy 21
	2009
	39
	42
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	155
	3.56
	0.85

	Humphrey & Symes, 2013
	2013
	40
	43
	in-service
	Secondary
	Physical
	No
	UK
	High income OECD member
	53
	2.81
	0.62

	Jerlinder et al., 2010
	2010
	41
	44
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Sweden
	High income OECD member
	221
	2.58
	0.72

	Kim 2011 control group
	2011
	42
	45
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	Yes
	US
	High income OECD member
	15
	3.38
	0.39

	Kim 2011 intervention group
	2011
	42
	45
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	Yes
	US
	High income OECD member
	15
	3.34
	0.32

	Kim et al., 2005
	2005
	43
	46
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	Yes
	South Korea
	High income OECD member
	110
	3.69
	0.35

	Kwon et al., 2017
	2017
	44
	47
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	25
	3.71
	0.51

	Lee et al., 2015 ADHD
	2015
	45
	48
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Hong Kong
	Other country
	300
	3.31
	0.85

	Lee et al., 2015 Autism
	2015
	45
	48
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Hong Kong
	Other country
	300
	3.16
	0.93

	Lee et al., 2015 hearing
	2015
	45
	48
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Hong Kong
	Other country
	300
	3.18
	0.88

	Lee et al., 2015 intellectual
	2015
	45
	48
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Hong Kong
	Other country
	300
	3.11
	0.96

	Lee et al., 2015 LD
	2015
	45
	48
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Hong Kong
	Other country
	300
	3.58
	0.78

	Lee et al., 2015 physical
	2015
	45
	48
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Hong Kong
	Other country
	300
	3.27
	0.93

	Levins et al., 2005
	2005
	46
	49
	missing
	missing
	missing
	No
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	77
	4.47
	0.40

	Leyser & Romi, 2008
	2008
	47
	50
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	1145
	3.37
	0.37

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 LD
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Secondary
	Physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	155
	2.41
	0.46

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 mental
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Secondary
	Physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	155
	1.91
	0.89

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 physical
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Secondary
	Non-physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	155
	2.26
	0.60

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 preschool LD
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	107
	2.26
	0.57

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 preschool mental
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	107
	1.87
	0.67

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 preschool physical
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	107
	2.49
	0.50

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 preschool sensorical
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	107
	2.51
	0.54

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 primary school LD
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	103
	1.88
	0.54

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 primary school mental
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	103
	1.72
	0.58

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 primary school physical
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	103
	2.51
	0.46

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 primary school sensorical
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	103
	2.05
	0.59

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 secondary school LD
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Secondary
	Physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	83
	1.80
	0.47

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 secondary school mental
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Secondary
	Physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	83
	1.79
	0.51

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 secondary school physical
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Secondary
	Non-physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	83
	2.67
	0.38

	Lifshitz & Naor, 2001 secondary school sensorical
	2001
	48
	51
	preservice
	Secondary
	Non-physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	83
	2.43
	0.54

	Lifshitz et al., 2004 Israel LD
	2004
	48
	52
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	Yes
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	66
	1.50
	0.50

	Lifshitz et al., 2004 Israel mental
	2004
	48
	52
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	Yes
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	66
	2.27
	0.83

	Lifshitz et al., 2004 Israel physical
	2004
	48
	52
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	Yes
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	66
	2.61
	0.45

	Lifshitz et al., 2004 Israel sensorical
	2004
	48
	52
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	Yes
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	66
	2.42
	0.57

	Lifshitz et al., 2004 Palestine LD
	2004
	48
	52
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	Yes
	Palestine
	Other country
	192
	1.30
	0.45

	Lifshitz et al., 2004 Palestine mental
	2004
	48
	52
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	Yes
	Palestine
	Other country
	192
	1.94
	0.78

	Lifshitz et al., 2004 Palestine physical
	2004
	48
	52
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	Yes
	Palestine
	Other country
	192
	2.37
	0.54

	Lifshitz et al., 2004 Palestine sensorical
	2004
	48
	52
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	Yes
	Palestine
	Other country
	192
	1.98
	0.57

	MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013
	2013
	49
	53
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	UK
	High income OECD member
	111
	3.72
	0.58

	Malinen et al., 2012
	2012
	50
	54
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	China
	LMIC
	451
	3.20
	0.43

	Markova et al., 2016 behavioral
	2016
	90
	103
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Luxemburg
	High income OECD member
	46
	1.77
	0.40

	Markova et al., 2016 LD
	2016
	90
	103
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Luxemburg
	High income OECD member
	46
	1.67
	0.39

	Maunganidze et al., 2007 1
	2007
	51
	55
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Zimbabwe
	LMIC
	82
	3.17
	0.75

	Maunganidze et al., 2007 2
	2007
	51
	55
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Zimbabwe
	LMIC
	82
	2.97
	0.51

	Maunganidze et al., 2007 3
	2007
	51
	55
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Zimbabwe
	LMIC
	82
	3.03
	0.56

	Maunganidze et al., 2007 4
	2007
	51
	55
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Zimbabwe
	LMIC
	82
	4.93
	0.51

	Meegan & MacPhail, 2006 behavioral
	2006
	91
	104
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Ireland
	High income OECD member
	missing
	3.10
	8.50

	Meegan & MacPhail, 2006 LD
	2006
	91
	104
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Ireland
	High income OECD member
	missing
	3.40
	7.00

	Meegan & MacPhail, 2006 mental
	2006
	91
	104
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Ireland
	High income OECD member
	missing
	2.50
	8.50

	Memisevic et al., 2011
	2011
	52
	56
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Bosnia and Herzegovina
	LMIC
	139
	2.58
	0.99

	Memisevic et al., 2011 male
	2011
	52
	56
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Bosnia and Herzegovina
	LMIC
	55
	2.55
	0.98

	Moberg & Savolainen, 2003 Finland
	2003
	53
	57
	in-service
	missing
	missing
	No
	Finland
	High income OECD member
	206
	2.42
	0.56

	Moberg & Savolainen, 2003 Zambia
	2003
	53
	57
	in-service
	missing
	missing
	No
	Zambia
	LMIC
	514
	2.76
	0.69

	Montgomery & Mirenda, 2014
	2014
	54
	58
	in-service
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Canada
	High income OECD member
	100
	4.10
	0.42

	Moser et al., 2014
	2014
	55
	59
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Germany
	High income OECD member
	1058
	3.12
	0.52

	Moser et al., 2014 male
	2014
	55
	59
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Germany
	High income OECD member
	163
	3.18
	0.53

	Muwana & Ostrosky, 2014 intellectual
	2014
	56
	60
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Zambia
	LMIC
	484
	1.93
	1.08

	Muwana & Ostrosky, 2014 physical
	2014
	56
	60
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Zambia
	LMIC
	484
	4.07
	1.11

	Muwana & Ostrosky, 2014 visual
	2014
	56
	60
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Zambia
	LMIC
	484
	2.75
	1.35

	Ntinas et al., 2006
	2006
	57
	61
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Greece
	High income OECD member
	85
	3.15
	1.16

	O'Toole & Burke, 2013
	2013
	58
	62
	preservice
	Secondary
	missing
	No
	Ireland
	High income OECD member
	110
	3.58
	0.48

	Obrusnikova, 2008
	2008
	59
	63
	in-service
	missing
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	168
	3.40
	0.80

	Obrusnikova, 2008 emotional
	2008
	93
	106
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	168
	3.00
	0.90

	Obrusnikova, 2008 intellectual
	2008
	93
	106
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	168
	3.50
	0.80

	Obrusnikova, 2008 LD
	2008
	93
	106
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	168
	3.60
	0.80

	Obrusnikova, 2008 physical
	2008
	93
	106
	missing
	missing
	Non-physical
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	168
	3.50
	1.00

	Obrusnikova, 2008 sensory
	2008
	93
	106
	missing
	missing
	Non-physical
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	168
	3.50
	0.80

	Ojok & Wormnaes, 2013
	2013
	60
	64
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Uganda
	LMIC
	125
	2.71
	0.43

	Oswald et al., 2011
	2011
	61
	65
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	Yes
	South Africa
	LMIC
	180
	2.87
	0.57

	Özer, 2013
	2013
	62
	66
	in-service
	Secondary
	Physical
	No
	Turkiye
	LMIC
	214
	2.41
	0.33

	Özer, 2013
	2013
	62
	66
	in-service
	Secondary
	Physical
	No
	Turkiye
	LMIC
	515
	2.38
	0.30

	Rakap & Kaczmarek, 2010 behavioral
	2010
	63
	68
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Turkiye
	LMIC
	194
	3.56
	0.98

	Rakap & Kaczmarek, 2010 intellectual
	2010
	63
	68
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Turkiye
	LMIC
	194
	3.88
	0.83

	Rakap & Kaczmarek, 2010 physical
	2010
	63
	68
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	Turkiye
	LMIC
	194
	3.98
	0.84

	Rakap & Parlak-Rakap, 2017
	2017
	63
	67
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	Yes
	US
	High income OECD member
	29
	2.90
	0.44

	Razer et al., 2015
	2015
	64
	69
	in-service
	Secondary
	missing
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	214
	3.60
	0.66

	Rheams & Bain, 2005
	2005
	65
	70
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	58
	4.85
	0.61

	Roehm et al., 2018 study 1
	2018
	66
	71
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	Germany
	High income OECD member
	416
	3.26
	0.90

	Roehm et al., 2018 study 2
	2018
	66
	71
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	Germany
	High income OECD member
	706
	3.05
	0.87

	Round et al., 2016
	2016
	25
	72
	in-service
	Secondary
	missing
	No
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	158
	2.67
	1.29

	Saloviita, 2015 ADHD
	2015
	68
	73
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Finland
	High income OECD member
	100
	3.55
	0.99

	Saloviita, 2015 emotional
	2015
	68
	73
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Finland
	High income OECD member
	100
	3.13
	0.97

	Saloviita, 2015 LD
	2015
	68
	73
	missing
	missing
	Physical
	No
	Finland
	High income OECD member
	100
	3.51
	0.95

	Sari, 2007 control group
	2007
	69
	74
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	Yes
	Turkiye
	LMIC
	61
	3.23
	0.97

	Sari, 2007 intervention group
	2007
	69
	74
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	Yes
	Turkiye
	LMIC
	61
	3.17
	0.96

	Shah et al., 2016
	2016
	70
	75
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	India
	LMIC
	560
	2.75
	0.87

	Sharma & Nuttal, 2016 female
	2016
	25
	78
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	Yes
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	73
	2.38
	0.50

	Sharma & Nuttal, 2016 male
	2016
	25
	78
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	Yes
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	121
	2.53
	0.42

	Sharma & Nuttal, 2016 primary school
	2016
	25
	78
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	Yes
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	51
	2.99
	0.49

	Sharma & Nuttal, 2016 sec. school
	2016
	25
	78
	preservice
	Secondary
	missing
	Yes
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	68
	2.87
	0.52

	Sharma & Sokal, 2015 Australia
	2015
	25
	76
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	Yes
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	25
	3.71
	0.32

	Sharma & Sokal, 2015 Canada
	2015
	25
	76
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	Yes
	Canada
	High income OECD member
	60
	3.69
	0.42

	Sharma et al., 2008 Australia 1
	2008
	25
	77
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	Yes
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	153
	3.50
	0.50

	Sharma et al., 2008 Australia 2
	2008
	25
	77
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	Yes
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	92
	3.53
	0.54

	Sharma et al., 2008 Canada
	2008
	25
	77
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	Yes
	Canada
	High income OECD member
	58
	3.86
	0.52

	Sharma et al., 2008 Hongkong
	2008
	25
	77
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	Yes
	Hong Kong
	Other country
	182
	3.02
	0.42

	Sharma et al., 2008 Singapore
	2008
	25
	77
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	Yes
	Singapore
	Other country
	93
	3.07
	0.47

	Sharma et al., 2009
	2009
	25
	80
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	India
	LMIC
	480
	2.66
	0.62

	Shaukat et al., 2013 Australia
	2013
	25
	81
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	123
	2.92
	0.45

	Shaukat et al., 2013 Pakistan
	2013
	25
	81
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	Pakistan
	LMIC
	194
	2.80
	0.59

	Specht et al., 2016
	2016
	71
	82
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Canada
	High income OECD member
	745
	2.75
	0.66

	Specht et al., 2016 male
	2016
	71
	82
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Canada
	High income OECD member
	745
	2.98
	0.69

	Stefanidis & Strogilos, 2015
	2015
	72
	83
	in-service
	missing
	missing
	No
	Greece
	High income OECD member
	155
	3.81
	0.68

	Stella et al., 2007
	2007
	73
	84
	preservice
	Secondary
	Physical
	Yes
	Hong Kong
	Other country
	213
	3.04
	0.82

	Subban & Mahlo, 2019 Australia
	2019
	74
	85
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	63
	4.15
	1.11

	Subban & Mahlo, 2019 South Africa
	2019
	74
	85
	preservice
	missing
	missing
	No
	South Africa
	LMIC
	64
	3.61
	1.87

	Sucuoglu et al., 2015
	2015
	75
	86
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	Yes
	Turkiye
	LMIC
	30
	3.04
	0.34

	Thaver & Lim, 2014
	2014
	76
	87
	in-service
	missing
	missing
	No
	Singapore
	Other country
	1538
	3.13
	0.42

	Thomas et al., 2011
	2011
	77
	88
	in-service
	missing
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	172
	3.41
	0.61

	Tripp & Rizzo, 2006 label
	2006
	78
	89
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	119
	4.33
	0.69

	Tripp & Rizzo, 2006 no label
	2006
	78
	89
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Non-physical
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	119
	4.35
	0.65

	Urton et al., 2014 remedial education
	2014
	79
	90
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Germany
	High income OECD member
	261
	2.29
	0.69

	Urton et al., 2014 social integration
	2014
	79
	90
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Germany
	High income OECD member
	261
	3.43
	0.68

	Urton et al., 2015
	2015
	79
	91
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	No
	Germany
	High income OECD member
	618
	2.49
	0.49

	Van Reusen et al., 2000
	2000
	80
	92
	in-service
	Secondary
	missing
	No
	US
	High income OECD member
	21
	2.72
	0.38

	Varcoe & Boyle, 2014
	2014
	81
	93
	preservice
	Pre- and primary
	missing
	Yes
	Australia
	High income OECD member
	342
	3.41
	0.38

	Vizer-Karni & Reiter, 2014
	2014
	82
	94
	in-service
	Pre- and primary
	Physical
	No
	Israel
	High income OECD member
	754
	4.06
	0.72

	Wall, 2002
	2002
	83
	95
	in-service
	missing
	Non-physical
	No
	Canada
	High income OECD member
	95
	3.66
	0.36

	Yuknis, 2015
	2015
	84
	96
	preservice
	missing
	Non-physical
	Yes
	US
	High income OECD member
	18
	2.93
	0.37


Note. Low and Middle Income Countries (LMIC) are designated using the World Bank criteria: https://data.worldbank.org/country/XO.


Table S 3
Summary of Intervention Studies on Teachers Cognitive Appraisal of Inclusive Education
	Study
	Sample
	Country
	Assessment instrument
	Course hours
	Course methods
	Hands-on
	Course content
	Results
	d

	Preservice teachers
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rakap et al., 2017
	29 
	Turkey
	Opinions
Relative to the Inclusion of Students with Disabilities Scale ORI (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995)
	56 hours within 14 weeks
	1st course: PowerPoint presentation followed by discussion and
hands-on activities requiring teacher candidates to work in small groups
	2nd course: practicum course: apply the instructional and curricular strategies
and develop and
implement an instructional unit, collect data on child performance,
and evaluate the effectiveness of the unit.
	1st course: Introduction to Special Education (theoretical)
2nd course: Special Education Curriculum
and Instruction (practical)

	No significant beliefs change after the completion of the theoretical course, but completion of the practical course was associated with a large increase in mean ORI scores.
	2.42

	Sharma et al., 2008 – Australia sample-2
	92 
	Australia
	Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education Scale (ATIES) (Wilczenski, 1992)
	20 hours, 10 weeks
	Large lectures, small group tutorials and guest lectures by people with disabilities and parents of children with disabilities
	Students visited an inclusive early childhood setting.

	Issues like labelling, appropriate terminology, rationale for inclusive education and policies supporting inclusive education, practical aspects of implementing inclusion, curriculum-based assessment, peer tutoring, cooperative learning and differentiated instruction and positive behavior support
	Preservice teachers’ beliefs became more affirmative towards inclusive education in most countries, Australian sample-2: η2=0.62.
	1.34

	Cologon, 2012
	16 
	Australia
	Attitudes towards Inclusive Education Scale ATIES
	One semester: 20 seminar hours, a one-day workshop, and weekly lectures
	University unit, written self-reflection
	No (only after the data collection in the posttest)
	University unit with focus on difference and disability; identify, research and provide recommendations and practical skills to address issues of particular concern in relation to inclusive education in early childhood education
	The authors do not provide statistical parameters but report that preservice teachers’ beliefs increased while their concern decreased over the course of the semester.
	1.06

	Sharma & Sokal, 2015 Australian course; see also Sharma & Nuttal, 2016
	28 
	Australia
	School Principals’ Attitudes toward Inclusion (STATI) (Bailey, 2004)
	18 hours within 9 weeks, each session à 2 hours
	Presentation of key ideas, hands-on activities in small groups, guest lectures from people with disabilities 
	Visit of an inclusive primary school
	What is inclusion? General information about disability, integration, mainstreaming, inclusion, Sociological perspective on inclusion rather than medical view
Why inclusion? 
How to include everyone? Peer tutoring, cooperative learning, curriculum-based assessment, differentiated instruction
	In the Australian sample, participants’ beliefs were significantly more positive after the intervention, t(1,24) = 6.12, p < .001, d = 1.06. Moreover, preservice teachers’ level of concern was lower in the posttest than in the pretest, t(1,24) = -4.52, p < .001, d = -1.05.
	1.06

	Sharma et al., 2008 – Hong Kong
	182 
	Hong Kong
	Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education Scale (ATIES) (Wilczenski, 1992)
	20 hours, 10 weeks
	Lectures, small group discussions and problem-based learning activities, guest lectures by teachers and parents of children with a disability
	Opportunities to interact with students with mild intellectual disabilities from the local community
	General knowledge of disability from the medical and social model perspectives, an overview of the most common specific disabilities and instructional strategies, such as differentiated instruction, peer tutoring and cooperative learning
	Preservice teachers’ beliefs became more affirmative towards inclusive education in most countries, Hong Kong: η2=0.21.
	0.73

	Sharma et al., 2008 – Australia sample-1
	153 
	Australia
	Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education Scale (ATIES) (Wilczenski, 1992)
	20 hours, 10 weeks
	large lectures and small group tutorials and guest lectures by people with disabilities and parents of children with disabilities
	Involvement in a Community Links Program of 25 hours in a social environment with people with disabilities
	Basic concepts, such as the social model of disability and the notion of independence, internationals trends, information on specific disabilities and the educational implications of supporting students in a mainstream class.
	Preservice teachers’ beliefs became more affirmative towards inclusive education in most countries, Australia sample-1: η2= 0.22. Possible reason for the stronger training effect in Australia and Hong Kong can be related to differences in the intervention: In both countries, significant emphasis was placed on understanding the nature and needs of children with different disabilities. 
	0.72


	Sharma et al., 2008 – Canada
	58 
	Canada
	Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education Scale (ATIES) (Wilczenski, 1992)
	2 years
	University courses
	Not specified
	An infusion model was employed whereby information was provided to students through different subject units rather than as a single subject solely devoted to inclusive education. 
	Preservice teachers’ beliefs became more affirmative towards inclusive education in most countries, Canada: η2=0.12.
	0.49

	Stella et al., 2007
	151 
	Hong Kong
	Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education Scale (ATIES) (Wilczenski, 1992)
	20 hours, 10 weeks
	Lectures, small group discussions
	Direct contact with students with a disability was integrated.
	Catering for the diverse needs of the students through a variety of strategies and whole school approach.
	Preservice teachers were significantly more affirmative towards inclusive education after the intervention, d = 0.24. 
	0.47

	Oswald & Swart, 2011
	180 
	South Africa
	Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusive Education Scale (SACIE)
	4 courses à 13-20 sessions à 50 minutes
	No information
	Required practicum in schools
	International and local movement to inclusion, collaborative partnerships and problem-solving, assessment for learning, learning support, teaching strategies that address student diversity
	Preservice teachers’ beliefs were significantly more positive in the posttest, M = 2.50, SD = 0.39, than in the pretest, M = 2.40, SD = 0.43, p < .001. However, concern about inclusive education was significantly stronger in the posttest, M = 1.98, SD = 0.41, than in the pretest, M = 2.07, SD = 0.39, p < .01[footnoteRef:6]. [6:  Note: In the SACIE, higher concern scores represent less concern; thus, high values are desirable.] 

	0.24

	Forlin & Chambers, 2011
	67 
	Australia 
	Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusive Education (SACIE)
	39 hours, 13 weeks
	Face-to-face meetings: lectures, workshops, group activities, problem-based learning, simulations
	Voluntary social experience to meet with a person with a disability for 10 hours or alternatively to identify inclusive community programs in the local area 
	Policies in the area of inclusion and discussion of inclusion in relation to disability, gender and culture. Examination of strategies to promote inclusive practices. Encouragement to explore one’s own beliefs about inclusion
	No significant differences were found in participants’ pre- and posttest attitudes and neither in their concern. Participants reported a slight increase in feeling of confidence in teaching students with SEN after the intervention, F(1,66) = 7.38, p = .008.
	0.16

	Yuknis, 2015
	18
	US
	Attitudes Toward Inclusion Scale (TATIS)
	37.5 contact hours and 75 hours of work outside of the classroom
	Not specified
	NA
	US education and disability policies, each of the 13 areas of disability identified within special education policy, individualized education plan formation and implementation, and instructional approaches for working with students with disabilities
	No significant changes in beliefs about inclusion after taking an introductory special education course. Participants, who were mostly in general education settings, did not differ from those, who were mostly in deaf schools. Indication that formative experiences may not have influenced attitudes toward inclusion.

	0.50

	Ajuwon et al., 2015
	91 
	US
	Preservice Inclusion Scale (PSIS),
	Weekly content modules
	Distance learning courses
	25 hours of field placement with an individual with a disability
	Introductory content
and instructional strategies to support students
with disabilities, identify
accommodations and modifications for children with different disabilities
	Increase in the calmness level of preservice
teachers, F(1,90) = 2402.65, p < .01, but no change in beliefs toward inclusion, F(1,90) = .99, p = .31.
	0.30

	Sharma et al., 2008 – Singapore
	93 
	Singapore
	Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education Scale (ATIES) (Wilczenski, 1992)
	20 hours, 10 weeks
	Lectures, small group discussions and problem-based learning activities
	NA
	Contextual framework of the ecology of special needs education and diagnosis and procedures of identifying pre-schoolers with SEN; special education and inclusion as an educational practice, labelling, exclusion and categorization of disability;  classroom practice, adaptations and modifications and the characteristics and SEN of people with specific disabilities; characteristics of specific disabilities and educational management issues

	Preservice teachers’ beliefs became more affirmative towards inclusive education in most countries, but not in Singapore.
	0.05

	Sharma & Sokal, 2015 
Canadian Course
	60 
	Canada
	School Principals’ Attitudes toward Inclusion (STATI) (Bailey, 2004)
	30 hours
	Variety of methods (e.g., interviews with resource teachers; field trips to local residences with children with SEN)
	Required practicum in an inclusive classroom
	What is inclusion? General information about disability, integration, mainstreaming, inclusion, Sociological perspective on inclusion rather than medical view
Why inclusion? 
How to include everyone? Peer tutoring, cooperative learning, curriculum-based assessment, differentiated instruction
	Canadian preservice teachers’ reported higher teaching self-efficacy, t(1,59) = 7.71, p < .001, d = 1.00, and less concern, t(1,59) = 4.71, p < .001, d = 0.88. Yet, the Canadian preservice teachers had less positive beliefs in the posttest than in the pretest, t(1,59) = -2.13, p < .05, d = -0.38.
	-0.38 

	In-service teachers
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sucuoglu et al., 2015
	30 in-service preschool teachers
	Turkey 
	Opinions
Relative to the Inclusion of Students with Disabilities Scale ORI (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995)
	16 weekly sessions à 3 hours
	Reading and video-watching prior to each session; discussion of teaching strategies in the sessions
	NA; yet, 70% of all teachers indicated to have had students with SEN in their classrooms in previous years.
	Learning characteristics of students with SEN; assessment of developmental performance of students with SEN;  modifying the preschool curriculum for students with SEN; teaching strategies; working with families of students with SEN
	Participants’ beliefs were significantly more positive after the intervention, Z(1,29) = -4.70, p < .05, d = -0.60.
	1.52

	Kim et al., 2005
	30 in-service teachers
	South-Korea
	Teachers’ Attitude Scale on Inclusion (Green & Stoneman, 1989; Kim, 1996)
	8 weeks
	Weekly individualized newsletter
	NA
	Information about characteristics of the student with SEN; special education; inclusive education 
	Teachers, who had received the weekly newsletter and weekly contact, reported more positive attitudes by the end of the study, F(1,27) = 13.37, p < .001, and they showed higher teacher efficacy than the control group, F(1,27) = 14.02, p < .01.
	0.84

	Forlin et al., 2014
	2361 in-service teachers
	Hong Kong
	Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusive Education (SACIE)
	5-year teacher PD,; each course varied between one and three weeks
	Workshops
	NA
	Basic and advanced courses on inclusive education; specific courses on SEN;
theories and strategies in curriculum, teaching strategies, and assessment accommodations.
	Pre-post change of teacher beliefs, Cohen’s d = 0.17 to d = 0.54[footnoteRef:7]. A similar change was found for teachers’ concern about inclusive education, d = 0.22 to d = 0.59. Only for concern regarding teachers’ stress and workload, no change was found, d = 0.01 to d = 0.13. Teachers perceived themselves as more self-efficacious after the training than before, d = 0.22 to d = 0.62. [7:  As Forlin et al. (2014) report effect sizes for each single item separately, it was not possible to refer to an overall effect for the whole questionnaire.] 

	0.42

	Lifshitz et al., 2004
	66 Israeli and 192 Palestinian in-service teachers
	Israel
	Regular Education Initiative Questionnaire (Phillips et al., 1990)
	28 hours
	Workshops, movies, group discussion
	NA
	Information about disabilities, inclusion, mainstreaming, and empowerment; stories about inclusion of individuals with disabilities in society; information about teaching methods, co-teaching
	Teachers’ beliefs were more positive after having participated in the intervention, F(1,256) = 38.92, p < .001. Next, differences between Israeli and Palestinian teachers, F(1,256) = 11.59, p < .01, and between beliefs about inclusive education as a function of the type of SEN of included students, F(4,1024) = 246.36, p < .01. Similar development for teachers’ self-efficacy to teach in inclusive classrooms, F(1,244) = 30.67, p < .001.
	-0.09 to 0.38

	Carew et al., 2018
	123 in-service teachers
	Kenya
	Self-developed
	5 days
	NA
	NA
	Use of inclusive teaching methods in the classroom;
opportunities for teachers to share experiences; provision of assistive devices to children
	Teachers’ beliefs were more positive after the intervention than in the pretest, F(1,120) = 22.13, p < .001. Also for self-efficacy beliefs, F(1,121) = 13.48, p < .001, and for teachers’ concern, F(1,120) = 5.89, p = .02.
	0.20

	Aiello & Sharma, 2018
	102 in-service primary and secondary teachers
	Italy
	Attitudes towards Inclusion Scale, Sharma & Jacobs, 2016
	750 h
	Lectures, tutorials, workshops
	150 h on-site teaching practice
	NA
	Significant change was only found for teachers’ beliefs from the pretest, M = 5.54, SD = 2.04, to the posttest, M = 5.75, SD = 1.89, p = .04.
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