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Abstract — This study examined the relationship between teachers’ level of preparedness for 

inclusive education and the supervisory assistance provided by school administration, including 

instructional supervision and resource allocation. Using a descriptive-correlational design, data 

were gathered from 146 public school teachers. The study assessed five domains of teacher 

preparedness cognitive readiness, pedagogical skills, adaptive competency, collaborative 

readiness, and affective readiness and examined their association with supervisory variables such 

as policy and climate, capacity building, resource allocation, and strategic leadership. Results of 

the Pearson r correlation analysis revealed that teacher preparedness indicators were strongly and 

positively interrelated, particularly in adaptive competency, collaborative readiness, and affective 

readiness. However, relationships between teacher preparedness and instructional supervision 

variables were generally weak and not statistically significant. Similarly, supervisory assistance 

variables showed minimal correlation with preparedness outcomes, despite strong internal 

relationships among supervision components. Multiple regression analysis further confirmed that 

demographic variables had no significant influence on teacher preparedness or perceived 

supervisory assistance. Findings suggest that while teachers demonstrate strong internal readiness 

for inclusive education, current supervisory practices and administrative support systems are not 

effectively contributing to their preparedness. This indicates a gap between policy implementation 

and classroom-level support. The study highlights the need to shift instructional supervision from 

compliance-based monitoring toward developmental, coaching-oriented, and resource-responsive 

approaches. The study underscores the importance of strengthening supervisory systems to better 
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support inclusive education. Enhancing teacher preparedness requires not only individual 

competence but also effective institutional support structures that translate policies into meaningful 

instructional practices. 

 

Keywords: Inclusive Education, Instructional Supervision, Teacher Preparedness, Supervisory 

Assistance, School Leadership 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Inclusive education is globally recognized as a cornerstone of equitable, high-quality 

schooling, yet its success hinges on teacher readiness. International studies reveal persistent gaps 

in teacher preparation, with curricula often neglecting inclusive pedagogy and disability studies, 

making professional development and systemic support essential. Research highlights that 

teachers’ knowledge, attitudes, and self-efficacy strongly influence implementation, but disparities 

in training and institutional backing hinder effectiveness. In the Philippines, despite R.A. 11650 

mandating inclusion, teachers show favorable attitudes yet limited competencies in areas such as 

Universal Design for Learning, adaptive technologies, and individualized education plans. Local 

studies emphasize that readiness is shaped not only by personal attributes but also by institutional 

frameworks, supervisory support, and resource allocation. Overall, teacher preparedness for 

inclusion is a multidimensional construct requiring curricular reform, sustained professional 

development, and strategic school leadership to translate policy into genuine classroom practice. 

 

Statement of the Problem  

School teachers' preparedness in implementing inclusive education, instructional 

supervision, and supervisory assistance provided in District 9, DepEd School Division of General 

Santos City during the School Year 2025-2026 with the end view of proposing a program. 

Particularly, it aims to answer the following questions:  
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1. What is the profile of the respondents in terms of: 

1.1. age; 

1.2. sex; 

1.3. civil status; 

1.4 highest educational attainment; 

1.5 school; 

1.7 grade level taught/handled; 

1.7 number of years in service, and 

1.8 number of seminars/trainings attended? 

 

2. As perceived by the respondents, what is their level of preparedness for inclusive education in 

terms of: 

2.1 cognitive readiness; 

2.2 pedagogical skills; 

2.3 adaptive competency; 

2.4 collaborative readiness, and 

2.5 Affective readiness? 

 

3. As perceived by the respondents, what is the instructional supervision provided by school 

administration in terms of: 

3.1. Frequency of classroom observations; 

3.2. Quality of supervisory feedback; 

3.3. Professional development support; 

3.4. Coaching and mentoring practices; and 

3.5. Monitoring of inclusive teaching practices? 
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4. As perceived by the respondents, what is the supervisory assistance provided by the school 

along the following areas: 

     4.1 policy and climate; 

               4.2 capacity building; 

               4.3 resource allocation, and 

               4.4 strategic leadership? 

 

5. Is there a significant relationship between the profile of the respondents and their level of 

preparedness for inclusive education? 

 

6. Is there a significant relationship between the profile of the respondents and the instructional 

supervision provided by school administration? 

7. Is there a significant relationship between the profile of the respondents and the supervisory 

assistance provided by the school? 

 

8. Is there a significant relationship between the level of preparedness for inclusive education and 

the instructional supervision provided by school administration and the supervisory assistance 

provided by the school? 

 

9. Based on the findings of the study, what program can be proposed? 

 

II. METHODOLOGY 

This study employed a descriptive–correlational research design. It described teachers’ 

profiles and assessed their preparedness, instructional supervision, and school administration in 
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implementing inclusive education using survey questionnaires. It also examined the relationships 

between teachers’ preparedness, instructional supervision, and school administration without 

establishing causation. The findings provided evidence to improve supervisory practices and 

administrative decisions in inclusive education programs. 

 

Procedure  

The research process began with developing the proposal, including the problem statement, 

design, hypotheses, and instruments, grounded in theory and related studies. A structured 

questionnaire was developed, adapted from validated tools, and reviewed by experts to ensure 

clarity and relevance. It was pilot-tested, and reliability was established using Cronbach’s alpha 

before final revisions were made. 

After validation, permission was secured from school authorities, and qualified teacher-

respondents were selected through appropriate sampling. Data were collected through 

questionnaires administered in person or online, then checked, coded, and organized for analysis. 

Descriptive statistics (frequency, percentage, mean, standard deviation) were used to summarize 

teacher profiles and key variables, while inferential statistics (Pearson’s r or Spearman’s rho) 

determined relationships among variables. Results were interpreted based on the research 

questions, compared with existing studies and theories, and presented in tables and narratives. 

Conclusions and recommendations were then formulated to improve instructional supervision and 

school administration in support of inclusive education. 

 

Data Processing  

The researcher utilized both descriptive and inferential statistical methods to analyze the 

data. Frequency count described respondents’ demographic profiles, while the mean determined 

the average responses and overall patterns. Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) 

was used to assess teachers’ preparedness in relation to instructional supervision and school 
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administration, considering multiple variables simultaneously. These methods ensured a 

comprehensive analysis and accurate interpretation of the results. 

 

III. RESULTS 
 

This section presents the Profile of the respondents in terms of age, sex, civil status, 

educational attainment, School Assignment, Grade Level Taught, Years in Service, and Seminars 

Attended.  

The demographic profile of the 146 respondents shows a teaching force largely composed 

of individuals in middle to late adulthood, with the largest group aged 44–50 years (28.1%), 

followed closely by those aged 51–57 years (26%). This indicates a workforce with substantial 

professional maturity and experience. In terms of sex, males slightly outnumber females (54.8% 

vs. 45.2%), which contrasts with the usual female-dominated trend in basic education. A 

significant majority of respondents are married (73.3%), suggesting that family responsibilities 

may influence their perspectives on workload and professional development. Educational 

attainment is notably high, with 31.5% holding doctorate degrees and 39% master’s degrees, while 

another 29.4% are pursuing graduate studies, reflecting strong academic qualifications and 

commitment to professional growth. Most teachers are assigned to non-central schools (93.2%), 

ensuring representation from diverse educational contexts. Grade level distribution shows a higher 

concentration in Key Stage 2 (60.3%), which may reflect staffing priorities or enrollment patterns. 

Regarding years in service, nearly half (43.8%) have 4–6 years of experience, while 34.2% have 

more than 7 years, indicating a balanced mix of mid-career and veteran educators. Professional 

development exposure is evident, with the majority (57.5%) attending 4–6 seminars, though fewer 

have engaged in extensive training beyond six seminars (23.3%). Overall, the respondents 

represent a highly educated, experienced, and professionally active teaching force, well-positioned 

to implement educational reforms, though opportunities for broader international exposure and 

sustained training remain areas for growth 

  



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ADVANCED MULTIDISCIPLINARY STUDIES 
Volume VI, Issue 4 April 2026, eISSN: 2799-0664 

 
 

 
Copyright © 2026 IJAMS, All right reserved 

503 
 

TABLE 2 - 9 
PROFILE OF THE RESPONDENTS IN TERMS OF AGE, SEX, CIVIL STATUS, 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, SCHOOL ASSIGNMENT, GRADE LEVEL TAUGHT, 
YEARS IN SERVICE, AND SEMINARS ATTENDED 

 
Category Sub-category Frequency Percent 

Age 30–36 9 6.2%  
37–43 27 18.5%  
44–50 41 28.1%  
51–57 38 26.0%  
58 and above 31 21.2% 

Sex Male 80 54.8%  
Female 66 45.2% 

Civil Status Single 36 24.7%  
Married 107 73.3%  
Separated 2 1.4%  
Widowed 1 0.7% 

Educational Attainment Doctorate Degree 46 31.5%  
Doctorate Degree Units 37 25.3%  
Master’s Degree 57 39.0%  
Master’s Degree Units 6 4.1% 

School Assignment Central 10 6.8%  
Non-Central 136 93.2% 

Grade Level Taught Key Stage 1 58 39.7%  
Key Stage 2 88 60.3% 

Years in Service 1–3 years 32 21.9%  
4–6 years 64 43.8%  
7 years and above 50 34.2% 

Seminars Attended 1–3 28 19.2%  
4–6 84 57.5%  
7 and above 34 23.3% 

 
Table 15 indicated that teachers were generally prepared for inclusive education, with an 

overall mean of 3.41 (“Preferred”). They demonstrated strong affective readiness and pedagogical 

skills, while cognitive readiness, adaptive competency, and collaborative readiness were only 

moderately developed. This suggested that although teachers showed positive attitudes and 

teaching capability, gaps remained in knowledge, adaptability, and collaboration. The findings 

aligned with previous studies, highlighting that preparedness in inclusive education was not yet 

fully comprehensive. Variations in responses also indicated differences in training, experience, 
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and resources. Overall, the results emphasized the need for continuous professional development 

and targeted support to strengthen all areas of teacher preparedness. 
 

TABLE 15 
SUMMARY RESULTS ON LEVEL OF PREPAREDNESS FOR INCLUSIVE 

EDUCATION 
 

Indicators N Mean Std. Deviation Interpretation 

Cognitive Readiness  146 3.32 0.97 Moderately Preferred 
Pedagogical Skills 146 3.55 1.02 Preferred 
Adaptive Competency     146 3.32 1.04 Moderately Preferred 
Collaborative Readiness 146 3.18 0.90 Moderately Preferred 
Affective Readiness 146 3.68 1.14 Preferred 
Grand Mean 146 3.41 1.01 Preferred 
Legend Range  Description  
 4-21-5-00 Highly Preferred 
 3.41-4.20 Preferred 
 2.61-3.40 Moderately Preferred 
 1.81-2.60 Slightly Preferred 
 1.00-1.80 Not Preferred   

 

Table 21 showed that the overall level of instructional supervision was moderate (M = 

3.04), indicating that support for inclusive education was present but not strong enough for 

effective implementation. Classroom observations were relatively more frequent, but consistency 

and follow-through were limited. Other areas, such as supervisory feedback, monitoring practices, 

professional development, and coaching, also remained moderate, with the lowest ratings in 

professional development and mentoring. 

These findings suggested that teachers did not receive sufficient training and continuous 

support, contributing to gaps between their willingness and capability to implement inclusive 

practices. The results aligned with existing studies emphasizing the need for sustained professional 

development and collaboration. Overall, the moderate supervision levels highlighted the need to 

strengthen observation practices, feedback mechanisms, and mentoring systems to better support 

teachers and improve inclusive education outcomes. 
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TABLE 21 
SUMMARY RESULTS ON LEVEL OF INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISION PROVIDED 

BY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION 
 

Indicators N Mean Std. Deviation Interpretation 
frequency of classroom observations 146 3.39 0.84 Moderate 
quality of supervisory feedback 146 3.09 0.94 Moderate 
professional development support 146 2.73 0.98 Moderate 
coaching and mentoring practices 146 2.88 0.85 Moderate 
monitoring of inclusive teaching practices 146 3.09 1.02 Moderate 
Grand Mean 146 3.04 0.93 Moderate 
Legend Range  Description  
 4-21-5-00 Very High  
 3.41-4.20 High 
 2.61-3.40 Moderate 
 1.81-2.60 Low 
 1.00-1.80 Very Low  

 
Table 26 showed that the overall level of supervisory assistance was moderate (M = 2.97), 

indicating limited effectiveness in supporting inclusive education. All key areas—policy and 

climate, capacity building, resource allocation, and strategic leadership—were only partially 

implemented. Strategic leadership and capacity building obtained slightly higher means, while 

resource allocation was the lowest, highlighting it as the most critical area for improvement. 

The findings suggested that although policies and support systems were present, they were 

not fully operational or consistently implemented. Professional development efforts existed but 

were not sufficiently impactful, and limited resources further constrained effective 

implementation. Leadership practices also remained moderate, indicating the need for stronger, 

more transformative approaches. 

Overall, the results showed that teacher readiness was influenced by both individual 

competencies and the quality of administrative support. The study emphasized the need for 

improved policy implementation, enhanced training, better resource allocation, and stronger 

leadership to effectively support inclusive education. 
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TABLE 26 
SUMMARY RESULTS ON THE LEVEL OF SUPERVISORY ASSISTANCE 

PROVIDED BY THE SCHOOL 
 

Indicators N Mean Std. Deviation Interpretation 
Policy and Climate 146 3.00 0.82 Moderate 
Capacity Building  146 3.01 0.84 Moderate 
Resource Allocation 146 2.83 1.00 Moderate 
Strategic Leadership 146 3.02 0.64 Moderate 
Grand Mean 146 2.97 0.83 Moderate 
Legend Range  Description  
 4-21-5-00 Very High  
 3.41-4.20 High 
 2.61-3.40 Moderate 
 1.81-2.60 Low 
 1.00-1.80 Very Low  

 
Table 27 showed that respondents’ demographic variables had a negligible relationship 

with their preparedness for inclusive education. The very weak correlation (R = 0.091) and low 

explanatory power (R² = 0.008) indicated that only a minimal portion of preparedness was 

explained by profile characteristics, while the negative adjusted R² further confirmed the model’s 

lack of predictive value. The high standard error also suggested considerable unexplained 

variation. 

These findings implied that teachers’ preparedness was not significantly influenced by age, 

sex, experience, or other personal factors, but rather by external and systemic conditions. 

Consistent with existing literature, factors such as training quality, institutional support, resources, 

and practical experience played a more critical role. Overall, the results emphasized the need to 

focus on organizational support and professional development rather than demographic 

characteristics in improving teacher preparedness for inclusive education. 

 
TABLE 27 

MODEL SUMMARY 
 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

1 .091a .008 -.050 1.63106 
 

Table 28 showed that the regression model was not statistically significant (F = 0.143, p = 

0.997), indicating that respondents’ profile variables did not significantly predict their 
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preparedness for inclusive education. The very small regression sum of squares compared to the 

residual sum of squares further confirmed that most variability in preparedness was explained by 

factors outside the model. 

These findings suggested that demographic characteristics had no meaningful influence on 

teacher preparedness. Instead, preparedness was shaped by systemic and institutional factors such 

as professional development, resources, and administrative support. Consistent with existing 

studies, the results emphasized that improving teacher readiness required focusing on training, 

support systems, and resource provision rather than on demographic variables. 

 
TABLE 28  

ANOVA ANALYSIS 
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 3.044 8 .380 .143 .997b 
Residual 364.470 137 2.660   
Total 367.514 145    

 
Table 29 showed that none of the teacher profile variables—age, sex, civil status, educational 

attainment, school, grade level taught, years in service, or seminars attended—significantly 

predicted preparedness for inclusive education (all p > .05). Although some variables had higher 

beta values, their effects were not statistically meaningful, confirming that demographic 

characteristics do not determine readiness. Instead, preparedness is shaped by systemic and 

contextual factors such as training, collaboration, resources, and institutional support. These 

findings highlight the need to prioritize professional development and institutional interventions 

over individual demographics in strengthening inclusive education. 
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TABLE 29 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON TEST OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

THE PROFILE OF THE RESPONDENTS AND THEIR LEVEL OF PREPAREDNESS 
FOR INCLUSIVE EDUCATION 

 
Variables Beta p-value Decision 
Age .219 .464 Not Significant 
Sex -.168 .472 Not Significant 
Civil Status -.112 .499 Not Significant 
Highest Educational Attainment .086 .741 Not Significant 
School  -.084 .461 Not Significant 
Grade Level Taught  .002 .984 Not Significant 
Years in service -.014 .910 Not Significant 
Number of Seminars Attended -.030 .803 Not Significant 

 
 Table 30 showed a very weak relationship between respondents’ demographic and 

professional profiles and the level of instructional supervision (R = .162, R² = .026). Only 2.6% of 

the variance in supervision was explained by profile variables, while the Adjusted R² was negative 

(-.031), confirming the model’s lack of predictive power. This indicates that characteristics such 

as age, sex, civil status, educational attainment, school assignment, and grade level taught, years 

in service, and seminars attended do not meaningfully influence supervisory practices. Instead, 

supervision is shaped by institutional systems, leadership structures, and organizational policies. 

The findings align with literature emphasizing that instructional supervision is systemic and 

standardized across personnel, highlighting the need for systemic interventions—such as 

leadership development, policy strengthening, and enhanced professional learning structures—

rather than relying on teacher demographics. 

 
TABLE 30 

MODEL SUMMARY 
 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
1 .162a .026 -.031 1.15736 

 
 Table 31 confirmed that respondents’ demographic and professional profiles do not 

significantly predict instructional supervision (F = .461, p = .882). The regression sum of squares 

was negligible compared to the residual, and the model explained only 2.6% of variance, with a 

negative Adjusted R² reinforcing its weakness. These results indicate that supervision practices are 
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not shaped by teacher characteristics but are standardized and driven by institutional mechanisms. 

Consistent with inclusive education literature, supervision appears compliance-oriented rather than 

developmental, highlighting the need for systemic reforms that emphasize coaching, professional 

support, and responsive leadership to strengthen instructional quality. 

 
TABLE 31 

ANOVA ANALYSIS 
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 4.936 8 .617 .461 .882b 

Residual 183.509 137 1.339   
Total 188.445 145    

 
Table 32 showed that none of the teacher profile variables—age, sex, civil status, educational 

attainment, school assignment, grade level taught, years in service, or seminars attended—

significantly predicted instructional supervision (all p > .05). Beta coefficients were weak and 

inconsistent, with civil status (β = -.206, p = .209) emerging as the strongest but still insignificant 

predictor. These results confirm that supervisory practices are uniformly implemented across 

teacher groups and shaped more by institutional systems than by individual characteristics. The 

findings highlight that professional development opportunities, such as seminars, do not directly 

alter supervision levels unless integrated into systemic, differentiated frameworks. Improving 

instructional supervision therefore requires strengthening leadership, resource systems, and 

professional learning structures rather than relying on demographic factors 

 
TABLE 32 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON TEST OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 
THE PROFILE OF THE RESPONDENTS AND THE INSTRUCTIONAL 

SUPERVISION PROVIDED BY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION 
Variables Beta p-value Decision 

Age .112 .706 Not Significant 
Sex -.086 .709 Not Significant 
Civil Status -.206 .209 Not Significant 
Highest Educational Attainment .134 .605 Not Significant 
School  .020 .858 Not Significant 
Grade Level Taught  .092 .381 Not Significant 
Years in service .032 .790 Not Significant 
Number of Seminars Attended -.045 .711 Not Significant 
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Table 33 showed a very weak relationship between respondents’ demographic and professional 

profiles and supervisory assistance (R = .127, R² = .016). Only 1.6% of the variance in supervisory 

assistance was explained by profile variables, while the negative Adjusted R² (-.041) confirmed 

the model’s lack of predictive power. These results indicate that supervisory assistance is not 

shaped by teacher characteristics such as age, sex, civil status, educational attainment, school 

assignment, grade level taught, years in service, or seminars attended. Instead, assistance is 

standardized and system-driven, guided by institutional policies, leadership practices, and school 

culture. The findings highlight that improving supervisory assistance requires systemic 

interventions—such as stronger leadership, enhanced professional development systems, and 

better resource allocation—rather than demographic-based adjustments. 

 
TABLE 33 

MODEL SUMMARY 
 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

1 .127a .016 -.041 .62262 
 
 Table 34 confirmed that respondents’ demographic and professional profiles do not 

significantly predict supervisory assistance (F = .281, p = .971). The regression sum of squares 

was negligible compared to the residual, and the model explained virtually none of the variance, 

with most variation left unexplained. These results reinforce that supervisory assistance is 

standardized and system-driven, applied uniformly across teachers regardless of background. 

Consistent with inclusive education literature, supervision appears compliance-oriented rather than 

developmental, ensuring fairness but limiting responsiveness to individual teacher needs. 

Strengthening supervisory assistance therefore requires systemic reforms that emphasize coaching, 

differentiated support, and resource-driven interventions 

 
TABLE 34 

ANOVA ANALYSIS 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression .871 8 .109 .281 .971b 
Residual 53.109 137 .388   

Total 53.979 145    
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Table 35 showed that none of the teacher profile variables—age, sex, civil status, educational 

attainment, school assignment, grade level taught, years in service, or seminars attended—

significantly predicted supervisory assistance (all p > .05). Beta coefficients were weak and 

inconsistent, with age (β = .287, p = .336) emerging as the highest but still insignificant predictor. 

These results confirm that supervisory assistance is not shaped by individual teacher characteristics 

but is instead standardized and system-driven, guided by institutional policies and leadership 

structures. Consistent with broader literature, the findings highlight that effective supervisory 

assistance depends more on leadership capacity, professional development systems, and 

institutional responsiveness than on demographic-based differentiation 

 
 

TABLE 35 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON TEST OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 
THE PROFILE OF THE RESPONDENTS AND THE SUPERVISORY ASSISTANCE 

PROVIDED BY THE SCHOOL 
 

 
Variables 

 
Beta 

 
p-value 

 
Decision 

Age .287 .336 Not Significant 
Sex -.028 .905 Not Significant 
Civil Status -.007 .964 Not Significant 
Highest Educational Attainment -.101 .698 Not Significant 
School  -.006 .961 Not Significant 
Grade Level Taught  -.106 .319 Not Significant 
Years In Service -.037 .757 Not Significant 
Number Of Seminars Attended -.056 .643 Not Significant 

 
 
Table 36 revealed that teacher preparedness domains—cognitive readiness, pedagogical skills, 

adaptive competency, collaborative readiness, and affective readiness—are strongly and positively 

interrelated, with particularly high correlations between collaborative and affective readiness (r = 

.983, p < .01) and adaptive competency with collaborative readiness (r = .910, p < .01). Overall 

preparedness was most strongly linked to affective (r = .964), collaborative (r = .943), and adaptive 

(r = .860) readiness, underscoring the central role of emotional commitment, collaboration, and 

adaptability in inclusive education. In contrast, correlations between preparedness and 

instructional supervision or supervisory assistance variables were weak, negative, or insignificant, 
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indicating that current supervisory systems are internally consistent but not effectively enhancing 

teacher readiness. These findings highlight a critical gap: while teachers’ internal competencies 

are highly interconnected, external supervisory mechanisms remain procedural and compliance-

oriented. Strengthening inclusive education therefore requires shifting supervision toward 

developmental, coaching-based, and resource-responsive models that directly support classroom 

practice. 
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IV. DISCUSSIONS 

 Table 35 showed that teachers’ preparedness domains—cognitive, pedagogical, adaptive, 

collaborative, and affective—are very strongly interrelated (all r > .85, p < .01), with affective, 

collaborative, and adaptive readiness most strongly linked to overall preparedness. This highlights 

that emotional commitment, collaboration, and adaptability are central to inclusive education 

readiness. In contrast, correlations between preparedness and supervisory variables (observations, 

feedback, professional development, coaching, monitoring) were weak and insignificant, 

indicating that current supervisory systems do not meaningfully enhance teacher preparedness. 

While supervisory structures are internally consistent, their limited impact underscores a 

disconnect between policy and classroom practice. The findings emphasize that teacher readiness 

is shaped more by internal competencies and supportive environments than by supervisory 

mechanisms, reinforcing the need for developmental, coaching-based, and resource-responsive 

supervision to strengthen inclusive education. 

 

V. CONCLUSIONS 

 The study concludes that teachers exhibit strong and interrelated dimensions of 

preparedness for inclusive education, particularly in adaptive, collaborative, and affective 

domains. However, instructional supervision and supervisory assistance show weak and 

insignificant relationships with preparedness, revealing a gap between administrative support 

systems and classroom-level readiness. While supervisory structures are internally consistent, their 

impact remains limited and largely compliance-oriented. Strengthening inclusive education 

therefore requires shifting toward coaching-based, resource-driven, and developmental 

supervision that directly enhances teacher preparedness and instructional effectiveness 

 

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. School administrators should redesign instructional supervision to emphasize coaching and 

mentoring rather than compliance monitoring.  
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2. Regular professional development programs focused on inclusive education strategies should 

be institutionalized.  

3. Supervisors should provide structured, actionable, and individualized feedback to teachers 

after classroom observations.  

4. Schools should strengthen collaboration between mentors and teachers through professional 

learning communities (PLCs).  

5. Resource allocation for inclusive education should be prioritized, particularly for teaching 

materials and learning support tools.  

6. Capacity-building programs should be tailored to address specific teacher needs in inclusive 

classroom management.  

7. Monitoring systems should be linked with actual classroom support interventions rather than 

documentation alone.  

8. School leaders should undergo training in inclusive instructional leadership to improve 

supervisory effectiveness.  

9. Policies on inclusive education should be translated into clear, school-level implementation 

frameworks with measurable outcomes.  

10. Future research should explore qualitative perspectives of teachers and supervisors to better 

understand gaps between supervision practices and classroom realities.  
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