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Abstract. This study examined which factors were related to placement choices for inclusive regular education or 
exclusive special education for Dutch students with social, emotional, and behavioral difficulties (SEBD). Students 
aged 6–11 in three subgroups participated: 45 included and 17 excluded students with SEBD (i.e., educated in 
regular education classrooms and in a separate setting exclusively for students with SEBD, respectively) and 772 
typically developing peers. Before placement choices had been made, we collected data from students and teachers 
during classroom surveys and individual testing sessions with students with SEBD and from application files. Using 
Bayesian statistics, we found that included and excluded students with SEBD were similar in student functioning 
prior to placement, whereas teachers of included students had lower self-efficacy and more positive attitudes toward 
inclusion than teachers of excluded students. Furthermore, included and excluded students perceived their social–
emotional functioning more negatively than typically developing peers. Hence, although considered essential by 
existing policies, placement choices may not depend on student functioning, but teacher factors may play a role.
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Students with social, emotional, and behavioral diffi-
culties (SEBD) have mental health problems that substan-
tially disrupt their ability to function emotionally, socially, 
and academically (Cannon, Gregory, & Waterstone, 2013). 
Specifically, the majority of students with SEBD shows both 
internalizing and externalizing behavior problems (Furlong, 

Morrison, & Jimerson, 2004; Gresham & Kern, 2004; 
Landrum, 2011); problems in social functioning, such as dif-
ficulties in peer and adult relationships (Furlong et al., 2004; 
Gresham & Kern, 2004); and impaired task-related behavior 
and academic performance, such as lower achievement scores 
(Cannon et al., 2013; Furlong et al., 2004; Reid, Gonzalez, 
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Nordness, Trout, & Epstein, 2004), for example, in reading 
(McKenna, Kim, Shin, & Pfannenstiel, 2017). These broad 
descriptions suggest that students with SEBD comprise a 
considerably heterogeneous population of students with a 
variety of disorders, such as conduct disorder (CD), opposi-
tional defiant disorder, autism spectrum disorder (ASD), and 
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD). Although the 
problems that students with SEBD face are diverse, research 
has consistently shown that they are severe, pervasive, and 
chronic, resulting in adverse prospects in later life (e.g., 
Cannon et al., 2013).

Students with SEBD whose emotional and behavioral 
problems severely limit their participation in regular edu-
cation have special educational needs. Schools can provide 
these students with the additional support they require. In the 
Netherlands, schools and parents have to apply for eligibility 
for special education services with independent committees. 
Once eligibility has been established by the independent 
committees, a placement choice has to be made between two 
possibilities. One possibility is that special education services, 
such as an individually adjusted work place or remedial teach-
ing, will be provided in the regular education classroom (i.e., 
inclusion); in this scenario, students with SEBD are educated 
together with typically developing peers at all times. In some 
cases, students with SEBD may leave the classroom for a 
limited amount of time per week to receive supplementary 
services, such as social skills training or professional behav-
ioral support, but they receive their core instruction within the 
regular education classroom. The other possibility is that the 
student with SEBD will receive special education services 
in a school for special education that exclusively educates 
students with special educational needs (i.e., exclusion). That 
is, students with SEBD are educated solely with students who 
also need additional support in a specialized setting, and they 
do not have opportunities to interact with typically developing 
peers in school. They reside in smaller classrooms in which 
they follow a more structured daily educational program, and 
they are supported by teachers trained to predict, understand, 
and replace disruptive and inappropriate behavior. Hence, 
applied to the educational situation of students with SEBD, 
three subgroups of students can be distinguished: typically 
developing students receiving no additional support, included 
students with SEBD receiving additional support in regular 
education, and excluded students with SEBD receiving addi-
tional support in a separate setting. In light of the far-reaching 
consequences of these placement decisions for the future of 
children with SEBD (e.g., students who received exclusive 
special education find jobs less often and are more often 
dependent on unemployment benefits than students in inclu-
sive education; De Roos & Bloem, 2014), surprisingly little 
research has examined the determinants of these placement 
choices.

The Dutch educational system described earlier orig-
inated from the international movement toward inclusive 
education, which has, in the last decades, taken place in 
the Netherlands as well as in many other countries (CRPD; 

see Ledoux, Roeleveld, Van Langen, & Smeets, 2012; 
Oh-Young & Filler, 2015; United Nations, 2006). It is unclear, 
however, which educational context is best for the develop-
ment of students with SEBD. Although advantages of inclu-
sion for the development of students with SEBD have been 
highlighted by some researchers and practitioners (e.g., Ruijs 
& Peetsma, 2009; Van Leeuwen, Thijs, & Zandbergen, 2009), 
others have emphasized the benefits of exclusive special edu-
cation (Crnic & Neece, 2015; Kauffman & Badar, 2014; Lane, 
Wehby, Little, & Cooley, 2005). Reasons to include students 
with SEBD in regular education are that exposure to the regular 
curriculum increases academic knowledge and skill acquire-
ment and that students with SEBD who are surrounded by 
typically developing peers will be provided with ample oppor-
tunities to improve social skills. Reasons to provide special 
education services in exclusive schools for special education 
are that students may benefit from highly specialized environ-
ments in which instruction is tailored to their unique needs 
and in which professional and paraprofessional behavioral and 
therapeutic support is available (Lane et al., 2005; Tankersley, 
Landrum, & Cook, 2004). In practice, however, a placement 
choice is based on various criteria related to the student’s func-
tioning without receiving additional support. Based on a com-
bination of school and parent observations of the problems 
and subsequent needs of the student and the schools’ ability to 
manage student behaviors, schools and parents consider which 
educational context will best meet the needs of the specific 
student with SEBD. Although placement choices are daily 
business in schools, not much is known about how different 
aspects contribute to them. A first step toward examining in 
which educational context students with SEBD develop best is 
to investigate which factors are related to such choices.

Student Functioning

Studies that compared included and excluded students 
with SEBD have suggested that placement decisions are 
related to students’ emotional and behavioral functioning 
before placement. Specifically, studies have consistently found 
that students with SEBD who were placed in exclusive special 
education showed more severe externalizing (Bijstra, 2004; 
Drost & Bijstra, 2008; Ledoux et al., 2012; Stoutjesdijk & 
Scholte, 2009) and internalizing behavior problems (Drost & 
Bijstra, 2008; Ledoux et al., 2012; Stoutjesdijk & Scholte, 
2009; Stoutjesdijk, Scholte, & Swaab, 2012) before place-
ment choices had been made than students with SEBD who 
were included in regular education. Bijstra (2004), in con-
trast, did not find differences between groups in internaliz-
ing behavior problems. In addition, research has shown that 
students with SEBD who were later placed in exclusive spe-
cial education were more often classified with ADHD before 
placement choices had been made than students with SEBD 
who were later included in regular education (Drost & Bijstra, 
2008; Stoutjesdijk & Scholte, 2009), although Stoutjesdijk 
and Scholte (2009) did not find differences between groups 
in parent- and teacher-reported attention problems.
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Factors related to student–teacher interactions and peer 
interactions may also play a role in placement choices. Studies 
that examined student–teacher relationships have consistently 
found that students with SEBD have worse student–teacher 
relationships than typically developing students, irrespective 
of regular or special educational context (e.g., Breeman et al., 
2015; Ledoux et al., 2012; Little & Kobak, 2003). Student–
teacher relationships of students with SEBD were character-
ized by less closeness (i.e., openness, warmth, and security) 
and more conflict (i.e., negativity, discordance, unpredictabil-
ity, and unpleasantness) and dependency (i.e., overreliance 
and possessiveness; Ledoux et al., 2012). However, these 
studies compared students who reside in different educational 
contexts after placement choices have been made. Teachers in 
exclusive special education are trained to meet the multiple 
needs of students with SEBD (Kauffman & Badar, 2014; Lane 
et al., 2005), which may impact the student–teacher relation-
ship, whereas before placement, teachers in regular education 
may feel unprepared to support students with SEBD (e.g., 
Jones & Chronis-Tuscano, 2008).

Studies that examined relationships among students 
with SEBD have found that peer relationships of this popula-
tion differ between regular or special educational contexts. In 
regular education, students with SEBD generally have worse 
relationships with peers than typically developing students 
(Poulin & Boivin, 2010; Useche, Sullivan, Merk, & Orobio 
de Castro, 2014), but not all studies support this (Farmer & 
Hollowell, 1994). In exclusive special education, students 
with SEBD have also been found to have worse peer rela-
tionships than typically developing students in regular edu-
cation (Little & Kobak, 2003), although another study has 
even found better peer relationships for aggressive children 
in exclusive special education than for those in regular educa-
tion (Useche et al., 2014). Again, it is unknown whether such 
differences were already present before placement choices 
were made. In regular education, students with SEBD are 
surrounded by typically developing peers; a context in which 
deviation from behavioral norms may result in unpopular-
ity and rejection (Boivin, Petitclerc, Feng, & Barker, 2010; 
Useche et al., 2014). In exclusive special education, stu-
dents with SEBD are surrounded by peers with SEBD. Their 
problems may therefore have less impact on their likeability 
among peers (Useche et al., 2014).

Academic functioning may also play a role in place-
ment choices. Studies that compared academic functioning 
of included and excluded students with SEBD have sug-
gested that the latter group performs worse on task-related 
behavior (Ledoux et al., 2012), but for reading, spelling, 
and math, results have been mixed. Specifically, some stud-
ies have shown that students with SEBD who were referred 
to exclusive special education performed worse on reading 
(Lane et al., 2005; Ledoux et al., 2012), spelling (Lane et al., 
2005; Stoutjesdijk & Scholte, 2009), and math (Lane et al., 
2005; Ledoux et al., 2012; Stoutjesdijk & Scholte, 2009) than 
included students with SEBD. Other studies, in contrast, have 
shown equally low performance for both groups in reading 

(Ledoux et al., 2012; Reid et al., 2004; Stoutjesdijk & Scholte, 
2009), spelling, and math (Reid et al., 2004). Again, it is not 
known how these groups functioned before placement choices 
were made, given that the role of academic functioning on 
placement choices has yet to be determined.

To know whether placement choices for students with 
SEBD are related to various aspects of student functioning, 
their behavioral, social, and academic functioning should 
be compared prospectively when they still reside in regular 
education without additional support—before placement in 
different kinds of schools. To our knowledge, such research—
combining behavioral, social, and academic functioning of 
students with SEBD before placement choices have been 
made—does not exist. One could expect, though, that stu-
dents with SEBD who show the most severe problems in 
student functioning behaviorally, socially, and academically 
have more impact on class functioning than SEBD students 
with less severe problems. As they are the most difficult for 
teachers to instruct and support (Buttner, Pijl, Bijstra, & Van 
den Bosch, 2016; Goei & Kleijnen, 2009), this may result in 
placement in exclusive special education, whereas students 
with SEBD who show fewer problems in student functioning 
may be included in regular education with special education 
services.

Teacher Factors

Although aspects of student functioning have tradi-
tionally been deemed essential for placement choices (LCTI, 
2006; Meijer, 2003), teachers may play an important role in 
placement choices as well (see work by Severson & Walker, as 
cited in Gresham & Kern, 2004). Teachers, for instance, find 
disruptive, rule-breaking behavior and problematic task-re-
lated behavior—characteristic of students with SEBD—the 
most difficult behaviors to deal with in the classroom (e.g., 
Buttner et al., 2016; Goei & Kleijnen, 2009; Meijer, 2001). 
Relatedly, students with SEBD have generally more often 
been placed in restrictive educational settings than students 
with other special educational needs (Becker et al., 2011; De 
Greef & Van Rijswijk, 2006). Because substantial differences 
exist between schools, and even between individual teach-
ers, in their ability to handle students’ disruptive behavior 
(Buttner et al., 2016; Furlong et al., 2004), it is important to 
also examine which teacher factors are related to placement 
choices for students with SEBD.

Two important teacher factors have been known to 
influence teachers’ ability to deal with students’ problem 
behavior. The first factor is teacher self-efficacy (Goei & 
Kleijnen, 2009; Tsouloupas, Carson, Matthews, Grawitch, 
& Barber, 2010) or “the extent to which a teacher believes 
that she or he can influence students’ behavior and their aca-
demic achievement, especially of pupils with difficulties or 
those with particularly low learning motivation” (Friedman & 
Kass, 2002, p. 675). The disruptive behavior of students with 
SEBD not only undermines the influence of teachers on their 
behavior and academic achievement, but it may also limit 
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teacher influence on other students’ behavior and achieve-
ment. Consequently, many teachers find it especially chal-
lenging to teach and support classrooms including students 
with SEBD (Goei & Kleijnen, 2009). The question is whether 
teacher self-efficacy is also related to placement decisions. 
That is, are teachers with limited confidence in their ability 
to handle and teach students with SEBD more likely to refer 
students with SEBD to exclusive special education? Although 
various studies have shown that highly self-efficacious teach-
ers were more tolerant toward problematic students (e.g., 
Tsouloupas et al., 2010; Zee & Koomen, 2016), associations 
between teacher self-efficacy and placement choices have 
not been straightforward. Specifically, although older stud-
ies have suggested that highly self-efficacious teachers were 
less likely to refer problematic students to exclusive special 
education (e.g., Hughes, Barker, Kemenoff, & Hart, 1993; 
Meijer & Foster, 1988; Soodak & Podell, 1993), more recent 
studies have found no associations between teacher self-ef-
ficacy and placement choices (e.g., Egyed & Short, 2006; 
Gibbs & Powell, 2012; Tejeda-Delgado, 2009). The second 
teacher factor is the attitudes a teacher has toward inclusive or 
exclusive education (Van der Veen, Smeets, & Derriks, 2010) 
for students with special educational needs. Research has con-
sistently shown that teachers who had more positive attitudes 
toward inclusive education were less likely to refer problem-
atic students to exclusive special education (e.g., Avramidis 
& Norwich, 2002; Meijer, 2001; Van der Veen et al., 2010).

Self-Perceived Social–Emotional Functioning

Although schools and parents jointly indicate that stu-
dents with SEBD need additional support in school, we know 
surprisingly little about students’ own perceptions of their 
social–emotional functioning and to what extent their per-
ceptions are related to placement choices. Instead, the input 
for determining eligibility for additional support is mostly a 
shared effort of parents and schools. Although students’ expe-
riences have been considered critical aspects of their school 
development (Den Brok, Brekelmans, & Wubbels, 2004), the 
self-perceived social–emotional experiences of students with 
SEBD in school have rarely been assessed within the context 
of placement choices. This raises the question whether students 
with SEBD themselves also experience that they have prob-
lems in social–emotional functioning as compared to typically 
developing peers, and if so, whether the extent to which they do 
is related to the placement choice that is made. When students 
with SEBD who will be included can already be distinguished 
from students who will be excluded based on their self-per-
ceptions, self-perceptions might be an indicator for placement 
in either inclusive regular education or exclusive special edu-
cation. This would highlight the use of self-reports, not only 
because students will be able to directly express their opinions 
(instead of indirectly via schools or parents), but also because 
self-reports could be useful instruments to inform future place-
ment decisions in addition to schools’ and parents’ observations 
of the problems and subsequent needs of the student.

Research on self-perceived social–emotional func-
tioning of students with SEBD in comparison with typically 
developing peers is scarce (Flower, McKenna, Haring, & 
Pazey, 2015). Among typically developing children, behavior 
problems have mostly been related to elevated positive self-
views (David & Kistner, 2000; Orobio de Castro, Brendgen, 
Van Boxtel, Vitaro, & Schaepers, 2007). Children with behav-
ior disorders, in contrast, have reported more negative self-
views than typically developing peers (Ekornås, Heimann, 
Tjus, Heyerdahl, & Lundervold, 2011), and children with 
emotional disorders seem to hold even more negative self-per-
ceptions than both typically developing peers (Chansky & 
Kendall, 1997) and peers with behavior disorders (Ekornås et 
al., 2011). Furthermore, both students with a variety of special 
needs in regular education (e.g., internalizing/externalizing 
behavior problems, cognitive impairments, communication 
problems, and learning problems) and students with SEBD in 
exclusive special education report more negative social–emo-
tional functioning than typically developing students (Ledoux 
et al., 2012). It is unknown, however, whether the self-per-
ceived social–emotional functioning of students with SEBD 
differs between those who will later receive special education 
services in an inclusive classroom in regular education and 
those who will later be excluded and placed in exclusive spe-
cial education.

Present Study

The literature review shows that there is some variabil-
ity in results of studies examining behavioral, social, and aca-
demic functioning in students with SEBD included in regular 
education and in exclusive special education. This is because 
the studies differed in the questions they addressed (e.g., com-
parison of different student groups and different educational 
contexts), in their use of informants (i.e., parent-, teacher-, 
peer-, and self-reports), in the aspects of student functioning 
that they examined, and in their sample sizes. Therefore, it 
is difficult to reach conclusions about possible differences 
before placement between students with SEBD who will be 
included in regular education (i.e., included students with 
SEBD) and those who will be placed in exclusive special edu-
cation (i.e., excluded students with SEBD). Clearly, a careful 
examination is needed of which aspects of student function-
ing and which teacher factors play a role. Moreover, research 
should simultaneously examine the behavioral, social, and 
academic functioning of students with SEBD and compare 
these aspects when both groups still reside in the same context 
of regular education (i.e., before placement choices have been 
made), instead of comparing groups of students with SEBD 
in one context (i.e., while receiving special education services 
in regular education) with groups of students with SEBD in 
a completely different context (i.e., having been placed in 
exclusive special education).

We conducted a descriptive multi-informant study in 
which we addressed two research goals. The first goal was 
to examine which aspects of student functioning and which 
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teacher factors were related to placement choices for students 
with SEBD. To this end, we examined the two subgroups of 
included and excluded students with SEBD with respect to 
their behavioral, social, and academic functioning and the 
self-efficacy and attitudes toward inclusive education of 
their teachers before placement choices had been made. In 
selecting our teacher and student factors, we took an eclec-
tic approach. That is, we combined standard Dutch practice 
guidelines for independent committees who determined eli-
gibility for special education services with an evaluation of 
important factors as indicated by the literature.

For student functioning, we hypothesized, based on 
the majority of previous research, that included students with 
SEBD (i.e., who were included in regular education with 
special education services) would generally perform better 
behaviorally, socially, and academically than excluded stu-
dents with SEBD (i.e., who were placed in exclusive spe-
cial education) with the exception of reading, for which both 
groups were expected to perform equally. For teacher factors, 
we had less clear expectations. Older studies found that teach-
ers with high self-efficacy were less likely to refer students 
with SEBD to exclusive special education (e.g., Hughes et 
al., 1993; Meijer & Foster, 1988; Soodak & Podell, 1993), 
but more recent studies did not find any associations between 
teacher self-efficacy and placement choices (e.g., Egyed & 
Short, 2006; Gibbs & Powell, 2012; Tejeda-Delgado, 2009). 
Therefore, the examination of this association was explor-
atory. For teacher attitudes toward inclusive education, we 
hypothesized that students with SEBD of teachers with more 
positive attitudes would be included in regular education, 
whereas students with SEBD of teachers with more negative 
attitudes would be placed in exclusive special education.

The second goal was to examine whether the two sub-
groups of included and excluded students with SEBD differed 
from typically developing peers in their self-perceptions of 
their social–emotional functioning to see if students expe-
rience multiple problems themselves and whether possible 
differences between groups of students were related to place-
ment choices. The limited previous research on self-per-
ceived social–emotional functioning of students with SEBD 
in comparison with typically developing peers suggests that 
students with SEBD would perceive their social–emotional 
functioning more negatively than typically developing stu-
dents (e.g., Chansky & Kendall, 1997; Ekornås et al., 2011). 
Because it is unknown, however, whether the self-perceived 
social–emotional functioning of students with SEBD differs 
between those who will later receive special education ser-
vices in an inclusive classroom in regular education and those 
who will later be excluded and placed in exclusive special 
education, we set two opposing hypotheses. On the one hand, 
we hypothesized that students with SEBD would perceive 
their social–emotional functioning more negatively than typ-
ically developing students, whereas no differences between 
included and excluded students with SEBD were expected. 
Both subgroups of students with SEBD were assumed to 
have equally negative experiences while being in a regular 

education classroom without any additional support. On the 
other hand, we hypothesized that although both subgroups 
would report more negative social–emotional functioning 
than typically developing students, excluded students with 
SEBD would experience the most problems in social–emo-
tional functioning and would therefore have even more nega-
tive self-perceptions than included students with SEBD.

METHOD

This was a cross-sectional study in which we included 
students with social, emotional, and behavioral difficulties 
(SEBD) applying for special education services who resided 
in regular education when participating in the study. That is, 
data were collected before eligibility for special education 
services was established. The study was approved by the 
research ethics committee of the Utrecht University Faculty 
of Social Sciences, in accordance with the Dutch regulations 
for research with children.

Participants

We included three subgroups of students in our study, all 
from schools for regular primary education located in north-
ern (n = 36) and central (n = 19) parts of the Netherlands: (a) 
students with SEBD who would later receive special edu-
cation services in inclusive classrooms in regular education 
(i.e., included students with SEBD; n = 45), (b) students with 
SEBD who would be placed in exclusive special education 
(i.e., excluded students with SEBD; n = 17), and (c) typically 
developing classmates (n = 772).

All included and excluded students with SEBD had 
previously or currently been in contact with one or more 
youth care institutions, and the majority (98.4%) fulfilled 
established diagnostic criteria for Diagnostic and Statistical 
Manual of Mental Disorders (Fourth Edition, text revision) 
diagnoses (American Psychiatric Association, 2000), such as 
ASD (57.8% and 64.7%, respectively), ADHD (51.1% and 
29.4%, respectively), and disruptive behavior disorders (4.4% 
and 11.8%, respectively). Diagnoses were made by psychi-
atrists and psychologists from these youth care institutions. 
Typically developing classmates had no known history of any 
emotional or behavioral disorders in their school administra-
tion data.

Preliminary chi-square analyses and t tests examining 
background variables showed that the group of included stu-
dents with SEBD contained significantly more boys (84.4%) 
than the group of typically developing students (49.8% 
boys), whereas the group of excluded students with SEBD 
(70.6% boys) did not significantly differ from either group, 
χ2 (2) = 22.79, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .167. We found no dif-
ferences between groups with respect to age (Mincluded = 8.69; 
SDincluded = 1.00; Mexcluded = 8.53; SDexcluded = 1.07; Mtypically devel-

oping = 8.59; SDtypically developing = 0.96) or ethnicity (97.8% Dutch 
among included students with SEBD, 100% Dutch among 
excluded students with SEBD, and 97.2% Dutch among typ-
ically developing students). Additional chi-square analyses 
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and t tests on background variables for both groups of stu-
dents with SEBD showed that included and excluded students 
with SEBD did not significantly differ from each other with 
respect to full-scale IQ (Mincluded = 100.47; SDincluded = 13.98; 
Mexcluded = 103.82; SDexcluded = 12.79), diagnoses, comorbid-
ity, or psychotropic medication use (58.1% and 52.9% for 
included and excluded students with SEBD, respectively).

Participating teachers were teaching the students with 
SEBD at least 2 days a week for a period of 6 weeks or lon-
ger. The sex distribution was seven males and 46 females, 
ages ranged from 21 to 62 years old (M = 40.49, SD = 12.64), 
and their mean years of experience in education was 17.24 
(range = 1–44 years).

Procedure

We recruited participants in collaboration with two 
independent committees who determined eligibility for addi-
tional support. These committees consist of members who 
have substantive expertise in the field of SEBD or education. 
When schools and parents of students with SEBD applied 
for eligibility for additional support at these institutions, par-
ents were first asked to participate in our study. When parents 
agreed to participate, they returned a signed consent form, 
and we subsequently invited the schools of the students with 
SEBD to participate in our study.

When schools verbally consented to participate in (part 
of) the research, a school visit was planned. That is, the data 
were collected when the student with SEBD still resided in 
regular education without additional support, after parents and 
schools applied for additional support but before eligibility for 
additional support was established. Full participation entailed 
two parts, conducted by the first author or trained undergradu-
ate and graduate students: (a) a classroom survey session with 
all children in the concerning class and their group teacher 
and (b) an individual testing session with the student with 
SEBD. In addition to that, we examined the application files 
of students with SEBD to collect data on their emotional and 
behavioral functioning and background variables (e.g., full-
scale IQ and diagnoses). If full participation was too burden-
some for either the student with SEBD or the teacher and 
the classroom, they discussed with the researchers in which 
part(s) they would be able to participate. Hence, not all data 
could be collected for all students.

Before the classroom surveys were conducted, the 
schools sent parents of classmates of the students with SEBD 
an informative letter in which parents were asked to give 
passive consent for their child to participate in the classroom 
survey as part of our study. Students whose parents declined 
participation and students who did not assent to participate did 
not complete any of the study’s measures. Students with SEBD 
and their typically developing peers reported on their self-per-
ceived social–emotional functioning and their peers’ social 
status. Teachers reported on the work attitude of the student 
with SEBD, the student–teacher relationship with the student 
with SEBD, and on teacher self-efficacy and teacher attitudes 

toward inclusive education. Teacher factors were not measured 
for typically developing peers. After a short break, we individ-
ually tested the student with SEBD with three standardized 
school achievement tests (see Measures). If the students’ full-
scale IQ scores were not known from their application files, 
two subtests of an intelligence test (see Measures) were also 
conducted to estimate the full-scale IQ score. Aspects of stu-
dent functioning were not measured for typically developing 
students because they did not have application files and they 
did not participate in individual testing sessions.

After data collection, independent committees deter-
mined whether students with SEBD were eligible for addi-
tional support. In the Netherlands, students with SEBD 
qualify to receive special education services for SEBD 
when they show severe emotional and behavioral problems 
at school and at home or in the community (either formally 
diagnosed or not), their participation in education is severely 
limited by their emotional and behavioral problems (i.e., they 
show impairments in learning or their interactions with school 
personnel or classmates), and the school’s available support 
services are insufficient to meet the students’ needs (LCTI, 
2006; Meijer, 2003). The independent committees establish 
whether students with SEBD fulfill these criteria based on 
information on students’ behavioral, social–emotional, and 
academic functioning provided by the schools (independent 
of the present research data). After eligibility for additional 
support was established, parents and schools agreed on the 
type of additional support to be provided: special education 
services in an inclusive classroom for regular education or 
placement in a school for exclusive special education. Based 
on these decisions, we retrospectively divided students with 
SEBD into two subgroups—included and excluded students 
with SEBD. With the inclusion of the typically developing 
peers, this resulted in three subgroups of students included 
in our study: (a) included students with SEBD, (b) excluded 
students with SEBD, and (c) typically developing peers. The 
flowchart in Figure 1 maps the steps taken from participant 
recruitment until final division into each subgroup.

Measures

We employed a cross-sectional multi-informant design. 
Students themselves, teachers, and peers reported on differ-
ent aspects of the social–emotional, behavioral, and academic 
development of students with SEBD.

Emotional and Behavioral Functioning
We derived scores for children’s behavior problems 

from the files that schools and parents composed to apply for 
eligibility for additional support with the independent com-
mittees. The independent committees used either the Teacher 
Report Form (TRF; Verhulst & Van der Ende, 2013) or the 
Dutch Sociaal-Emotionele Vragenlijst (Social–Emotional 
Questionnaire [SEV]; Scholte & Van der Ploeg, 2007) to 
measure behavior problems in school (see the Appendix for 
a more elaborate explanation of both questionnaires). Most 
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Figure 1. Flowchart of Recruitment Procedure and Inclusion and Exclusion of Participants

a Seven schools contained two students with social, emotional, and behavioral difficulties (SEBD) who participated in the study, resulting in 
a smaller sample for participating schools. b Four classrooms contained two students with SEBD who participated in the study resulting in a 
smaller sample for participating classrooms and teachers.
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questionnaires (83.2%) were filled out within 5 months of 
data collection. For a small group (16.8%), the application 
procedure had to be extended anywhere from a few weeks 
to a few months; consequently, behavioral assessments were 
less recent.

Both questionnaires have evidenced reliability and 
validity among typically developing students and students 
with social–emotional problem behavior (Scholte & Van der 
Ploeg, 2007; Tick, Van der Ende, & Verhulst, 2007; Verhulst & 
Van der Ende, 2013). Furthermore, validity of the TRF and 
reliability and validity of the SEV meet criteria of the Dutch 
Commissie Testaangelegenheden Nederland (Committee for 
Test Affairs [COTAN]; Evers, Lucassen, Meijer, & Sijtsma, 
2010). The TRF and SEV subscales that measure correspond-
ing social–emotional problems have been shown to correlate 
with each other (Scholte & Van der Ploeg, 2007). Students’ 
application files thus contained data of different question-
naires. In addition, not all application files contained the raw 
TRF and SEV scores; however, most of them (91.9%) con-
tained classification scores. Both the TRF and SEV classify 
behavior according to three categories: normal (TRF percen-
tiles 0–92; SEV percentiles 0–89), subclinical (TRF percen-
tiles 93–96; SEV percentiles 90–94), and clinical behavior 
(TRF percentiles 97–100; SEV percentiles 95–100). Although 
the cutoff criteria differ slightly, we disregarded these small 
differences, as the subclinical and clinical categories concern 
extremely high percentiles in both cases. To accommodate 
the different sources of information, we created new classi-
fication scores on a 3-point scale (0 = normal, 1 = subclini-
cal, 2 = clinical) for internalizing behavior problems (based 
on the rounded average classification on corresponding TRF 
Anxious-Depressed and Withdrawn-Depressed subscales 
and SEV Anxiety, SEV Social Anxiety, and SEV Anxious-
Depressed subscales), externalizing behavior problems 
(based on the rounded average classification on correspond-
ing TRF Aggressive and Rule-Breaking subscales and SEV 
Oppositional-Defiant, Aggressive, and Antisocial subscales), 
and ADHD problems (based on the rounded average classifi-
cation on the corresponding TRF Attention Problems subscale 
and SEV Attention-Deficit, Hyperactivity, and Impulsivity 
subscales).

Social Functioning
We measured student–teacher relationships with the 

teacher-reported Dutch Student–Teacher Relationship Scale, 
which has evidence of reliability and validity in research 
with a representative Dutch student population, including 
students with various special educational needs (Koomen, 
Verschueren, & Pianta, 2007; Koomen, Verschueren, Van 
Schooten, Jak, & Pianta, 2012), and in research of the COTAN 
(Evers et al., 2010). The Student–Teacher Relationship Scale 
consists of three dimensions: Closeness (11 items; e.g., “I 
share an affectionate, warm relationship with this child”), 
Conflict (11 items; e.g., “This child easily becomes angry 
with me”), and Dependency (six items; e.g., “This child needs 
to be continually confirmed by me”). Teachers had to rate on 

a 5-point scale (ranging from 1 = definitely does not apply to 
5 = definitely applies) to what extent they thought each state-
ment applied to their relationship with the student with SEBD. 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranged from .86 to .91 across 
scales, and Gutmann’s lambda coefficients ranged from .87 
to .91 across scales.

In addition, we measured peer-reported peer rela-
tionships with sociometric ratings (Cillessen, 2009), 
which have been shown to be reliable and valid in previous 
research with typically developing students (Maassen, Van 
Boxtel, & Goossens, 2005; Maassen & Verschueren, 2005). 
Furthermore, applicability of sociometric methods has been 
demonstrated in studies with children with emotional and 
behavioral problems as well (Breeman et al., 2015; Zakriski & 
Prinstein, 2001). Students had to rate all their classmates indi-
vidually on a 5-point Likert scale (ranging from –2 = not at 
all to 2 = very much) with respect to how well they liked that 
particular student (acceptance/rejection) and how popular 
they perceived that particular student to be (perceived pop-
ularity). We set a minimum class participation rate of 60% 
to obtain acceptable sociometric scores (Marks, Babcock, 
Cillessen, & Crick, 2013). We summed the scores received 
by each pupil. Because of the unequal number of pupils in the 
different classes, and because of the unequal number of scores 
of pupils within classes, these sum scores were converted into 
mean scores by dividing them by the number of raters (minus 
one because we disregarded self-scores in these measures). 
These final scores indicate how well liked and how popular 
participants are.

Academic Functioning
We measured task-related behavior with the teacher- 

reported Conscientious Task Attitude subscale of the 
established Dutch Volginstrument Sociaal-Emotionele 
Ontwikkeling (Monitoring Instrument for Social–Emotional 
Development [VISEON]), which has reliability and validity 
evidence with typically developing students and students with 
special educational needs in elementary school (Cito, 2011; 
Citogroep, 2004) and according to the criteria of the COTAN 
(Evers et al., 2010). The Conscientious Task Attitude subscale 
consists of 11 items (e.g., “Student usually finishes tasks”), 
and teachers had to rate to what extent one of two opposing 
statements applied to the student with SEBD on a 4-point 
scale (ranging from 1 = right statement definitely applies to 
4 = left statement definitely applies). Cronbach’s alpha and 
Guttman’s lambda were both .93.

Furthermore, we measured academic performance with 
established Dutch school achievement tests during individual 
testing sessions with students with SEBD. Reading ability 
was assessed with the Één-Minuut-Test (One-Minute Reading 
Fluency Test [EMT]; Brus & Voeten, 2006). The test con-
tains a word list with 116 words of increasing difficulty. The 
number of words that the participant is able to read within 
1 minute is a measure of technical reading ability. Spelling 
ability was assessed with the PI-dictee (spelling dictation 
task; Geelhoed & Reitsma, 2004). In this assessment, the 
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researcher dictates a number of sentences and repeats the 
word that the participant has to write down. The test consists 
of 135 words of all spelling categories taught in elementary 
school. The words are grouped together in nine sets of 15 
words each. Each set corresponds with an increasing amount 
of received spelling education. The number of correctly writ-
ten words is a measure of spelling ability. Mathematics ability 
was assessed with the Tempo Test Automatiseren (Arithmetic 
Processing Speed Test [TTA]; De Vos, 2011). The test con-
sists of four parts (addition, subtraction, multiplication, and 
division) with 50 sums of increasing difficulty. The participant 
has to calculate the answers without any aids. The number of 
sums that the participant is able to calculate within 2 minutes 
is a measure of processing speed of addition, subtraction, 
multiplication, and division. All school achievement tests 
have been shown reliable and valid with typically developing 
elementary school students (Brus & Voeten, 2006; De Vos, 
2011; Geelhoed & Reitsma, 2004). Furthermore, reliability 
and validity evidence of the EMT and PI-dictee meet the cri-
teria of the COTAN (Evers et al., 2010). Although the TTA 
has not been evaluated by the COTAN yet, children in Dutch 
elementary schools regularly take the TTA as a measure 
of early mathematics acquisition. We conducted all school 
achievement tests individually, and, for each skill, we looked 
up normative scores for children’s individual scores in a table 
of normative data of students in the same grade.

Teacher Factors
We used an adjusted version of the Teacher Professional 

Capability Scale; evidence of reliability and validity has 
been shown in previous research (Friedman & Kass, 2002). 
The Teacher Professional Capability Scale assesses teacher 
self-efficacy and consists of the subscales Classroom Context 
(19 items; e.g., “I think that my teaching is flexible and adap-
tive”), which measures teacher self-efficacy directly related to 
teaching and relationships with students, and School Context 
(11 items; e.g., “I have difficulty in making demands of the 
school administration”), which measures teacher self-efficacy 
related to participation in school activities and organizational 
politics. Teachers had to rate on a 6-point scale (ranging from 
1 = never to 6 = always) to what extent they agreed with 
the statements. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were .91 for 
the Classroom Context and .79 for the School Context, and 
Guttman’s lambda coefficients were .91 for the Classroom 
Context and .81 for the School Context.

To assess teacher attitudes toward inclusive education, 
we conducted an adjusted version of the Principals’ Attitudes 
Toward Inclusive Education, which has been shown reliable 
and valid in previous research (Bailey, 2004; Bailey & Du 
Plessis, 1998). We used four subscales: Teacher Workload 
and Management (five items; e.g., “Students with special 
needs will take up too much of the teachers’ time”), which 
measures expected increases in main responsibilities due 
to inclusion; Inclusion Benefits and Level of Disability (six 
items; e.g., “Students with disabilities benefit academically 
from inclusion”), which measures equity views and appraisal 

of inclusion; Learning Challenges in Inclusive Education 
(seven items; e.g., “Students with severe speech difficulties 
should not be included in regular classrooms”), which mea-
sures functional challenges that students with disabilities 
present to teachers; and Excluded Students (three items; e.g., 
“Students who are continually aggressive toward school staff 
should not be included in regular classrooms”), which mea-
sures behaviors and disabilities that teachers find difficult to 
manage. Teachers had to rate on a 5-point scale (ranging from 
1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) to what extent 
they agreed with the statements. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients 
ranged from .64 to .86 and Guttman’s lambda coefficients 
ranged from .66 to .86 across scales.

Self-Perceived Social–Emotional Functioning
We measured self-perceived social–emotional func-

tioning with the student-reported Dutch Student Perception 
of Affective Relationship with Teacher Scale (SPARTS; 
Koomen & Jellesma, 2015) and the student-reported estab-
lished Dutch VISEON (Cito, 2011; Citogroep, 2004). 
Reliability and validity evidence for the SPARTS comes from 
studies with typically developing elementary school students 
and students with internalizing problem behavior (Jellesma, 
Zee, & Koomen, 2015; Koomen & Jellesma, 2015; Zee & De 
Bree, 2017). Reliability and validity evidence for VISEON 
also comes from research with typically developing ele-
mentary school students (Cito, 2011; Citogroep, 2004) and 
research of the COTAN (Evers et al., 2010). The SPARTS 
consists of the three dimensions: Closeness (eight items; e.g., 
“I tell my teacher things that are important to me”), Conflict 
(10 items; e.g., “I easily have quarrels with my teacher”), 
and Negative Expectations (seven items; e.g., “In the class-
room my teacher doesn’t know how I feel”). Students had 
to rate on a 5-point scale (ranging from 1 = no, that is not 
true to 5 = yes, that is true) to what extent they thought each 
statement applied to their relationship with the teacher. Both 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients and Guttman’s lambda coeffi-
cients ranged from .65 to .75 across subscales. In addition, we 
used four VISEON subscales: Relationships With Peers (nine 
items; e.g., “When other children laugh, I think they laugh at 
me”), Task Attitude (nine items; e.g., “I pay attention during 
classes”), Self-Esteem (seven items; e.g., “I get good grades 
for tests”), and Attitudes Toward School (eight items; e.g., 
“I feel safe in this school”). Students had to rate on a 4-point 
scale (ranging from 1 = not true to 4 = true) to what extent 
the statements applied to them. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients 
ranged from .73 to .80, and Guttman’s lambda coefficients 
ranged from .74 to .81 across subscales.

Intelligence
We obtained full-scale IQ scores from the applica-

tion files in which intelligence was measured with estab-
lished intelligence tests. For instance, Dutch versions of 
either the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-III (Kort 
et al., 2005) or Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of 
Intelligence-III (Hendriksen & Hurks, 2009) were used, both 
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of which are suitable for use with typically developing chil-
dren and children with various social–emotional problem 
behavior (Hendriksen & Hurks, 2009; Kort et al., 2005) and 
recognized by the COTAN (Evers et al., 2010). If full-scale 
IQ was not known from a student’s file, we conducted the 
subtests Block Design and Vocabulary of the Dutch version 
of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-III (Kort 
et al., 2005). Research has shown that this combination of 
Wechsler subtests is the most valid for estimating a child’s 
cognitive capacities, even within a child psychiatric setting 
(Legerstee, Van der Reijden-Lakeman, Lechner-Van der 
Noort, & Ferdinand, 2004).

Data Analyses

To analyze our data, we used informative hypothesis 
testing by means of inequality and equality constrained model 
selection (Mulder, Hoijtink, & De Leeuw, 2012; Mulder, 
Hoijtink, & Klugkist, 2010; Mulder et al., 2009), resulting in 
Bayes factors (BFs; Hoijtink, 2012). We used this statistical 
method for two reasons. First, with Bayesian statistics, we 
were able to directly test the amount of support for conflicting 
hypotheses derived from previous research. In that way, we 
were able to integrate the previous mixed findings with cur-
rent results. Second, although studies examining students with 
SEBD have often been limited by small sample sizes (e.g., 
Becker et al., 2011; Farmer & Hollowell, 1994; Lane et al., 
2005), Bayesian statistics have provided possibilities to han-
dle small samples with greater accuracy. We only provide a 
brief introduction of the statistical method that we used in this 
article because a full explanation is beyond the scope of our 
research. Interested readers are referred to Hoijtink (2012); 
Hoijtink, Klugkist, and Boelen (2008); and Van de Schoot, 
Hoijtink, et al. (2011) for a gentle introduction to Bayesian 
analyses and to Klugkist, Laudy, and Hoijtink (2005) for a 
more technical introduction.

With Bayesian inequality and equality constrained 
model selection, applied researchers can directly test the 
amount of support in favor of competing hypotheses that 
they derived from previous literature. First, each hypothesis 
has to be translated into a statistical model using inequality 
constraints on the means to specify the expected differences 
between the groups of students for each variable. We wanted 
to compare included and excluded students with SEBD, 
and we thus used a Bayesian alternative for the frequentist 
t test. For aspects of student functioning, we hypothesized 
that included students with SEBD (i.e., who were included 
in regular education with special education services) gener-
ally performed better behaviorally, socially, and academically 
than excluded students with SEBD (i.e., who were placed in 
exclusive special education), except for reading, on which 
both groups were expected to perform equally—the “included 
performs better” hypothesis (H1). We contrasted this hypoth-
esis with a hypothesis in which both groups of students with 
SEBD were expected to perform equally—the “equal perfor-
mance” hypothesis (H2).

For teacher factors, we also wanted to compare 
included and excluded students with SEBD—again we used 
a Bayesian alternative for the frequentist t test. Because pre-
vious research on self-efficacy has shown mixed findings, 
we examined the association between teacher self-efficacy 
and placement choices exploratorily. To this end we tested 
three conflicting hypotheses. The first hypothesis was that 
teachers of included students with SEBD would report 
higher self-efficacy than teachers of excluded students with 
SEBD—the “included performs better” hypothesis (H1). The 
second hypothesis was that teachers of included and excluded 
students with SEBD would report similar self-efficacy lev-
els—the “equal performance” hypothesis (H2). Because the 
more recent studies showed no associations between teacher 
self-efficacy and placement choices, we did not want to 
exclude a third hypothesis in which we hypothesized that 
teachers of included students with SEBD would report lower 
self-efficacy than teachers of excluded students with SEBD—
the “excluded performs better” hypothesis (H3). For teacher 
attitudes toward inclusive education, we hypothesized that 
students with SEBD of teachers with more positive attitudes 
would be included in regular education, whereas students 
with SEBD of teachers with more negative attitudes would 
be placed in exclusive special education—the “included per-
forms better” hypothesis (H1). We contrasted this hypothe-
sis with a hypothesis in which teachers of both groups of 
students with SEBD were expected to perform equally—the 
“equal performance” hypothesis (H2).

For students’ self-perceptions, we wanted to compare 
three student groups: included and excluded students with 
SEBD and typically developing peers. Therefore, we used 
a Bayesian alternative for a frequentist analysis of variance. 
Previous research suggested that students with SEBD would 
perceive their social–emotional functioning more negatively 
than typically developing students, but it was unknown 
whether the self-perceived social–emotional functioning of 
students with SEBD differs between those who will later 
receive special education services in an inclusive classroom 
in regular education and those who will later be excluded and 
placed in exclusive special education. As such, we formulated 
two opposing hypotheses. On the one hand, we hypothesized 
that students with SEBD would perceive their social–emo-
tional functioning more negatively than typically develop-
ing students, whereas no differences between included and 
excluded students with SEBD were expected—the “typically 
developing performs better” hypothesis (H1). On the other 
hand, we hypothesized that although both subgroups would 
report more negative social–emotional functioning than typ-
ically developing students, excluded students with SEBD 
would experience the most problems in social–emotional 
functioning and would therefore have even more negative 
self-perceptions than included students with SEBD—the 
“excluded performs worst” hypothesis (H2). We contrasted 
both hypotheses with a third hypothesis in which we hypoth-
esized that all three student groups would perform equally—
the “equal performance” hypothesis (H3).
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Before testing our hypotheses against each other, we 
first evaluated whether each hypothesis had a sufficient fit to 
the data by comparing each hypothesis against a hypothesis 
containing no constraints on the means of the groups of stu-
dents, the so-called unconstrained hypothesis (Hu). To what 
extent the data support one hypothesis over another is quan-
tified by BFs. To compute these BFs, the software Bayesian 
Inequality and Equality Constrained Model Selection 
(BIEMS) requires a prior distribution of the parameters. 
Because all constrained models (i.e., the hypotheses that we 
specified based on the literature) are nested in the uncon-
strained model, BIEMS only needs a single prior under the 
unconstrained model, the so-called conjugate expected-con-
strained posterior prior (see Mulder et al., 2012). This implies 
that, by using the default settings of BIEMS, priors for each 
hypothesis have equal probabilities (see Klugkist et al., 2005, 
p. 493, Appendix C, Equation C3, for an explanation). In addi-
tion, BIEMS uses a very noninformative prior (i.e., objective 
prior; Mulder et al., 2012) by default, to refrain from adding 
subjective information to the analysis. A full explanation of 
the techniques used in the analyses is beyond the scope of 
our research. Interested readers are referred to Van de Schoot, 
Mulder, et al. (2011) for a gentle introduction to the evaluation 
of informative hypotheses and to Mulder et al. (2009) for a 
more technical introduction.

By using the software’s default settings, we thus com-
puted the relative support for each hypothesis based on the 
literature against the same “baseline” statistical model (i.e., 
the unconstrained model). When the BF is equal (or close 
to) 1, both the specified (i.e., constrained) hypothesis and the 
unconstrained hypothesis receive an equal amount of sup-
port from the data. If BF  >  1, then the specified hypothesis 
receives more support from the data (e.g., BF1u = 3 indi-
cates that Model 1 receives three times more support from 
the data than the unconstrained model). When BF < 1, the 
unconstrained hypothesis receives more support from the data 
(e.g., BF1u = 0.25 indicates that Model 1 receives four times 
less support from the data than the unconstrained model). 
Some researchers use cutoff values of BF  >  3 and BF  >  10 
to indicate substantial and strong evidence, respectively 
(Kass & Raftery, 1995), but others argue strongly against 
using specific cutoff values for BF values to avoid what they 
call BF-hacking (also called P-hacking; see Konijn, Van de 
Schoot, Winter, & Ferguson, 2015).

Thus, we first compared each hypothesis (i.e., H1, H2, 
and H3) against the unconstrained hypothesis (Hu) to see 
whether the hypothesis was supported by the data at all. Next, 
we tested our specified hypotheses against each other. When 
multiple constrained hypotheses (reflecting conflicting theo-
ries) are considered, the amount of support for one hypothesis 
over another can be computed by dividing the BFs of the sep-
arate comparisons to the unconstrained hypotheses by each 
other. For student functioning, we first conducted 12 separate 
analyses for each aspect of students’ behavioral, social, and 
academic functioning. Subsequently, we entered all aspects 
of student functioning into one overall analysis to compare 

the amount of support for each overall hypothesis (i.e., all 
inequality- and equality-constrained hypotheses of a single 
model at once) with the unconstrained hypothesis. Lastly, we 
computed the BFs of each specified hypothesis compared to 
each other hypothesis to see which hypothesis was most sup-
ported by the data. For teacher factors, we only conducted 
six separate analyses for each teacher factor to compare the 
amount of support for each hypothesis with the unconstrained 
hypothesis and with each other. Due to mixed findings in 
the literature for self-efficacy, we could not specify overall 
hypotheses for teacher factors. For self-perceived social–emo-
tional functioning, we first conducted seven separate analyses 
for each aspect of self-perceived social–emotional function-
ing. Subsequently, we entered all aspects of self-perceived 
social–emotional functioning into one analysis to compare 
the amount of support for each overall hypothesis with the 
unconstrained hypothesis. Lastly, we computed the BFs of 
each specified hypothesis compared to each other hypothesis 
to see which hypothesis was most supported by the data.

RESULTS

To analyze our data, we used BIEMS (Mulder et al., 
2009, 2010, 2012), which resulted in BFs for each hypothesis. 
Consequently, we compared the amount of support for each 
hypothesis to each other.

Student Functioning

Results showed that for all aspects of student function-
ing the “equal performance” hypothesis received more sup-
port from the data than the unconstrained hypothesis and the 
“included performs better” hypothesis (see Table 1). Although 
the BFs of the constrained hypotheses and the hypothesis 
comparisons were reasonably low, the results seem to suggest 
that included and excluded students with SEBD generally do 
not differ in student functioning.

However, when we at once entered all aspects of stu-
dent functioning in the “equal performance” hypothesis and 
“included performs better” hypothesis, respectively (see 
last row of Table 1), the BFs of both constrained hypothe-
ses dropped below 1. This indicates that although the results 
of each separate analysis pointed toward the “equal perfor-
mance” hypothesis, the data of our small samples of included 
and excluded students with SEBD could not provide support 
for our complex “equal performance” and “included per-
forms better” hypotheses, in which we considered all aspects 
of behavioral, social, and academic functioning at once. 
Therefore, differences in BFs for separate aspects of student 
functioning should be interpreted with caution.

Teacher Factors

Results for teacher self-efficacy depended on the spe-
cific context of self-efficacy. That is, for self-efficacy in the 
classroom context, the “excluded performs better” hypothesis 
received more support from the data than the other hypotheses. 
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For teacher self-efficacy in the school context, in contrast, the 
“equal performance” hypothesis received more support from 
the data than the other hypotheses (see Table 2). Although 
the BFs of the constrained hypotheses and the hypotheses 
comparisons were reasonably low, the results seem to sug-
gest that teachers with higher self-efficacy in the classroom 
context (i.e., “the sense of professional efficacy pertaining 
to teaching, educating and motivating students, as well as 
controlling inter-relations with students,” Friedman & Kass, 
2002, p. 681) were more likely to refer students with SEBD 
to exclusive special education as compared to teachers with 
lower self-efficacy in the classroom context. Teacher self-effi-
cacy in the school context (i.e., “involvement in school activi-
ties, participation in decision-making and influencing school 
organizational politics,” p. 681), however, did not seem to be 
related to placement choices for students with SEBD.

For teacher attitudes toward inclusive education, results 
showed that the “included performs better” hypothesis gen-
erally received more support from the data than the uncon-
strained hypothesis and the “equal performance” hypothesis, 

except for the subscale Learning Challenges in Inclusive 
Education, for which the “equal performance” hypothesis 
received more support from the data than other hypotheses 
(see Table 2). Although the BFs of the constrained hypoth-
eses and the hypothesis comparisons were reasonably low, 
the results seem to suggest that teachers with generally more 
positive attitudes toward inclusive education were more likely 
to include students with SEBD in regular education with spe-
cial education services as compared to teachers with gener-
ally less positive attitudes toward inclusive education. Teacher 
attitudes toward learning challenges in inclusive education, 
however, did not seem to be related to placement choices for 
students with SEBD.

Self-Perceived Social–Emotional Functioning

Results showed that for all aspects of self-perceived 
social–emotional functioning, the “typically developing per-
forms best” hypothesis received more support from the data 
than the unconstrained hypothesis, the “equal performance” 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Behavior Problems, Social Relationships,  
Task-Related Behavior, and School Achievement for Both Subsamples of Students  
With SEBD

Variable

Included 
Students With 
SEBD (n = 45)

Excluded 
Students With 
SEBD (n = 17)

H1: Included 
Performs Better 

Hypothesis

H2: Equal 
Performance 
Hypothesis

Hypothesis 
Comparison

Ma SDa Ma SDa BF1u BF2u BF21

Internalizing Behavior Problems 1.21 0.95 1.27 0.96 1.14 3.00 3.00/1.14 = 2.63

Externalizing Behavior Problems 1.21 0.84 1.27 0.88 1.08 2.79 2.79/1.08 = 2.58

ADHD Symptoms 1.09 0.97 1.20 0.94 1.30 2.82 2.82/1.30 = 2.17

Closeness (Teacher-Reported) 3.72 0.73 3.98 0.88 0.34 1.46 1.46/0.34 = 4.29

Conflict (Teacher-Reported) 2.45 0.91 2.36 1.02 0.78 2.26 2.26/0.78 = 2.90

Dependency 2.89 1.07 2.96 0.84 1.18 2.30 2.30/1.18 = 1.95

Social Preferenceb 0.20 0.65 0.23 0.76 0.91 2.16 2.16/0.91 = 2.37

Popularityb –0.63 0.43 –0.47 0.49 0.42 1.49 1.49/0.42 = 3.55

Task Attitude (Teacher-Reported) 2.22 0.72 1.96 0.94 1.66 1.68 1.68/1.66 = 1.01

Reading Achievementd 8.65 3.53 9.17 3.43 N/A 1.97c

Spelling Achievementd 17.80 22.82 13.77 23.04 1.40 1.82 1.82/1.40 = 1.30

Math Achievementd 25.40 22.54 25.08 22.92 1.03 2.20 2.20/1.03 = 2.14

Total (n = 38) 0.25e 0.32 0.32/0.25 = 1.28

Note. Asymptotic significances are presented. H = Hypothesis; BF = Bayes factor; u = unconstrained hypothesis; ADHD = attention deficit 
hyperactivity disorder; N/A = not applicable.
a Posterior sample means and variances can be found in the Appendix. b Some students with SEBD were individually tested only, because the 
school could not facilitate a classroom testing session, resulting in lower sample sizes for peer-rated acceptance and popularity. c Because we 
expected equal performance for reading in both hypotheses, only one hypothesis (µ1 = µ2) was tested against the unconstrained hypothesis. 
d Some students with SEBD participated in classroom testing sessions only (i.e., individual testing sessions with an unfamiliar experimenter 
would be too stressful), resulting in lower sample sizes for reading, spelling, and math achievement. e In the total “included performs better” 
hypothesis, included students are hypothesized to perform better, except for reading, on which both groups perform equally.
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hypothesis, and the “excluded performs worst” hypothesis 
(see Table 3). Although the BFs of the “equal performance” 
hypotheses were almost 0 and the BFs of the “excluded per-
forms worst” hypotheses were reasonably low, the BFs of the 
“typically developing performs best” hypotheses were quite 
substantial, which suggests that although included and excluded 
students with SEBD do not differ in self-perceived social–emo-
tional functioning, they perceive their social–emotional func-
tioning more negatively than typically developing peers.

However, when at once all aspects of self-perceived 
social–emotional functioning were entered as an overall 
“equal performance” hypothesis, “typically developing 
performs best” hypothesis, and “excluded performs worst” 
hypothesis, respectively (see last row of Table 3), the BFs 
of both the “typically developing performs best” hypothesis 
and the “excluded performs worst” hypothesis tremendously 
increased. This indicates that both constrained hypotheses 
are strongly supported by the data. Even though the BF of 
the hypothesis comparison between the “typically develop-
ing performs best” and “excluded performs worst” hypoth-
eses is reasonably low, the results convincingly indicate that 
students with SEBD have more negative self-perceptions 
about their social–emotional functioning than typically 
developing students, whereas both subgroups of students 
with SEBD do not differ in their self-perceived social–emo-
tional functioning.

DISCUSSION

Although placement choices are deemed important for 
the development of students with SEBD, it is unclear which 

factors are related to placement choices for inclusive or exclu-
sive education of these students. Results of our study show 
that students with SEBD who are included in regular edu-
cation and those who are placed in special education seem 
similar in all aspects of student functioning. In contrast, 
both subgroups seem to differ in several characteristics of 
their teachers: Teachers of students who were later included 
in regular education reported lower teacher self-efficacy in 
the classroom context and more positive attitudes toward 
inclusive education than teachers of students who were later 
placed in exclusive special education. Furthermore, students 
with SEBD perceived their social–emotional functioning 
more negatively than typically developing students, whereas 
included and excluded students with SEBD did not differ in 
their self-perceptions.

Surprisingly, aspects of student functioning were not 
related to placement choices for students with SEBD. This 
contrasts with most previous research that indicated that 
included students with SEBD perform better in various devel-
opmental areas than students with SEBD who were placed in 
exclusive special education (Bijstra, 2004; Drost & Bijstra, 
2008; Lane et al., 2005; Ledoux et al., 2012; Stoutjesdijk & 
Scholte, 2009; Stoutjesdijk et al., 2012). An explanation for 
these findings might be that students who experienced more 
severe problems and who consequently might have been 
placed in exclusive special education more often declined 
participation in our study. For instance, parents and schools 
who declined participation often indicated that participation 
would be too burdensome for their child. This may partly 
explain the fact that we did not find any evidence that student 
functioning was related to placement choices.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Teacher Self-Efficacy and Teacher Attitudes 
Toward Inclusive Education for Included and Excluded Students With SEBD

Variable

Included 
Students With 
SEBD (n = 45)

Excluded 
Students With 
SEBD (n = 17)

H1: Included 
Performs Better 

Hypothesis

H2: Equal 
Performance 
Hypothesis

H3: Excluded 
Performs Better 

Hypothesis
Hypothesis 
Comparison

Ma SDa Ma SDa BF1u BF2u BF3u BF

Class 4.77 0.49 5.05 0.34 0.10 0.59 1.91 BF32 1.91/0.59 = 3.24
BF31 1.91/0.10 = 19.10

School 4.74 0.53 4.87 0.41 0.45 1.72 1.54 BF21 1.72/0.45 = 3.82
BF23 1.72/1.54 = 1.12

Workload 2.79 0.79 2.48 0.62 1.76 1.13 N/A BF12 1.76/1.13 = 1.56

Benefits 3.61 0.50 3.33 0.49 1.87 0.66 N/A BF12 1.87/0.66 = 2.83

Challenges 3.26 0.68 3.21 0.47 1.17 2.15 N/A BF12 1.17/2.15 = 0.54

Excluded 2.11 0.69 1.67 0.41 1.93 0.35 N/A BF12 1.93/0.35 = 5.51

Note. Asymptotic significances are presented. BF = Bayes factor; u = unconstrained hypothesis; Class = teacher self-efficacy in the classroom 
context; School = teacher self-efficacy in the school context; Workload = teacher workload and management; Benefits = inclusion benefits and 
level of disability; Challenges = learning challenges in inclusive education; Excluded = excluded students; N/A = not applicable.
a Posterior sample means and variances can be found in the Appendix.
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However, the finding that student functioning is not a 
major determining factor in placement choices for students 
with SEBD in a possibly selective sample with less severe 
SEBD problems is informative by itself. For these students—
who do fulfill the eligibility criteria for special education ser-
vices but have relatively less severe problems—placement 
choices might have been less clear from the start, and our find-
ings may specifically hold for this group. Although students 
with SEBD showing extreme problems in student functioning 
might be placed in exclusive special education more often 
(e.g., Bijstra, 2004), we hypothesize that for those students 
with SEBD who have relatively less severe problems, aspects 
of student functioning did not seem to be a determining factor 
for either type of placement and teacher factors might have 
played a more important role.

Teachers who later included students with SEBD in 
their regular classrooms reported lower self-efficacy in the 
classroom context than teachers who later referred students 
with SEBD to exclusive special education. Teachers did not 
differ in self-efficacy in the school context. These results are 
in contrast with previous studies which either showed that 
higher teacher self-efficacy was associated with fewer refer-
rals to exclusive special education (e.g., Hughes et al., 1993; 
Meijer & Foster, 1988; Soodak & Podell, 1993) or that teacher 
self-efficacy and referral rates were not related (e.g., Egyed & 
Short, 2006; Gibbs & Powell, 2012; Tejeda-Delgado, 2009). 
Given that teachers find the problem behaviors of students 
with SEBD the most difficult behaviors to deal with in the 
classroom (Goei & Kleijnen, 2009; Meijer, 2001), we spec-
ulate that teachers with high self-efficacy (i.e., who feel con-
fident in their own skills to educate, motivate, and support 
students) might realize that the student needs more support 
than he or she can provide in the regular classroom, result-
ing in referral to exclusive special education. Teachers with 
low self-efficacy, in contrast, may question their own abilities 
more and might feel the need to try harder or to search for 
more support within their school. Because teachers are pre-
dominantly confronted with disruptive behavior of students 
with SEBD in the classroom context (e.g., Goei & Kleijnen, 
2009), it seems reasonable that differences in teacher self-ef-
ficacy were found in the classroom context only.

Placement choices for students with SEBD were also 
related to teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education. 
Teachers who included students with SEBD in their regu-
lar classrooms experienced a smaller increase in workload 
due to inclusion than teachers who referred students with 
SEBD to exclusive special education; they also had stron-
ger equity views and perceived more benefits of inclusion. 
This is in line with previous research and lends support to 
the assumption that teachers with more positive attitudes 
toward inclusion are more likely to deal with the special edu-
cational needs of students with SEBD in the regular educa-
tion context (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Meijer, 2001; Van 
der Veen et al., 2010). This might also relate to research that 
finds that teachers in regular education often perceive them-
selves not to be adequately prepared to teach students with Ta
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special educational needs in their classrooms (Solis, Vaughn, 
Swanson, & McCulley, 2012). Teachers of both groups did 
not differ in their attitudes regarding the practical problems 
that students with disabilities present to teachers (e.g., class-
room accessibility for students with physical disabilities and 
alternative communication for students with hearing dis-
abilities). We hypothesize that this finding may suggest that 
practical problems present more generally perceived objective 
challenges to teachers (i.e., “evaluations in the professional 
sphere of responsibility”, see Bailey, 2004, p. 78), whereas 
workload and equity views may reflect teachers’ individually 
varying subjective experiences to a higher extent (i.e., “per-
sonal attitudes,” see Bailey, 2004, p. 78).

The self-perceived social–emotional functioning of 
students differed between typically developing students and 
students with SEBD: When they resided in regular education 
classrooms without additional support, students with SEBD 
perceived their social–emotional functioning more nega-
tively than typically developing students. This is consistent 
with previous research (Chansky & Kendall, 1997; Ekornås 
et al., 2011) and indicates that students with SEBD—like 
their parents and teachers—detect problems in their social–
emotional functioning themselves. Students’ self-perceptions 
were, however, not related to placement choices: Included 
and excluded students with SEBD held equally negative 
self-perceptions of their social–emotional functioning. We 
hypothesize that irrespective of later inclusion or placement 
in exclusive special education, before placement choices are 
made, both subgroups acknowledge that they do not func-
tion well, which seems to confirm their need for additional 
support.

Strengths, Limitations, and Implications for Practice

This study contributes to the literature in several ways. 
First, we showed in which ways students with SEBD, who 
were retrospectively divided in two subgroups of included and 
excluded students, were similar or different before placement 
choices had been made. Second, we used multi-informant data 
and integrated various domains of student functioning (i.e., 
behavioral, social, and academic), whereas previous studies 
often used fewer informants and examined fewer domains. 
Third, we combined student characteristics (i.e., aspects 
of student functioning) and contextual characteristics (i.e., 
teacher factors) when examining the relationships with place-
ment choices for students with SEBD. Fourth, we investigated 
self-perceptions of students with SEBD, which is rarely done 
among this population. Last, the use of innovative Bayesian 
statistical procedures allowed us to test to what extent our data 
supported conflicting hypotheses based on mixed findings in 
the literature. Therefore, we were able to draw preliminary 
conclusions based on a relatively small sample from a special 
population.

With a small sample size, caution must be applied, as 
the BFs for our separate analyses of student functioning and 
teacher factors were low. This indicates only weak support in 

favor of the hypotheses under consideration. When all stu-
dent functioning variables were simultaneously considered 
in a single, more complex hypothesis, the data did not sup-
port the respective hypothesis anymore. More research with 
larger samples needs to be undertaken to uncover hypoth-
eses that receive substantial support of the data over other 
hypotheses and to rule out unconsidered hypotheses, weak 
data, or other explanations; however, the results of the current 
study may be used to direct future research questions in this 
field. In addition, we were not able to examine school-level 
factors, whereas school-level factors like school systems, 
administrative support, school policies, school size, school 
attractiveness and facilities, the implementation of school-
wide programs, the presence or lack of the implementation 
of evidence-based practices, and the proportion of students 
with special educational needs in a school could play a direct 
role or indirect role (e.g., by influencing teachers’ self-effi-
cacy and attitudes toward inclusive education) in placement 
decisions. Consequently, the conclusions that can be drawn 
about teacher factors are limited.

Furthermore, our study is limited by several method-
ological concerns. We used several measures that have only 
been validated by the authors of the instrument instead of by 
multiple sources, the Principals’ Attitudes Toward Inclusive 
Education has not yet been validated for use among teach-
ers, the norms of some of our measures were outdated (e.g., 
EMT and PI-dictee), our Excluded Students and Negative 
Expectations subscales showed insufficient reliability, and 
the use of our newly created classification scores based on 
TRF and SEV classification scores was not validated by pro-
cedural or psychometric studies. Furthermore, although we 
used the most reliable and validated self-report measures 
of the constructs we studied, there is little research on the 
psychometric qualities of self-report measures with students 
with SEBD. Directions for future research would therefore 
be to develop high-quality measurement tools for research 
and practice that have been experimentally validated for use 
among students with SEBD and, when these are lacking, to 
sufficiently address how these issues related to reliability and 
validity limit the study’s findings.

Finally, the generalizability of our findings was limited 
by the restricted region where data was collected (i.e., only 
northern and central parts of the Netherlands participated), 
sex effects (i.e., a limited number of participating girls), eth-
nicity effects (i.e., a limited number of participants of vari-
ous backgrounds), and selection effects (i.e., a relatively high 
nonparticipation rate, suggesting that the students who expe-
rienced the most severe problems in multiple areas declined). 
Furthermore, we could not examine the representativeness 
of our study sample because we did not have any data on 
the nonparticipating students with SEBD. In addition, from 
an international perspective, the eligibility criteria for special 
education services in the Netherlands differ from those in the 
United States. For instance, in the United States, students 
whose emotional and behavioral problems can be explained 
by other conditions or specific developmental disorders, such 
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as ASD or CD, do not automatically fulfill the requirements 
for eligibility for placement. In the Netherlands, however, the 
additional exclusion criteria are less strict, which leads to the 
inclusion of students with comorbid disorders (e.g., ASD or 
CD) and students who have been involved in the justice sys-
tem in the SEBD population in the Netherlands and not in the 
United States. Although one could expect significant overlap 
between populations due to the severe common problems that 
students with SEBD face across countries (e.g., Breeman et 
al., 2015; Cannon et al., 2013; Lynn, Carroll, Houghton, & 
Cobham, 2013; Wagner, Kutash, Duchnowski, Epstein, & 
Sumi, 2005), the differences may prevent direct comparisons 
between students with EBD in the United States and students 
with SEBD in the Netherlands, for example. Future research 
would benefit from a more in-depth consideration of vari-
ations across sexes, ethnicities, countries, and geographical 
regions in larger samples.

Despite the limitations, our findings suggest that, at 
least for students with SEBD who fulfill the criteria for addi-
tional support but who might not show the most severe prob-
lems in student functioning, aspects of student functioning 
may not be determining factors in placement choices, whereas 
teacher factors do seem to play a role. This indicates that we 
might need to focus not only on student functioning but also 
on how teacher factors—and relatedly, school factors—may 
influence placement choices. To this end, we might need dif-
ferent or additional measures to examine which school and 
teacher factors play an important role in the management of 
disruptive behavior in the classroom, before students need 
to apply for special education services. School and teacher 
factors might be at play in any situation in which student 
disruptive behavior is considered unmanageable. If certain 
school and teacher factors play a role, schools and teachers 
may possibly try to alter these factors with evidence-based 
methods first.

Moreover, as teachers in regular education often do 
not perceive themselves to be adequately prepared to teach 
students with special educational needs in their classrooms 
(Solis et al., 2012), another step to take first might be to sup-
port these teachers in school. Specifically, teachers might 
be supported to adequately assess various aspects of stu-
dent functioning and to evaluate to what extent their own 
personal beliefs might play a role in monitoring and man-
aging students with SEBD in the classroom. By effectively 
supporting these teachers, they might acquire both skills to 
better manage disruptive student behavior in the classroom 
and to better evaluate which students can be supported in 
inclusive regular education and which students may benefit 
more from exclusive special education. Ways to effectively 
support teachers might be to have specialists (e.g., special 
education teachers and school psychologists) coordinate cur-
riculum changes such as the use of alternative grouping in 
pairs or small groups to facilitate learning in the classroom 
(Solis et al., 2012); to use highly valued and effective meth-
ods for professional development such as coaching on the 
job, peer supervision, and consulting colleagues (Bruggink, 

2015; Inspectorate of Education, 2013; Walraven, Kieft, & 
Broekman, 2011); and to facilitate teachers in time for com-
munication and planning with their direct colleagues (Solis 
et al., 2012). Combined with findings on the development 
of students in different educational settings, our findings 
may also contribute to the development of clear guidelines 
to inform future placement choice processes. Longitudinal 
research will be needed to examine if specific factors can be 
distinguished that predict the development of students with 
SEBD in both educational settings.

Furthermore, our study showed that students with 
SEBD, like their parents and teachers, experience problems 
in their social–emotional functioning. This indicates that stu-
dents with emotional and behavioral problems do acknowl-
edge problems in social–emotional functioning in school. 
Self-reported screening instruments could thus be used to 
identify students at risk, and the school monitoring systems 
that schools are obliged to use to follow student develop-
ment in various areas can conveniently be used to identify 
these vulnerable students. Although self-perceptions were 
not related to placement choices, future research examining 
self-perceptions of students with SEBD in settings for both 
inclusive regular education and exclusive special education 
may shed more light on students’ self-perceived social–emo-
tional development after they have received a certain amount 
of special education services.

APPENDIX. DESCRIPTION OF  
THE TRF AND THE SEV

The Teacher Report Form (TRF; Verhulst & Van der 
Ende, 2013) is a behavioral questionnaire to measure prob-
lem behavior and skills of children and youth aged 6–18 
years. The TRF contains 120 items concerning social, 
emotional, and behavioral problems. The TRF contains 
10 narrow-band scales: Anxious/Depressed (16 items; 
e.g., “often cries”); Withdrawn/Depressed (eight items; 
e.g., “won’t talk”); Somatic Complaints (nine items; e.g., 
“feels tired without particular reason”); Social Problems 
(11 items; e.g., “does not get along with other students”); 
Thinking Problems (10 items; e.g., “has strange ideas”); 
and Attention Problems (26 items; e.g., “acts young for his/
her age”), consisting of specific subscales Attention Deficit 
(14 items) and Hyperactivity-Impulsivity (12 items); Rule-
Breaking Behavior (12 items; e.g., “breaks school rules”); 
and Aggressive Behavior (20 items; e.g., “argues a lot”). 
In addition, three broadband scales are distinguished: 
Internalizing (consisting of scores on items of Anxious/
Depressed, Withdrawn/Depressed, and Somatic Complaints 
scales), Externalizing (consisting of scores on items of Rule-
Breaking Behavior and Aggressive Behavior scales), and 
Total Problems (sum of all problems). Teachers had to rate 
on a 3-point scale (ranging from 0 = not at all [as far as I 
know] to 2 = clearly or often) to what extent the statement 
applied to the student with SEBD based on the function-
ing of the student in the past 2 months. Students’ scores 
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on each scale were summed to calculate a total score per 
narrow-band or broadband scale. T scores and percentile 
scores for students’ sum scores were calculated by a scoring 
program based on norm data of students of the same sex and 
age. Percentile scores of 0–92 were classified as normal, 
percentile scores of 93–96 were classified as subclinical, 
and percentile scores of 97–100 were classified as clinical.

The Dutch Sociaal-Emotionele Vragenlijst (Social–
Emotional Questionnaire [SEV]; Scholte & Van der Ploeg, 
2007) is a behavioral questionnaire to measure problems 
in the social–emotional development of children aged 4–18 
years. The SEV contains four dimensions: Attention-Deficit 
With Hyperactivity, Social Behavior Problems, Anxiety 
and Mood-Disordered Behavior, and Autistic Behavior. For 
four of these dimensions, specific subdimensions are dis-
tinguished. Attention-Deficit With Hyperactivity consists of 
three subdimensions: Attention-Deficit (six items; e.g., “The 
child loses materials that are required for tasks at school 
or at home”), Hyperactivity (six items, e.g.; “The child is 
easily distracted”), and Impulsivity (six items; e.g., “The 
child finds it difficult to wait for his/her turn, for instance 
during playing games”). Social Behavior Problems con-
sists of Oppositional-Defiant Behavior (eight items; e.g., 

“The child intentionally annoys other people”), Aggressive 
Behavior (six items; e.g., “The child starts fights or gets eas-
ily involved in fights”), and Antisocial Behavior (12 items; 
e.g., “The child steals at home or somewhere else outside of 
home”). Anxiety and Mood-Disordered Behavior consists 
of General Anxious Behavior (six items; e.g., “The child is 
worried easily or frets about things a lot”), Social Anxiety 
Behavior (six items; e.g., “The child does not step up for 
himself/herself”), and Anxious-Depressed Behavior (six 
items; e.g., “The child is unhappy, sad, gloomy”). Autistic 
Behavior does not contain any subdimensions (10 items; 
e.g., “The child cannot take another person’s perspective”). 
Teachers had to rate on a 5-point scale (ranging from 0 = the 
behavior does not occur to 4 = the behavior occurs very 
often or daily) how often the student with SEBD showed the 
described behavioral aspects in the past half year. Students’ 
scores on each scale were summed to calculate a total score 
per dimension or subdimension. Percentile scores for stu-
dents’ sum scores were looked up in a table of normative 
data of students of the same sex and age. Percentile scores 
of 0–89 were classified as normal, percentile scores of 
90–94 were classified as subclinical, and percentile scores 
of 95–100 were classified as clinical.

Table A2. Posterior Sample Means and Variances (VARs) for Teacher Self-Efficacy 
and Teacher Attitudes Toward Inclusive Education for Included and Excluded 
Students With SEBD

Variable Hypothesis (H)

Included Students 
With SEBD (n = 45)

Excluded Students 
With SEBD (n = 17)

Mposterior VARposterior Mposterior VARposterior

Class H1 –0.108 0.021 0.354 0.062

H2 –0.107 0.021 0.353 0.063

H3 –0.107 0.021 0.355 0.062

School H1 –0.049 0.023 0.161 0.066

H2 –0.049 0.023 0.163 0.065

H3 –0.049 0.022 0.160 0.066

Workload H1 0.080 0.023 –0.249 0.064

H2 0.079 0.023 –0.250 0.062

Benefits H1 0.110 0.023 –0.345 0.064

H2 0.111 0.023 –0.346 0.064

Challenges H1 0.015 0.024 –0.045 0.066

H2 0.015 0.024 –0.048 0.066

Excluded H1 0.117 0.022 –0.392 0.058

H2 0.118 0.021 –0.390 0.059

Note. Class = teacher self-efficacy in the classroom context; School = teacher self-efficacy in the school context; Workload = teacher 
workload and management; Benefits = inclusion benefits and level of disability; Challenges = learning challenges in inclusive 
education; Excluded = excluded students.
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