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Summary

In recent years, the term inclusive education has played an unprecedented role in research and
policies across the globe. It is relatively accepted to differentiate between a narrow and a broad
understanding of inclusive education. On the one hand, the more narrow understanding focuses
on the placement and the catering for specific students, such as those with identified special
educational needs and/or disabilities (SEND). On the other hand, a more broad understanding
of inclusive education incorporates views on the diversity of all students and supportive
learning environments for all.

In order to foster inclusive education for all, the literature suggests that it would be of vital
importance to gain empirical data about the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for
all. Yet, recent review studies have uncovered that particularly empirical studies tend to utilise
a view on students with SEND and that there seems to be a lack of attitude measurement
instruments that operationalise a broader understanding of inclusive education for all.

Accordingly, the present study attempted to make a unique contribution to the field of
inclusive education in that it reviewed a substantial number of studies and developed a new,
sound and robust instrument to measure different facets of the teachers’ attitudes towards
inclusive education for all students. Teacher samples were drawn in Australia (n=146) and in
Germany (n=238), and the data analysis revealed four dimensions of the teachers’ attitudes;
namely, the vision, the differentiation, the general practices, and the supports as they pertain to
inclusive education for all. The validity of the measurement was established and the final
version seemed to be ready to use in further studies that attempt to utilise inclusive education

for all, rather than for some.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

1.1 Introduction

In recent years, the term inclusive education has played an unprecedented role in research and
policies across the globe, which gave rise to a variety of different understandings of this concept
(Ainscow, Booth, & Dyson, 2006; Ainscow & Miles, 2008; Dyson, 2004, 2014; Goransson &
Nilholm, 2014; Haug, 2017; Messiou, 2017; Miles & Singal, 2010; Nilholm & Goransson,
2017; Thomas, 2013; Waitoller & Artiles, 2013). It is relatively accepted amongst scholars
(such as Arduin, 2015; Armstrong, Armstrong, & Spandagou, 2011; Miles & Singal, 2010;
Opertti, Brady, & Duncombe, 2009; Shyman, 2015), to differentiate between a narrow and a
broad understanding of inclusive education. On the one hand, the more narrow understanding
focuses on the placement and the catering for specific students, such as those with identified
special educational needs and/or disabilities (SEND). On the other hand, a more broad
understanding of inclusive education incorporates views on the diversity of all students, and
the changes that the schools and the school system must pass through to be able to provide a
supportive learning environment for all.

In a way, both of these perspectives are represented in different global policies, mostly
advocated by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO).
The perspective that some students need particular attention is promoted by UNESCO’s
‘Inclusive Education’ policies; most prominent, the Salamanca Statement (UNESCO, 1994).
And the perspective that education should be available for all students is represented in
UNESCO’s ‘Education for All’ policies; most prominent, the World Declaration on Education
for All (UNESCO, 1990).

It is obvious that inclusive education (in a wider or narrower understanding) is not just a
global concept, but that its content has real effects for those countries that subscribe to its ideals.
One of the most visible effects can be examined on the school level and researchers such as
Ainscow, Booth, and Dyson (Ainscow et al., 2006; Ainscow, Farrell, & Tweddle, 2000;
Ainscow & Miles, 2008; Booth, 1995; Booth & Ainscow, 2011; Dyson, 2004, 2014) have
argued that inclusion needs to be realised through school development, including the school’s
local community. Although schools provide the environments for inclusive teaching practices

and inclusive student-teacher interactions, there are convincing arguments and there is strong
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evidence that at a fundamental level the teachers and their attitudes are the key to inclusive
education for all of the students.

Concerning the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education, a large evidence base is
available from a variety of previous empirical studies. However, this evidence base is
challenged by recent review studies. Researchers have pointed out that the focus on some
students rather than on all is much more common in studies (Messiou, 2017), and that empirical
studies tend to understand inclusive education as catering for some students (e.g. with SEND)
specifically, while more conceptual studies utilise inclusive education as catering for all
students (Nilholm & Goransson, 2017). It is well documented that German instruments to
measure attitudes towards inclusive education generally focus on students with SEND (Ruberg
& Porsch, 2017).

Against the backdrop of this situation, the present study attempted to make a unique
contribution to the field of inclusive education in that it reviewed a substantial number of studies
and instruments and developed a new instrument to measure different facets of the teachers’
attitudes towards inclusive education for all students, which is also usable in cross-cultural

investigations.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

As noted before, investigations in the area of inclusive education are confronted with a variety
of understandings of inclusive education. Hence, an initial purpose was to clarify the meaning
of inclusive education. As it was agreed that inclusion generally needed to be understood as a
normative idea which is connected to certain values (Haug, 2014, 2017), the present
investigation started with examining the relevant global contexts in which the ideas of
‘inclusive education’ and ‘education for all’ evolved. As an overarching term, ‘inclusive
education for all’ was coined and discussed in the present study.

After such preliminary clarifications, the main purpose of the present study was to
investigate how the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for all can be measured. The
attempted new measurement instrument was thought to be sound and robust. Concerning the
former, the instrument should allow a valid and reliable measurement. And concerning the
latter, the instrument should be ready to be used in multi-language, multicultural and
multinational settings. The attitudes were assumed to comprise certain facets; accordingly, the
purpose of the present study was also to establish certain dimensions of the measurement

instrument.
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The resulting measurement instrument of the present study was thought to provide new
opportunities for researchers to study the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for all,
without narrowing down possible teachers’ responses to aspects as they pertain basically to

mainstreaming or integration.

1.3 Significance of the Study

Teachers and their attitudes are crucial for inclusive education for all to take place in ‘real-
world’ practices. Hence, the present study contributes generally to the research knowledge as it
pertains to teachers and their attitudes.

As noted before, many understandings of inclusive education are apparent and considerable
confusions exist in this regard. The present study introduced ‘inclusive education for all’ as a
term, which is not just another understanding besides many others, but it attempts to integrate
some of the existing understandings. Similarly, the study started utilising ‘inclusive education
for some’ as a term that signifies students with SEND, yet, at the same time dissociates from
former notions of integration and mainstreaming. The significance of these two terms is that
some initial steps were made in the present study towards reducing the conceptual confusion
through integrating certain understandings.

The main purpose was to find a way to measure the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive
education for all. The whole present study represents the ambitious attempt to develop such a
new instrument. Besides some limitations, all procedures of the empirical study were realised
the way they were conceptualised in accordance to an in-depth discussion of the methodological
literature. Hence, the new measurement instrument resulted in a sound and robust scale. This
scale comprised 12 items, which formed four dimensions of the teachers’ attitudes towards
inclusive education for all.

In this way, the present study makes a unique contribution to the field of inclusive
education. This pertains not only to further research, which might particularly gain new insights
when utilising the new measurement instrument, but also to all relevant stakeholders in
education, because they might adapt the term inclusive education for all (as opposed to many
others who continue their sole focus on some, rather than all) and they might be informed about
the new instrument (as opposed to other measurement instruments that most stakeholders in

education are continuously confronted with and that continue to focus on some, rather than all).
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1.4 Structure of the Thesis

The present study comprises five chapters. This Chapter one has given an overview on the
fundamental issues that this study takes up, and elaborates further. The main purpose of the
present study to develop a new instrument that measures the teachers’ attitudes towards
inclusive education for all is justified, before the significance of the obtained results are
delineated.

Chapter two examines in the first part inclusive education from a global perspective.
Particularly, UNESCO’s efforts towards ‘Inclusive Education’ and ‘Education for All’ are
discussed as important driving forces on the global level, which represent a narrow and a wide
understanding of inclusive education, respectively. Drawing on global developments, it is noted
that, conceptually, these two understandings were moving closer together over the years.
Hence, ‘inclusive education for all’ was established as a term, which refers to both the
‘inclusive’ and the “for all’ character of education. After a detailed discussion on how and why
global concepts get deflected when transposed into national, local, school, and classroom
practice levels, the crucial importance of teachers and their attitudes are emphasised for
implementing inclusive education for all. Accordingly, a variety of empirical studies were
reviewed on the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education; yet, a closer examination
revealed that all these studies were not about inclusive education for all, but about inclusive
education for some. As the research problem it is highlighted that in order to implement
inclusive education for all, research needs to be carried out on the teachers’ attitudes towards
inclusive education for all, rather than for some.

In Chapter three, the empirical part of the study is specified with regards to the main
purpose of the present study to develop a new instrument to measure the teachers’ attitudes
towards inclusive education for all, which is sound, robust and comprise different dimensions.
In order to allow for developing a robust instrument, two contexts were selected in an informed
way, where the study was carried out; namely Australia and Germany. Furthermore, the key
parameters of the study are discussed and justified with regards to the general stance, the
research style, the objective, the scope and how to establish the quality of the measurement.
The procedures regarding how the questionnaire was developed in English language, and how
it was translated to German, were building on all these intensive discussions with regards to the
key parameters. The data collection procedures are detailed, before the procedures of analysing
data are discussed and defined.

Chapter four, then, presents the results as they were obtained through conducting the study

as it was determined in the previous chapter. The depiction of the results starts with the
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systematic literature review, which was thought to result in a number of relevant items in
English that could be utilised as indicators of the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education
for all. After revision and pre-testing, the final attitude items were translated and adapted in
German; hence, the results of the according processes and also the German pre-test are
described. The resulting samples from Australia (n=146) and Germany (n=238) are outlined,
before the results of the statistical analyses are presented. This part is divided into examining
the internal structure of the data, and examining the relationships to other teacher variables such
as self-efficacy and experiences.

The final Chapter five presents in a first part in-depth interpretations of all of the obtained
results. After describing and reflecting the obtained indicators of inclusive education for all, the
results as they pertain to the internal structure of the new instrument are discussed. This is
carried out for each of the four dimensions, and, finally, for the overall structure of the
instrument. Then, conclusions are presented on all of the validation hypotheses, which were
specified in order to gain insights in how the instrument and its dimensions related to other
teachers’ aspects. After considering limitations of the study, conclusions are reached regarding
the new instrument, including four dimensions, which can be considered as sound and robust.
Implications of the study’s findings are discussed and an overall conclusion is given in the end

of the study.
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

It is widely acknowledged that inclusive education should consider a// individuals, and not
some specifically (see e.g. Thomas, 2013). Yet, the most recent reviews clearly point to the fact
that studies on inclusive education are focussing to a large extent on students with identified
special educational needs and/or disabilities (SEND) (Haug, 2017; Messiou, 2017; Nilholm &
Goransson, 2017; Ruberg & Porsch, 2017). Furthermore, there seems to be a gap between
conceptual or theoretical studies on the one hand, which advocate a more diverse learners- and
‘for all’-related perspective and empirical studies on the other hand, which utilise an
understanding of inclusive education as the placement of students with SEND in the mainstream
(Nilholm & Goransson, 2017).

As the first major step, an extensive discussion of conceptual understandings and
definitions of inclusive education will be carried out in the following section. At international
level, developments towards ‘education for all’ and ‘inclusive education’ are reviewed, and an
attempt is made to think education for all and inclusive education together, which leads to the
postulation of ‘inclusive education for all’ as guiding principle on the global level. If global
policies and concepts are translated to the national, local, school, and classroom practice levels,
tensions and diverse interpretations are created, which is discussed subsequently. As a second
major step in this chapter, the teachers are emphasised as one of the main stakeholders in
education. It will be argued that their attitudes need to be considered as crucial for implementing
more inclusive practices. The empirical literature on teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive
education, which is reviewed subsequently, demonstrates that the instruments to measure the
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education were exclusively focused on the placement of
particular students and/or on students with SEND. Hence, how to operationalise inclusive
education for all for an empirical investigation of the teachers’ attitudes is established as the
research problem of the present study, which is described and justified in the end of this

chapter.
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2.2 Inclusive Education for All — Understandings and Definitions

At the heart of inclusive education are the efforts of the United Nations, and in particular of the
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) (Burnett, 2008;
Kiuppis, 2014; Mundy, 2016; Peters, 2007). Many studies give reference to UNESCO’s
Salamanca Statement (UNESCO, 1994), and some to UNESCO’s World Declaration on
Education for All (UNESCO, 1990) as the origin of the present inclusive education-related
thinking.

2.2.1 ‘Inclusive Education for All’ as a New Global Commitment

Education for all and inclusive education are commitments on a global level that are closely
related to the UNESCO as one of the main driving forces towards achieving inclusive and
quality education for all. Both terms have their own history and a particular meaning; yet, not

much research effort was expended on how both might complement each other.

The Early Adoptions of the Idea to Provide Education for All

The idea of the education for all was laid out in the 1940s after World War II (Mundy, 2016;
Roche, 2016). The notion that education should be available ‘for all’ was explicitly formulated
in the constitution of the UNESCO, which was adopted in London on 16 November 1945. In

this document, it was stated that the States’ Parties are

“believing in full and equal opportunities for education for all, in the unrestricted pursuit of
objective truth, and in the free exchange of ideas and knowledge, are agreed and determined
to develop and to increase the means of communication between their peoples and to employ
these means for the purposes of mutual understanding and a truer and more perfect knowledge

of each other’s lives” (UNESCO, 2014, p. 5; italics added).

The idea that “everyone has the right to education” was also articulated by the United Nations
General Assembly in Paris on 10 December 1948 (UN, 1948) in Article 26 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights.

Besides these early notions of the availability of education for all students, various authors
(such as Anderson & Boyle, 2015; Guo, 2014; Kiuppis, 2014; Tomlinson, 2015) highlighted
that UNESCO’s Education for All, as a global movement, was initiated more recently after the
Cold War. In 1990, the World Conference on Education for All in Jomtien, Thailand resulted
in the approval of the World Declaration on Education for All. In its Preamble, the assertion of

the Universal Declaration of Human Rights was repeated that “everyone has a right to
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education” (UNESCO, 1990, p. 1). This notion is mirrored in the World Declaration on
Education for All “that education is a fundamental right for all people, women and men, of all

ages, throughout our world” (UNESCO, 1990, p. 2). The declaration states that

“to serve the basic learning needs of all requires more than a recommitment to basic education
as it now exists. What is needed is an “expanded vision” that surpasses present resource levels,
institutional structures, curricula, and conventional delivery systems while building on the best

in current practices” (UNESCO, 1990, p. 4).

Furthermore, the declaration states that disparities must be reduced. This pertains to a large

variety of underserved groups and it is emphasised particularly that

“the learning needs of the disabled demand special attention. Steps need to be taken to provide
equal access to education to every category of disabled persons as an integral part of the

education system” (UNESCO, 1990, p. 5).

The Jomtien World Declaration was controversially discussed with regard to its influence of
developments after 1990. On the one hand, both the conference and the declaration was a
unifying element that connects all countries with a common vision. Ainscow and Miles (2008)
call it a ‘ground-breaking’ conference, because a number of countries worldwide committed to
achieve common goals with regard to providing education for all. On the other hand, the
commitments seemed not to be translated into action after the conference. Despite the available
resources — such as the Framework for Action to Meet Basic Learning Needs (which was also
adopted at the Jomtien conference) and over one hundred pages of background information on
the ‘expanded vision’ provided by Haddad, Colletta, Fisher, Lakin, and Sutton (1990) — an
implementation or initiation of relevant steps scarcely happened in the different countries. In
the words of Mundy (2016, p. 7), ‘little tangible action’ was noticeable after the Jomtien
conference, despite the ‘glorious pledges and commitments’. In addition, authors such as
Ainscow and Miles (2008) criticised that the World Declaration on Education for All might
have left too much room for interpreting the notion of ‘all’ as ‘almost all’. In their view, only
the so-called Salamanca Statement ensured later that all really does mean all (Ainscow & Miles,
2008).

In 1994, the World Conference on Special Needs Education took place in Salamanca,
Spain. The participating delegates of governments and international organisations approved the
Salamanca Statement and its Framework for Action (UNESCO, 1994). The Salamanca
Statement reaffirms the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the Education for All

agenda. The Salamanca Statement leaves no doubt that
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“regular schools [...] are the most effective means of combating discriminatory attitudes,
creating welcoming communities, building an inclusive society and achieving education for

all” (UNESCO, 1994, p. ix).

Both conferences and related policies lay the foundations for the UNESCO pushing forward
towards Education for All (as agreed in Jomtien) and Inclusive Education (as agreed in

Salamanca).

The Dakar Era (2000-2014) and the Millennium Development Goals

In 2000, the World Education Forum was held in Dakar, Senegal. As Mundy (2016, p. 7) noted,
this conference lead into ‘a much more productive Education for All decade’, which Mundy
(2016) refers to as the ‘Dakar era’. The outcome of the conference is known as the Dakar
Framework for Action, which already carries “action” in its name. In this Framework, the

necessity to action is pointed out and agreed upon explicitly:

“The Dakar Framework is a collective commitment to action. Governments have an obligation
to ensure that EFA goals and targets are reached and sustained. This is a responsibility that
will be met most effectively through broad-based partnerships within countries, supported by
co-operation with regional and international agencies and institutions.” (UNESCO, 2000, p.

8)

Since 2000, UNESCO’s Education for All and Inclusive Education were systematically
fostered. The Dakar Framework specified regional frameworks for action that were thought to
be achieved by the different countries within 15 years. In addition, as pointed out for example
by Mundy (2016), the United Nations released eight so-called Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs), which urged the countries to achieve amongst others universal primary education
(goal 2). Moreover, the UNESCO established the periodically conducted UNESCO Education
for All Global Monitoring Report.

Another crucial development after Dakar was the publication of the Guidelines for
Inclusion in 2005. As it was emphasised by different inclusion researchers (such as Armstrong
et al., 2011; Berlach & Chambers, 2011; Opertti & Brady, 2011), these guidelines relate the
vision of education for all and the vision of inclusive education to each other. In the guidelines
(UNESCO, 2005), it is critically acknowledged that the education for all movement had
scarcely taken up issues of special needs, and vice versa that inclusive education was not
recognised as an essential element of the education for all movement. In the following quote

from UNESCO’s Guidelines for Inclusion, it is articulated that providing education for all
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students is only possible when discrimination and exclusion is taken seriously and is explicitly

tackled:

“It is important to highlight that Education for All does not automatically imply inclusion.
Inclusion properly understood is precisely about reforming schools and ensuring that every
child receives quality and appropriate education within these schools. To this extent, inclusion
is critical to the EFA [Education for All] movement since without it, a group or groups of
children are excluded from education. Thus, EFA by definition cannot be achieved if these
children are excluded. Both EFA and inclusion are both about access to education, however,
inclusion is about access to education in a manner that there is no discrimination or exclusion

for any individual or group within or outside the school system.” (UNESCO, 2005, p. 29).

Like these guidelines, many other important developments can be recognised in the years after
Dakar. For example the establishment of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities (discussed with regard to the inclusive education movement e.g. by Armstrong et
al., 2011; see also Section 2.2.2). Yet, the positive developments proceed slower than originally
thought that they would. Mundy (2016) stated that “despite much good news, it is important to
note that many of the promises of the Dakar era did not gain the momentum expected” (Mundy,

2016, p. 9).

The Incheon Era (Since 2015) and the Sustainable Development Goals

In 2015, the new sustainable development agenda was adopted by the General Assembly of the
United Nations. The former eight MDGs were revised into seventeen Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs). The original education-related goal (MDG 2) “achieve universal primary
education” was reformulated in the goal to “ensure inclusive and quality education for all and
promote lifelong learning” (SDG 4).

Also in 2015, the World Education Forum 2015 took place at Incheon, Republic of Korea.
The participants reaffirmed the vision of education for all and recognised “with great concern
that we are far from having reached education for all” (UNESCO, 2015, p. 5). The so-called
Incheon Declaration presented a “new vision for education” (UNESCO, 2015, p. 6) for the next
15 years (until 2030). The targeted direction for worldwide developments in establishing
education for all students is in line with the SDG 4, as it is explicitly stated in the Incheon
Declaration (UNESCO, 2015). The goals specified by the Incheon Declaration cover a wide
range of topics such as access to education, inclusion and equity, gender equality, quality
education, and lifelong learning opportunities. Inclusion and equity means to address exclusion

and ensure that ‘no one is left behind’. The declaration states:
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“Inclusion and equity in and through education is the cornerstone of a transformative education
agenda, and we therefore commit to addressing all forms of exclusion and marginalization,
disparities and inequalities in access, participation and learning outcomes. No education target
should be considered met unless met by all. We therefore commit to making the necessary
changes in education policies and focusing our efforts on the most disadvantaged, especially

those with disabilities, to ensure that no one is left behind.” (UNESCO, 2015, p. 8)

As it is clear from this quote, the Incheon Declaration reflects a broad definition of inclusive
education, as it is noted for example by Messiou (2017). Compared to the previous Dakar
Framework, it is noticeable that the mission to tackle exclusion and marginalisation in all forms
complements the importance of education for all students. Both perspectives — to provide
education for all students, and to tackle exclusion of some students — are emphasised. Currently,
the ‘Incheon era’ (this term is inspired by the notion of the ‘Dakar era’ used by Mundy, 2016,
p. 9) has just started, and the Incheon Declaration sets the direction until 2030. It remains to be

seen, what developments might be achieved by then.

An Attempt to Establish ‘Inclusive Education for All’ as a New Guiding Principle
Especially within the Dakar era, attempts were made to synchronise the efforts of Education
for All, inclusive education and the broader commitments to the MDGs. Recently, UNESCO’s
definitions of inclusive education and education for all have been aligned. Inclusive education
attempts to ensure that “all learners have access to quality education that meets basic learning
needs and enriches lives”, and education for all means providing “quality basic education for
all children, youth and adults” (www.unesco.org; accessed on 20/03/2017). It was noted by
scholars such as Kiuppis (2014) that these newly established directions of ‘Inclusive Education’
and ‘Education for All’ as two of UNESCO’s missions blurs the boundaries between them.
According to Kiuppis (2014), both aim at achieving that education supports individuals in
reaching their full potential and that discrimination comes to an end. In addition, and in line
with this, the newly established UN SDG 4 works systematically towards ‘inclusive and quality
education for all’, which explicitly combines the notions of inclusive education and education
for all in one expression.

Researchers have tried to bring both the perspective on education for all students (as
advocated by UNESCO’s Education for All) and the perspective on tackling exclusion of some
students to foster education for all (as advocated by UNESCO’s Inclusive Education) together.
As early as in 2004, Peters (2004) noted that Education for All and Inclusive Education needs
to join forces under a new kind of thinking and planning, which she called “Education for All-

Together” (Peters, 2004, p. 47). Recently, Thomas (2013) called for a new kind of inclusive
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thinking, which considers inequality and equity at the same time. According to this perspective,
young people need recognition, respect and identity. ‘Community’ is at the heart of this new
thinking, as Thomas (2013) pointed out, and it is crucial to examine the role of schools in
enabling community for students to prosper within such community. Shyman (2015) argued in
a similar direction, when he emphasised a new definition of inclusive education based on social
justice. In the words of Shyman (2015), this definition states that “all individuals, regardless of
exceptionality, are entitled to the opportunity to be included in regular classroom environments
while receiving the supports necessary to facilitate accessibility to both environment and
information” (Shyman, 2015, p. 351). This perspective combines the notion of education for all
and the notion that some might need additional support. Miles and Singal (2010) reiterate that
UNESCO’s Education for All is likely to overlook the issue of continued exclusion of particular
individuals, while UNESCO’s Inclusive Education tends to demarcate special cases as separate
issues. In this way, Miles and Singal (2010) make a clear point that issues such as ‘disability’
need to be “recognised as one of many issues of difference and discrimination, rather than as
an issue on its own” (p. 11).

If inclusive education and education for all are brought together in just one expression, it
seems relatively obvious to use ‘education’ as a link between them and combine them into the
term ‘inclusive education for all’. In the literature, this exact term was used before. For example,
Miles and Singal (2010) mentioned in one sentence that “the extent to which more inclusive
educational practices are promoted at country level will depend on the development of a clear
understanding of the concept of ‘inclusive education for all’ in the cultural contexts in which it
is developed” (p. 8). Another example is Carrington et al. (2012), who mentioned the term in
their chapter title “towards an inclusive education for all” (p. 3). Similarly, the term was used
as a subtitle of a book: “school without walls: inclusive education for all” (Jha, 2008). Yet, none
of these references, or any other reference that mentioned this term in a way (such as Arduin,
2015; Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007; Costello & Boyle, 2013; Loreman, 2014) have defined its
meaning or have used it consistently.

As noted in the previous paragraphs, recently, there is a push forward towards combining
the idea of inclusive education and the idea of education for all. However, there seems to be not
yet any established term to refer to education as being inclusive for all rather than for some.
The present study attempts to take up the term ‘inclusive education for all’, as it was mentioned
in previous works, to define its meaning, and to use it consistently. To coin this term in this
way, it would add to the education for all perspective that discrimination exists and needs to be
tackled and would add to the inclusive education perspective that the focus on all students

should not be lost out of sight. Although the expression of ‘inclusive education for all’ might
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be not new in itself, the present attempt of a definition and the present attempt to use it
accordingly, might justify to refer to ‘inclusive education for all’ as being a new concept. This
new concept gives emphasis to the fact that the principle of inclusive education is thought to be
relevant for all students rather than for some particularly. However, many recent studies on
inclusive education are not focussing on all students but students with SEND (see evidence in
Section 2.3.2). In order to be able to refer to studies like that, the concept of ‘inclusive education
for some’ is also introduced in this study. To differentiate between inclusive education for all
and inclusive education for some allows one to describe that researchers tend to utilise and
operationalise former ideas of mainstreaming and integration under the umbrella of inclusion.
However, inclusive education was and is supposed to refer to all students rather than to
particular groups of students, which this Section 2.2.1 clearly demonstrated (see detailed
discussion in Section 2.4). In this sense, it is not suggested that ‘for all” and ‘for some’ are both,
in a normative sense, valid ways to think about and conduct research on inclusive education.
The differentiation is supposed to allow to describe that the term might have changed (e.g. from
integration to inclusion), but that researchers tend to remain in their former mindsets.

The term inclusive education for all on the global level is defined in the present study in
accordance with UNESCO’s policies and with the discussed references (such as Ainscow et al.,
2006; Ainscow & Miles, 2008; Miles & Singal, 2010; Peters, 2004; Shyman, 2015; Thomas,
2013): Inclusive education for all describes the presence, participation and achievement of al//
students in education, and the imperative to tackle exclusion and marginalisation that some
individuals face with regards to their presence, participation and achievement in education, and
to initiate all necessary steps on all necessary levels that these individuals are embraced by the
notion of ‘all’. In this way, this term might be able to embrace both the education for all students
perspective and the inclusive education (as strengthened education for some students)
perspective; and it might therefore be able to explicate the direction for education in the next

number of years, which was inscribed implicitly in the Incheon Declaration (UNESCO, 2015).

2.2.2 ‘Inclusive Education for All’ in National and Local Contexts

Global policies are relatively abstract, which means that they need to be translated into national
and local contexts. These translation processes are highly complex and a variety of aspects
deflect the translation in other directions than intended, such as the already existing laws on
different societal levels, monetary flows, involved agencies, political directions, past events in
the society, utilisation of particular words and phrases in policies, values, attitudes and so forth.
The dynamics of the processes depend largely on the kind of global policy and the context in

which it is supposed to be implemented, or even to be made legally binding. Hence, in the
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following section, a selection of some major issues of translating global inclusive education
policies into national and local contexts are highlighted as they seem to dominate current
inclusive education discourses. These include diverse definitions and understandings of
inclusive education in different contexts, diverse understandings as they are represented in
different educational policies, the way SEND are defined and identified in certain contexts,
schools as important institutions to implement more inclusive ideas, and the general pedagogic

approach.

Diverse Meanings of Inclusive Education

Research that tried to clarify what inclusive education meant repeatedly have reached the
conclusion that, generally, there were different understandings. Ainscow et al. (2006)
developed a typology of six different understandings of inclusive education (see also Ainscow
& Miles, 2008). As opposed to the previously presented reflections on the global (policy) level,
Ainscow et al. (2006) were more interested in examining how inclusive education was
understood within countries, government policies and schools. Being concerned with including
students with SEND, or trying to reduce the exclusion of students whose behaviour is
considered as being difficult, are the first two ways of thinking about inclusive education,
respectively. According to Ainscow et al. (2006), the third understanding relates inclusive
education to all groups that are considered as being particularly vulnerable to exclusion.
Developing schools for all is the fourth, and Education for All as advocated by the UNESCO
is the fifth way of thinking about inclusive education. According to Ainscow et al. (2006), there
is a sixth understanding: the principled approach to education and society. This way of thinking
is not in favour of any of the aforementioned understandings, but it acknowledges that the
understanding of inclusive education, as adopted by particular schools, is not unalterable and
solid, but it is ‘a never-ending process’ of developing and scrutinising the current view on
inclusive education (Ainscow et al., 2006). This implies that the “emphasis should be less on
what inclusion might look like and more on how it might be developed with schools” (Ainscow
et al., 2006, p. 23).

Nearly a decade later, Goransson and Nilholm (2014) proposed four definitions of inclusive
education, which were reached through a literature review of research articles. Being concerned
about the placement of students with SEND is the first, and being concerned about meeting
their social/academic needs is the second kind of definition. According to Goransson and
Nilholm (2014), a third definition of inclusive education is to meet the social and academic
needs of all students, and fourth, inclusive education as creating communities, which is based

on notions of “equity, care [...], justice, honouring of subjugated knowledge and valuing
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diversity” (Goransson & Nilholm, 2014, p. 270). The postulation of these four definitions has
been criticised (Dyson, 2014; Haug, 2014). Haug (2014) argued that inclusive education should
be understood more as an overarching normative idea which is connected to certain values. This
argument is similar to the general (normative) vision of inclusive education for all as it has been
discussed in Section 2.2.1. Dyson (2014) pointed out that inclusive education needs to be
understood as a principle that “is embodied in different ways in different contexts” (Dyson,
2014, p. 282), which was described in the previous paragraph as that principled approach to
education (Ainscow et al. (2006). Contrary to the attempt of Goransson & Nilholm (2014) to
find a generally accepted classification, such a view would emphasise that inclusion has a
substantially different meaning for each school and its community. Besides this critique,
Goransson and Nilholm (2014) demonstrated at least that a great variety of conceptual
understandings of inclusive education is present amongst researchers from different contexts.
The issue that inclusive education seems to be a relatively unambiguous concept in international
policies (e.g. in the context of the UNESCO; see Section 2.2.1), yet, seems to have diverse
meanings on more local levels, needs further consideration in the following paragraphs, because
it relates to the methodological approach used in the present study.

Noticing that inclusive education research across contexts is not easy to carry out because
of the lack of a generally accepted definition, Dyson (2004) formulated that inclusive education
is “a highly slippery concept, particularly when it is used across the boundaries of different
education systems” (p. 614). Until today, efforts to clarify the concept of inclusive education
across different contexts (Haug, 2017; Nilholm & Goransson, 2017; Schneider, 2015) did not
result in a single embracing understanding. Hence, the conclusion might be that the ‘conceptual
diversities’ (Goransson & Nilholm, 2014; Kruse & Dedering, 2017) of inclusive education
cannot be resolved — at least on the national and local level. However, as argued previously in
the present study, on the global level, the understanding of inclusive education for all seemed
to have little variation across the globe (on the contrary, it was even critisied by Tota, 2014 that
the policy development by the UNESCO is unanimous and therefore structurally
undemocratic). Hence, the discrepancies, as they were identified in reviews (such as Ainscow
et al., 2006; Nilholm & Goransson, 2017), seemed to be created when the global suggestions

were translated into the national and local policies and practices.

Inclusive Education in Policies on the National and Local Level
As noted previously, there is a certain agreement on the global level of what inclusive education
for all comprises of; yet, if understandings of the concept are compared on the national or local

level, different views are apparent. The aforementioned variety of definitions is mirrored in
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and/or emerges from policy documents on the national/local level that are characterised by
considerable discrepancies and contradictions (Armstrong et al., 2011; Hardy & Woodcock,
2015; Slee & Allan, 2001). Three aspects seemed particularly worth mentioning with regard to
the emergence of differing understandings of inclusive education. First, inconsistencies might
arise on the national level, because of different interpretations of the global policies by the
leading governments and responsible agencies on the national level. For example, policies as
they pertain to inclusive education in the United States reflect a number of the principles of
transnational policies, yet, one inclusive education policy in Canada re-iterates integrative
notions of bringing those students with SEND into the mainstream (Hardy & Woodcock, 2015).
Hence, some national policies are generally in line with the global policies, while others are
not. Second, besides the actual content, another issue that might lead to inconsistencies, is the
vagueness of some policy texts. Slee and Allan (2001) for example demonstrate through their
analysis that a policy, which was supposed to support inclusive education, keeps systematically
away from making any concrete suggestions or give any directives for action. The researchers
conclude that the policy is “a license to do nothing” (Slee & Allan, 2001, p. 183). It seems very
likely that such policies that leave much space for interpretation produce a variety of differing
understandings. Third, inconsistencies might also arise, because the local education authorities
have to concretise educational policies against the backdrop of their specific local demands.
Only concrete policy guidance that fits the local realities, allows more inclusive arrangements,
as it is emphasised by Ainscow et al. (2000). The authors point out that the local education
authorities must clarify for themselves and with regard to the local situation “what is meant by
inclusive education and how policies might be introduced to encourage developments in that
direction” (Ainscow et al., 2000, p. 224). This can produce a variety of meanings, because a
locally relevant definition of inclusive education is laid down in policy documents, which are
difficult to continuously revise. Hence, a particular understanding is perpetuated to lead the
understanding of inclusive education in a particular way (which was relevant to a particular
time at a particular place).

The complexities of the development of education-related policies and legislations are
demonstrated by Nes and Stremstad (2006), who analysed the revision process of the basic
education policies in Norway starting in 2001. The Norwegian government appointed a
committee in 2001 to make suggestions for improving basic education in Norway. Amongst
many other suggestions, it was recommended by this committee in 2003 to change the §5.1 of
the Education Act, which stated originally that students who struggled with ordinary education
had a right to special education, and replace it with a legal right to adapted education for all

(Nes & Stremstad, 2006). A large variety of different parties were invited to comment on these
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recommendations, and with regard to the §5.1 the responses were 50:50 pro or contra the
deletion of the §5.1 respectively, as Nes and Stremstad (2006) reconstructed further. The
Institute of Special Education in Oslo, then, opposed that further elaborations would be needed
in this regard, and they convinced the government that they need to write these
recommendations themselves. In their recommendations the Institute of Special Education
pointed out the value of keeping §5.1, which resulted in actually keeping the §5.1. Nes and
Stremstad (2006) concluded that this was most illustrative “how special education gets most of
the attention even when the broader issue of adapted education for all is on the agenda” (Nes &
Stremstad, 2006, p. 375). Notably, §5.1 does still apply in Norway in this form, stating that
“pupils who either do not or are unable to benefit satisfactorily from ordinary teaching have the
right to special education” (Norwegian Ministry of Education and Research, 2014, §5.1).

Besides these examples, another interesting case for illustrating issues that arise from
policies on national and local levels is Australia. On the one hand, Australia has a relatively
advanced discourse on diversity, yet, on the other hand, Australia has a federal constitution,
which produced major differences in the quality of education-relevant policy texts. In Australia,
a variety of conventions and declarations guide inclusive practices, and the general trend is
apparent that understandings of inclusive education were shifting from emphasising particularly
students with SEND to “educational opportunities for all students, framed in terms of diversity”
(Carrington et al., 2012, p. 17). Important educational guiding texts (such as the Melbourne
Declarations or the Australian Curriculum) emphasise that teachers are supposed to cater to the
diversity of their students (Carrington et al., 2012). Yet, the educational policies as they pertain
to inclusive education in Australia are different between the States. Hardy and Woodcock
(2015) demonstrate in their policy analysis that policies in New South Wales (NSW), for
example, have the tendency to encourage bringing students with SEND into the ‘mainstream’
schools (see also e.g. L. J. Graham & Sweller, 2011 for statistical evidence and problematising
the specific focus in NSW on students with SEND). On the other hand, in Queensland, another
state in Australia, the policies are challenging homogenising tendencies and emphasise students
with diverse needs and abilities instead (Hardy & Woodcock, 2015).

As opposed to Australia’s tradition in discussing diversity-related issues, there are also
countries that only recently started discourses on establishing inclusive education. An example
is Germany, where basically the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD;
UN, 2006) brought the German term ‘Inklusion’ (Engl. Inclusion) up for discussion in the
educational field, around its ratification in 2009. At that time, Germany had established a fully
separated — and highly elaborated — special education system besides the regular school system.

Like Australia, Germany is divided into Federal States, and these states are responsible for all
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education-related issues and policies. In 2009, none of the school laws and policies of
Germany’s 16 Federal States met the requirements of the CRPD (Hinz, 2015). Accordingly, all
Federal States had to change their education legislation and policy considerably (Hebborn,
2014). Special educational services in Germany depended on identified SEND (Banafsche,
2013; Henry-Huthmacher, 2015). Highly complex and partially contradictory laws governed
the goods and services as they pertained to identified SEND (Banafsche, 2013 exemplifies these
contradictions with regard to the goods and services according to the social security codes SGB
VIII and SGB XII). While recently, most school-related laws have been changed more or less
in accordance with the CRPD (Hebborn, 2014; Henry-Huthmacher, 2015), the general system
that distributes support to students with identified SEND has hardly changed. Hence, in many
cases, the ministries strive “exclusively for new structures of ‘special educational support’ in
the regular school” (Hinz, 2015, p. 24). The school laws keep their opportunity to assign a child
to a ‘more appropriate form of school’, as mentioned by Kruse and Dedering (2017) with
regards to the law in Lower Saxony, a German Federal State. As Kruse and Dedering (2017)

(113

formulate, many of the Federal States reserve their right that “‘un-includable’ children and
teenagers can theoretically be transferred to special schools against their will (or that of the

parental authority)” (Kruse & Dedering, 2017, p. 6).

The Medical- and Social Model of Special Educational Needs and/or Disabilities
As discussed previously, to identify SEND still plays a major role in current inclusive education
discourses in different contexts. Booth (1995) noted that a new kind of thinking is only possible,
if we are “prepared to jettison the language that ties us to old habits of thought” (Booth, 1995,
p. 97). ‘Special educational needs’ and ‘disability’ are such terms that suggest a clear cut
between the normal and the non-normal or between the general and the special (Booth, 1995;
L. J. Graham & Macartney, 2012; L. J. Graham & Slee, 2008). However, the use of labels, such
as certain SEND recently increased in many contexts (L. J. Graham & Jahnukainen, 2011).
Two modes of thinking about SEND are generally distinguished; namely, a medical model
and a social model. The idea that SEND are inherent of particular students’ minds and bodies,
which limits their abilities and capacities, is referred to as the deficit model or the medical
model of inclusive education (Dudley-Marling & Burns, 2014). In a broader sense, this means
that services need to be delivered that compensate the students’ inherent defects so that such
exceptional students can function like normal students in the classroom. More recently, the
medical model was criticised by different perspectives that can be summarised as the social
model or the social constructivist/constructionist model of inclusive education (Dudley-Marling

& Burns, 2014). In this way of thinking, SEND are no ‘true defects’, but emerge out of certain
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discourses (Slee, 2008; Tomlinson, 2012). This is supported by research that has, for example,
demonstrated that the age of a child relative to its peers has a direct effect of being identified
with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) (Evans, Morrill, & Parente, 2010). If
ADHD would refer to any inherent and unalterable trait of the child, such an effect should not
exist. In other words, to identify specific SEND depend on expectations as they pertain to what
is considered being normal in a particular society and context.

The particular use of categories of SEND are dependent on more general societal values as
they pertain to the educational system, as Arduin (2015) demonstrated in a comparative study
of four different countries. The neo-liberal values in England and Ireland converge with the
utilisation of the medical model, while Norway and Finland, which are generally subscribed to
more social-democratic values, utilise more of a social-interactionist model (Arduin, 2015).
Many of Slee’s studies (Slee, 2001a, 2001b, 2011, 2013; Slee & Allan, 2001) point in a similar
direction, too, that the medical model persists and as a result the battle for (special educational)
resources demands special education to identify needs and according services. In addition, a
similar interaction between the values and the discourse model was also described as the
‘irresistible rise of the SEN industry’ (Tomlinson, 2012, 2015) or the ‘manufacture of inability’
(Tomlinson, 2017), in order to point out that inclusive education is intertwined with particular
interests of different stakeholders and monetary considerations.

One instrument of ‘market efficiency’ and ‘competition’ in education is the standardised
(achievement) testing of students, which is one of the indicators for neo-liberal values
underpinning the educational sector. Inclusive education and the ‘standards agenda’ are in
conflict with each other, because both are making different suggestions with regard to desired
school developments (Ainscow et al., 2006; Ainscow et al., 2000; Glazzard, 2013). When
academic achievement is assessed in standardised examination procedures, the “most
vulnerable learners will continue to be singled out for specialised attention” (Glazzard, 2013,
p. 186). This keeps specific learners marginalised and creates difficulties with regard to their
participation and achievement (Glazzard, 2013). Similar conflicting developments were
described by Engsig and Johnstone (2015), who demonstrate that the emphasis to develop more
equity through inclusive education is contradicted in Denmark by the implementation of “US-
inspired accountability-driven” (Engsig & Johnstone, 2015, p. 475) standardised testing.

An example of increased market efficiency and competition in the educational sector is
Australia. The Australian educational system is regarded to utilise neo-liberal strategies to
foster quality through competition (see e.g. Hardy & Woodcock, 2015). One instrument that is
commonly mentioned in this respect is the National Assessment Program — Literacy and

Numeracy (NAPLAN; see e.g. Fachinetti, 2015; Johnston, 2017). NAPLAN was introduced in
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2008, and it was supposed to replace the varieties of different standardised testing that were in
place before, with a common instrument for assessment throughout the country (Fachinetti,
2015). NAPLAN examines the students’ literacy and numeracy achievement in school years 3,
5, 7 and 9, and the results are published online at the school level (Johnston, 2017). Johnston
(2017) notes that adjustments for students with disabilities are possible. A number of students
with identified SEND do not have to participate in NAPLAN (Anderson & Boyle, 2015; Elliott,
Davies, & Kettler, 2012). Hence, there is a certain interest at the school level for diagnosing
low-achieving students, because, as discussed before, it brings additional monetary resources
and services, but it also could improve the schools’ NAPLAN scores, because these particular
students might get around the standardised testing, which makes such a school more attractive
for families with higher socio-economic status. As mentioned previously in the present study,
although all of its advancements in Australian inclusive education, there are still tendencies in
the Australian school system to place students identified with SEND in special schools or to
‘confine’ them in special classes or units in regular schools, as the monitoring committee of the
United Nations denounced (UN, 2013). Although Australia has ratified the CRPD (UN, 2006),
the United Nations clearly criticised in their report the ‘substandard education’ and the lower
school completion rates of students with SEND (UN, 2013).

A country that challenges the argument of Arduin (2015) that social-democratic values of
a society suggest that a social-interactionist stance towards SEND is more likely, is Germany.
Germany and its educational system is generally seen as social-democratic (see e.g. Tomlinson,
2015). Except for the general discourse on educational standards (e.g. Rodler, 2012 discusses
inclusive education and educational standards as being paradoxical, while e.g. Hinz, 2015 states
that they are not necessarily contrary to each other), there is no nation-wide achievement testing
that is being reported on the school-level. In accordance with the aforementioned analysis by
Arduin (2015), one would have suggested that Germany’s discourses on SEND utilises a social
model. Germany has a long tradition in special education. The special education sector is very
advanced and has a vast variety of special schools for all kinds of SEND. Many of these special
schools note that SEND emerges due to barriers that particular students face, and the special
schools tried to mitigate these barriers for these students. This tradition was and still is present
in the German inclusive education discourse. Yet, more recently, it was argued that mitigating
barriers for students with particular SEND should not only take place in the special school
sector, but also in the regular school sector. In the German-wide recommendations of the
ministers of education and cultural affairs (KMK, 2011), ‘Inklusion’ (Engl. inclusion) was
introduced as a comprehensive concept of ‘living together’, ‘education for all’, and that all

barriers that hinder inclusive education in the regular system need to be overcome. ‘Inklusion’
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is about all children and youths and their active participation in common life and learning
(KMK, 2011). Yet, to accomplish this, the KMK (2011) recommended to identify the SEND,
by using the established categories, so that the children receive appropriate provision in the
regular system according to their identified precondition and potential. As it is common in
Germany’s federalism, the KMK (2011) recommends that all Federal States make their own
laws what kinds of goods and services are provided for each of the SEND categories (KMK,
2011). Additional goods and services are only available, if a child was identified. There is an
increase of children with identified SEND; especially special needs with regards to
‘emotional/social development’ have recently doubled (Henry-Huthmacher, 2015). In addition,
it has been criticised that the recommendations by the KMK (2011) and similar recent
developments in Germany “strive exclusively for new structures of ‘special educational
support’ in the regular school” (Hinz, 2015, p. 24). Generally, it turned out to be difficult and
expensive to change the established structures of special education and develop a unified
educational system with schools for all (Hinz, 2015; Klemm, 2012). The United Nations’
Committee that examined the progress of implementing the CRPD was very concerned that the

German educational system was still in large parts fully segregated (UN, 2015).

Schools and Inclusive Education

Inclusive education for all requires the actual pedagogical settings to create communities that
are welcoming for all and to combat discriminatory attitudes of all (based on UNESCO, 1994).
Schools are suitable institutions for inclusive education to take place in this way; namely,
schools involve students and teachers, but also parents and the wider community, and they are
developing so that they are able to respond adequately to demands such as becoming welcoming
for all and tackle discrimination. A school that provides inclusive education for all in this sense
needs constantly be mindful of new exclusionary dynamics and it needs to find creative ways
to foster provision and prospering for all. Such “an inclusive school is one that is on the move,
rather than one that has reached a perfect state” (Ainscow & Miles, 2008, p. 20). In the
perspective of Slee (2008, 2011), such a task is unlikely to be carried out by special schools nor
by regular schools; instead it needs a new revised kind of schooling, which he calls irregular
schooling.

Generally, students spend a considerable amount of time in schools. Most recent data
presents evidence that “Students in OECD countries and economies receive an average of 7,538
hours of compulsory instruction during their primary and lower secondary education, ranging
from 5,976 hours in Latvia to almost double that in Australia (11,000 hours) and Denmark
(10,960 hours)” (OECD, 2017, p. 334). About a decade ago, the OECD average of students’
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time spent in schools was 6,898 hours (OECD, 2007). Yet, not only the objective time that
students spend in schools has increased over the recent years, but also the subjective
significance of schools from the perspectives of the students (Fraij, Maschke, & Stecher, 2015).
Hence, the time students spend in schools should at best be free from discrimination and
exclusion.

It was argued that improving schools in this way means developing inclusive education
(Ainscow et al., 2006). School developments in this direction of ‘schools for all’ are supported
in many cases around the globe by the ‘Index for Inclusion’ (Booth & Ainscow, 2011; first
edition published in 2000). Another school development tool, yet not as elaborated and
established as the Index for Inclusion, is the ‘school-based inclusivity framework’ (Berlach &
Chambers, 2011). All in all, the school seems to be a crucial institution for the implementation
of inclusive education for all, because of its significance for the students, and because it
provides the space where conceptual ideas of inclusive education for all need to be transposed

into ‘real world’ teaching practices and social actions.

Pedagogical Approach to Inclusive Education

At the classroom level, inclusive practices are crucial for quality teaching for all. Even in more
general recommendations to ‘what makes great pedagogy?’, a review by Husbands and Pearce
(2012) clearly recommended that “effective pedagogies are inclusive and take the diverse needs
of a range of learners, as well as matters of student equity, into account” (p. 11). There is a great
deal of research available on pedagogical strategies to teach all learners, mostly referred to as
the ‘inclusive pedagogy’ for all (Black-Hawkins & Florian, 2012; Florian & Black-Hawkins,
2011; Florian & Linklater, 2010; Panti¢ & Florian, 2015). One aspect of inclusive teaching is
that teachers should not fall for labels that particular children might carry (Daniels, 2006). In
order to tackle exclusion, labels might be needed at some point to uncover specific exclusory
pressures (Ainscow & Miles, 2008), and it might generally be difficult to work and think
without using any labels; yet, teachers need to be very aware of the ‘trap of stereotyping’ (L. J.
Graham & Macartney, 2012).

These recommendations from previous research seem to be plausible, yet, research
uncovered that these ideals seemed hardly implemented in ‘real-world’ contexts. In an
empirical study with chief education officers, principals, and teachers in Sweden, Nilholm,
Almgqvist, Goransson, and Lindqvist (2013) demonstrated that particularly practitioners at the
school level highlight the need for medical diagnosis and labelling of children. A similar result
was reported in the aforementioned study by Nes and Stremstad (2006) in Norway, who

reported that particularly politicians seemed to be in favour of education for all, while the
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majority of school authorities and teachers were in favour of retaining special education (Nes
& Stromstad, 2006). This shows that, although the concepts to develop inclusive schools
(Berlach & Chambers, 2011; Booth & Ainscow, 2011) and inclusive practices (Black-Hawkins
& Florian, 2012; Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2011; Florian & Linklater, 2010; Panti¢ & Florian,
2015) are available, practitioners might still stick to the established ways of thinking about
SEND.

‘Inclusive Education for All’ as a Guiding Principle on all Levels

On the global level, the directions towards education for all and inclusive education, as they
were set by the UNESCO, are relatively unambiguous. The emphasis given previously to
inclusive education for all as a new kind of thinking is on the global policy level the consequent
continuance of the current ongoing narrowing of the scope of education for all on the one side
and inclusive education on the other. Yet, as the previous paragraphs showed, global policies
need to be translated into national and local policies, and the clash of global policies and ideas
with cultural and structural realities deflects the original intents and meanings into a diverse
range of understandings and thinking about inclusive education. On the one hand, in order to
be effective, policies need to consider the social realities of education and schools (Armstrong
et al.,, 2011). On the other hand, only consistent and coherent guidelines allow practices to
become more inclusive (Hardy & Woodcock, 2015; Hinz, 2015; Miles & Singal, 2010), which
might mean that inconsistencies between different policies (on different levels) and also
vagueness in policy texts might lead to confusion amongst the relevant stakeholders.

Taken together, inclusive education for all can be understood as a ‘north star’ (Hinz, 2015),
which explicitly encourages active engagement and intensive contention with its (abstract)
content. As the previous discussion of the different aspects demonstrated, this pertains not only
to policy development, but also to continuously questioning the established understandings of
SEND, to develop schools to be more inclusive for all and to maintain a reflective stance
towards the pedagogical approach. In this way, the notion of Ainscow and Miles (2008) that
inclusive education should be understood on the school level “as a never-ending process” (p.
20), might apply to all other levels, too. Accordingly, this genuine process character of inclusive
education might be re-interpreted in the context of the present study with regard to all described
national, local, school, and classroom practice-related levels as a never-ending and iterative
process that is oriented towards a sufficient translation of the global notion of inclusive

education for all.
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2.3 Inclusive Education for All and Teachers’ Attitudes

Inclusive education for all was introduced in the previous section as the new concept. The
discussion focused to a large extent on global policies and issues as they pertained to the
translation of global commitments to the national, local, school, and classroom practice levels.
It was demonstrated that the global policy messages clash with the national and local realities
and become deflected into a diverse range of understandings. The previous section ended with
notions as they pertained to the pedagogical approach. Yet, the pedagogical approach to
inclusive education for all needs to be implemented in ‘real world’ contexts. Hence, this section
considers the teachers as one of the main stakeholders in education and as being crucial for

implementing inclusive education for all. Particular emphasis is given to teachers’ attitudes.

2.3.1 Teachers and their Attitudes as a Key to Inclusive Education for All

In the Incheon Declaration (UNESCO, 2015), emphasis is given to teachers and educators being
necessary for ‘quality education’ and for ‘improving learning outcomes’. Hence, the teachers’
empowerment, training, and support needs to be ensured, as it was declared by the UNESCO

(2015).

Importance of Teachers for Quality Education
The importance of teachers for all of their students was highlighted in the report ‘teachers
matter’ published by the Education Committee of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation
and Development (OECD, 2005). This report emphasised the vital importance of teacher
quality and quality teaching for improving student learning (OECD, 2005). Yet, because the
report had a different scope (namely, to foster teacher policy) the section within the report that
presented empirical evidence in this direction was relatively small, compared to other sections.
Strong evidence that teachers generally matter is derived from studies that measure
students’ achievement. Empirical studies repeatedly revealed that the students’ achievement
scores had little between-school variance, but not negligible within-school variance (Coleman
et al., 1966; Goldhaber, 2016; Hattie, 2009; Mansfield, 2015). In other words, there were no
specific kinds of schools or districts that did better (or worse) than others. This lead most
authors to the conclusion that the variance of students’ achievement needs to be explained at
the classroom level; hence, it depended on the teachers. Rivkin, Hanushek, and Kain (2005) for
example analysed the reading and mathematics achievement of students and the characteristics

of their teachers and class size in Texas, United States. In this study, a lower class size (a
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common argument to improve student achievement) was associated with slightly higher
achievement, and a higher estimated teacher quality was associated with even higher students’
achievement. The authors concluded that the reduction of the class size is not as effective as
improving the teacher quality to raise the students’ achievement (Rivkin et al., 2005). Findings
of the meta synthesis of Hattie (2003) confirmed that teacher quality had the greatest effects on
the learners, because it explained about 30% of the variance of students’ achievement.

Until today, it remains a debate if the teachers or the teaching has the most influence. While
Hattie (2003, 2009) found that it is not the teacher, but the ‘excellence in teaching’ which
influences achievement the most, an analysis of the TIMSS 2011 data by Blomeke, Olsen, and
Suhl (2016) showed that instructional quality had no direct effect on students’ achievement.
Instead it was the felt preparedness, experience, degree and relevant major of the teachers that
had an effect on students’ achievement (Blomeke et al., 2016). In a longitudinal study in
Queensland, Australia, the importance of teachers’ experiences were also highlighted, because
the literacy and numeracy of the students of more experienced teachers had higher test score
gains (Leigh, 2010). In the same study, the importance of high quality teachers was even more
apparent, because the students of the ‘very best’ teachers (90" percentile teacher) achieve in
half a year, what students of the ‘worst’ teachers (25" percentile teacher) achieve in a full year
(Leigh, 2010). In addition, even longer-term effects could be demonstrated in longitudinal
studies. Chetty, Friedman, and Rockoff (2014) analysed school district and tax records from
more than one million children, and found that children, who were assigned to high-quality
teachers were more likely to attend a college, to earn higher salaries and they were less likely
to be teenage-parents.

In his seminal study ‘Visible Learning’, Hattie (2009) generated a ‘model of successful
teaching and learning’, which highlighted the power of the teachers and their teaching, their
proficiencies with regards to decision making, their engagement in establishing caring
relationships with and amongst students and their critical reflection of desirable teaching
outcomes. Hattie (2009) criticised that there is a mismatch between the strong empirical
evidence that the working conditions (such as resources, smaller class sizes etc.) are not
effective in terms of students’ achievement on the one side, and the great importance of working
conditions as it is represented in most policies and ongoing discourses on the other side. Quite
a similar situation is present in most of the present inclusive education discourses around the
world. As it was demonstrated previously in the present study, there is a strong emphasis on
working condition-related issues, such as class size, aides, counselling, etc., which the
diagnosing of children is hoped to improve. Although Hattie (2009) had not specifically

commented on inclusive education, one might learn from his study with regard to inclusive
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education for all that, if the learning of the child is in the centre of interest, excellence in
teaching should be the main goal to be achieved. This does not mean that resources are not
necessary at all (such as inclusive design of the learning environment) — but it does mean that
the bemoaning of the working conditions might deflect the teachers’ efforts towards more
effective teaching strategies for all, which holds the most powerful effects for all students. In
this sense, inclusive education for all demands that teachers are reflecting constantly on their
teaching and their beliefs and attitudes, and find new ways of teaching all students. In the words
of Hattie (2009): “the beliefs and conceptions held by teachers need to be questioned — not
because they are wrong (or right) but because the essence of good teaching is that teachers’
expectations and conceptions must be subjected to debate, refutation, and investigation” (pp.

239-240).

Teachers as Key to the Success of Inclusive Education for All

The importance of teachers for quality education and the learning, achievement and success of
students is mirrored in global policies as they pertain to inclusive education for all. In the World
Declaration on Education for All (UNESCO, 1990), the teachers’ role for providing quality

education was explicitly highlighted. In its Framework for Action, it was noted:

“The preeminent role of teachers as well as of other educational personnel in providing quality
basic education needs to be recognized and developed to optimize their contribution. This must
entail measures to respect teachers’ trade union rights and professional freedoms, and to
improve their working conditions and status, notably in respect to their recruitment, initial and
in-service training, remuneration and career development possibilities, as well as to allow
teachers to fulfil their aspirations, social obligations, and ethical responsibilities” (UNESCO,
1990, p. 12).

Subsequent to the World Declaration on Education for All, an ‘education for all teacher-training
package’ (UNESCO & UNDP, 1995) has been published. This document embraced a large
variety of teacher-related topics as they pertain to implementing UNESCO’s Education for All
movement. The UNESCO and UNDP (1995) emphasised the important role of teachers in
implementing Education for All. In this way, teachers were considered ‘key actors’ for
implementing an education that is meant for all, as it is expressed by the UNESCO and UNDP
(1995). In the Framework for Action of the Salamanca Statement (UNESCO, 1994) the teacher
was described as a member of a team, who collaborates with other professionals and with
parents in order to foster inclusive education. The UNESCO (1994) highlighted that teachers

need to be trained in their pre-service phase the necessary skills to collaborate and to adapt the
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curriculum and instruction to meet all students’ needs, and in their in-service phase they need
to receive appropriate further training at school level respectively. Throughout the Dakar
Framework for Action (UNESCO, 2000), it is emphasised that basic education of quality for
all needs well-trained teachers. The Dakar Framework included in its extended commentary
even an own sub-section on enhancing the status, morale and professionalism of teachers, where
the teachers are described as advocates for change and being catalysts of change. Furthermore,
it is pointed out that teachers must be able to understand diversity in the students’ learning and
their development so that the teaching and learning environment can be adapted to the diverse
needs (UNESCO, 2000). Recently, the Incheon declaration (UNESCO, 2015) reassured the
commitments with regards to teachers, as they were made in the previous global policies.
Similar notions that the teachers are ‘agents of change’ towards inclusive education are
represented in recent studies (such as Panti¢ & Florian, 2015) and research summaries (such as
Ballard, 2012). Ballard (2012) highlighted the connection between inclusive education and
democracy. As Ballard (2012) pointed out, both require the active participation of all
individuals. In order to fully embrace inclusive education and democracy, teachers need to
understand that exclusion and oppression exist, and how to tackle them (Ballard, 2012).
Because teachers might unintentionally be part of a system that excludes some students, they
need to be critical of their own position, as Ballard (2012) emphasised. Similarly, Panti¢ and
Florian (2015) argued that teachers need to work towards social justice through not falling for
exclusion of some individuals and making a serious attempt to gain positive outcomes for all.
Yet, the authors claimed that it remains unclear for teachers how to carry out such a complex
task. As a solution, Panti¢ and Florian (2015) suggest to bring together the inclusive pedagogy
(Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2011; Florian & Linklater, 2010) and the teacher agency for social
justice model (Panti¢, 2015). The resulting heuristic guides the teachers’ thinking along the four
aspects of teacher agency: purpose, competence, autonomy, and reflexivity, and for each of
these aspects more concrete issues of inclusive pedagogy are provided to guide the teachers’
thinking and reflexion process (Panti¢ & Florian, 2015). All these encouragements and
guidance to support teachers working towards democracy and social justice start from the

premise that the teachers are the key to the success of inclusive education for all.

Teachers’ Attitudes with regard to Inclusive Education for All

As demonstrated in the previous paragraphs, the global policies from the 1990s emphasised
teachers as being of great importance. Yet, in these documents, teachers’ competencies and
their work conditions were put to the foreground, while their attitudes were not mentioned at

all. Only later on, the focus on teachers was widened to embrace teachers’ attitudes. The
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Guidelines for Inclusion (UNESCO, 2005) explicitly stated that “teacher attitudes and tolerance
are the vehicles for the construction of an inclusive and participatory society” (p. 17). The
UNESCO (2005) acknowledged that research had indicated that negative attitudes were a major
barrier to inclusion; hence, teachers’ attitudes needed to be reflected when trying to improve
inclusive education.

Positive teacher attitudes can play an important role for inclusive practices and positive
educational outcomes, as it is proposed in the Framework for Inclusive Education (Peters,
2004). Peters (2004) postulated a variety of contextual factors such as politics, standards etc.
that influence the inputs and outcomes of an inclusive educational system. The input perspective
includes school-, student- and family-/community-related characteristics, while the processes
comprise the school climate and the teaching and learning. As outcomes, Peters (2004)
proposed students’ achievement (e.g. literacy, numeracy, good citizenship etc.), students’
attainment (e.g. preparation for adult life, etc.) and standards (such as impact on family and
community or on governmental policy etc.). In this framework, positive teacher attitudes are
part of the school climate, which is interrelated with the teaching and learning practices (e.g.
active teaching methods and also e.g. active student participation), and both — the climate and
the teaching and learning — lead to the students’ outcomes. In other words, the model described
a relationship of teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion and the inclusiveness of the teaching and
learning, and it also pointed out that the positive teacher attitudes are only one school climate
factor out of nine, according to Peters (2004).

In a variety of studies, it was highlighted that attitudes are crucial for the success of
inclusive education, such as Mahat (2008) or Ainscow and Miles (2008). More recently, Opertti
and Brady (2011) also gave emphasis to the attitudes, roles and competencies of teachers for
implementing inclusive education successfully. On the contrary, negative attitudes can also be
seen as a barrier to inclusive education, as Anderson and Boyle (2015) pointed out. Besides
other barriers (such as confusions with regard to the definition of inclusive education, or lack
of resources), negative teacher attitudes towards inclusive education are one important aspect
that can hinder its successful implementation (Anderson & Boyle, 2015).

Taken together, teachers and their attitudes can be understood as a key to inclusive
education for all. The presented evidence underlines the importance of teachers for students’
learning in general, and policies and research highlight teachers to be of particular importance
to implement inclusive education for all. Through their excellence in teaching, teachers allow
for the presence, participation and achievement of all students in their classrooms, and through
a ‘reflective process’ (as it is emphasised by Carrington et al., 2012) effective teachers are able

to uncover exclusion and marginalisation and to find strategies to tackle them at least at the
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classroom level. If teachers hold positive attitudes towards inclusive education for all, they are
likely to understand that inclusive education for all is a never-ending and iterative process; not
only on the national, local policy level, and school level, but also for them as teachers who are

engaged in ongoing cycles of reflection, critical thinking, and problem solving.

Attitudes: Concept and Definition

As previously discussed, the attitude a teacher holds towards inclusive education for all, makes
it more or less likely that s/he will be concerned with continuously finding ways to carry out
more inclusive practices or not. A vast number of theoretical reflections on the concept of
attitudes are available (such as Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Katz, 1960; Rosenberg & Hovland,
1960; Triandis, 1971). Most of them are rooted in social psychology, and only a few studies
discuss attitudes as a concept from disciplines such as sociology or education (such as Bergman,
1998; P. S. Cohen, 1966; Hitlin & Pinkston, 2013; Voas, 2014). In the following review of the
literature, some of the cornerstones of the attitude concept are highlighted, as they are relevant
for the present investigation.

The point of departure is to understand attitudes in the most basic sense as a tendency of
an individual to evaluate a particular symbol or object in a favourable or unfavourable way
(Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Katz, 1960). Many attitude theorists would subscribe to this minimal
definition and many empirical researchers commonly operationalise the degree of favour or
disfavour towards an attitude object. Three aspects of attitudes are described in more detail.
First, that attitudes can be understood as having different components, second, that attitudes
and behaviour are somehow related, and third, that attitudes are interrelated with the social
environment of an individual.

In his pioneering study on attitudes, Thurstone (1928) noted that the evaluation of a
specified topic, which he termed attitude, comprises a range of very different individual
processes, such as “feelings, prejudice or bias, preconceived notions, ideas, fears, threats, and
convictions” (Thurstone, 1928, p. 531). Over the years, this conception was developed further
and certain agreement was established amongst social psychologists that attitudes should be
understood as having three distinct dimensions or components: an affective, a behavioural and
a cognitive dimension (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Rosenberg & Hovland, 1960; Triandis, 1971).
Until today, this three-fold model of attitudes was popularised under the label ‘ABC model of
attitudes’ (‘A’ for affective, ‘B’ for behavioural, and ‘C’ for cognitive). The idea of this model
is that the attitude of an individual comprises, what somebody knows about the object in
question, what s/he feels about it, and what kind of behavioural options s/he associates with the

attitude object as an appropriate response to it. This three-fold understanding of attitudes is the
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foundation of the definition given by Triandis (1971), which comprises each of the three
components explicitly: “an attitude is an idea charged with emotion which predisposes a class
of actions to a particular class of social situations” (p. 2). According to this, researchers (such
as Rosenberg & Hovland, 1960; and, Triandis, 1971) propose that, if an attitude is activated,
the individual should demonstrate three distinguishable responses that should be more or less
empirically measurable: an affective, a behavioural and a cognitive, respectively. Researchers
in the field of inclusive education recently emphasised that attitude scales should operationalise
these three components (De Boer, Pijl, & Minnaert, 2011; Vignes, Coley, Grandjean, Godeau,
& Arnaud, 2008) and some attitude towards inclusive education scales actually tried to
implement this notion (De Boer, Timmerman, Pijl, & Minnaert, 2012; Mahat, 2008).

The conception of attitudes as having these exact three dimensions is not unambiguous.
For the cognitive component it seems plausible to assume that it can be explicated by the
respondents in an attitude questionnaire. To complete a questionnaire demands cognitive
activity (Tourangeau, Rips, & Rasinski, 2000), hence, the cognitive component of attitudes (if
explicit) seems likely to be measurable by using survey methodology. Yet, for the affective and
the behavioural component, a survey researcher needs to assume that affect and behavioural
predispositions can actually be studied in this way. Amongst empirical studies, there is
disagreement concerning this. For example Mahat (2008) used questionnaire items that began
with “I believe...” to operationalise the cognitive component, “I get frustrated...” or “I get
upset...” etc. to measure the affective component, and “I am willing...” for items that are
supposed to measure the behavioural component. On the one hand, this seems to be generally
in line with social psychology; as previously stated, social psychologists are in agreement
concerning the three dimensional structure of attitudes. Yet, from a pragmatic point of view, it
seems not justified to narrow down the attitude concept to these three components of attitudes.
Many of the rich and insightful dimensions of established instruments that illuminated attitudes
with regards to physical, academic, behavioural, and social SEND (Wilczenski, 1992), attitudes
concerning core perspectives, expected outcomes, and classroom practices (Stoiber, Gettinger,
& Goetz, 1998), or general philosophy, classroom behaviour of SEND children, perceived
ability to teach SEND children, classroom management with SEND children, and academic and
social growth of SEND children (Larrivee, 1982; Larrivee & Cook, 1979); just to name a few.
It seems to make a difference, if the research purpose is to study (the psychology of) attitudes,
or if the research purpose is to study a persons’ attitude towards a certain attitude object. In the
latter case, it seems more promising to conceptualise attitude dimensions with respect to the
attitudes’ content and not with respect to the three presumed psychological processes

underlying the attitudes.



Chapter 2 - Literature Review 31

As previously discussed, attitudes can be understood as having different components. In
addition, it can be assumed that attitudes and behaviour are somehow related. In his seminal
summary of early research on attitudes, Allport (1935) pointed out that attitudes play a role for
a particular response to objects to which the individual holds a particular attitude. In his words,
“an attitude is a mental and neural state of readiness, organised through experience, exerting a
directive or dynamic influence upon the individual’s response to all objects and situations with
which it is related” (Allport, 1935, p. 810). Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) noted that it would have
been of great practical significance to understand the relation of attitudes and the actual
behaviour of an individual. Yet, most attitude researchers, such as Fishbein and Ajzen (1975)
or Eagly and Chaiken (1993) are very aware of the fact that there is strong evidence that the
attitude-behaviour relationship is considerably weak or not existent. A recent review (Chaiklin,
2011) and meta-analysis (Glasman & Albarracin, 2006) underlined the relative absence of a
strong attitude-behaviour relation. Two basic issues concerning the attitudes as predictors of
(subsequent) behaviour has been discussed. On the one hand, the causality of attitudes and
behaviour is unclear. According to Triandis (1971), the relation ‘(stimulus-)attitude-response’
would be plausible in the reverse order of causality, too. Indeed, the comprehensive Handbook
of Attitudes (Albarracin, Johnson, & Zanna, 2005) comprises chapters on both, the influence
of attitudes on behaviour and the influence of behaviour on attitudes. On the other hand, the
attitude-behaviour relation seems to be influenced by a range of further variables (see Eagly &
Chaiken, 1993 for a comprehensive overview). One of the most respected theories on the
attitude-behaviour relation is the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1988, 1991), which
includes the original attitude-behaviour relation, yet, it postulates other key variables.
According to this theory, the behaviour is guided by behavioural intents which are themselves
influenced by the attitude toward the behaviour, the subjective norm as it is found to be relevant
for the behaviour, and the perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 1988, 1991). Only the
perceived behavioural control influences besides the behavioural intent also directly the
behaviour, while the others solely influence the intention (Ajzen, 1988, 1991). Many empirical
researchers in the field of attitudes towards inclusive education build on the Theory of Planned
Behaviour, such as Batsiou, Bebetsos, Panteli, and Antoniou (2008), Kuyini and Desai (2007),
MacFarlane and Woolfson (2013), and Mahat (2008), just to name a few.

Besides these first two aspects, that a persons’ attitudes have certain components, and that
attitudes and behaviour are somehow related, the third aspect is that attitudes are intertwined
with the social environment of an individual. As described, the Theory of Planned Behaviour
postulates the perceived social pressures have an effect on the attitude-behaviour relation.

Hence, in this model, the perception of the social environment plays a role in shaping the
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behavioural intents; in other words, it is not directly related to the attitudes. It is common in
most attitude conceptualisations to see attitudes as something residing permanently within the
individual, or as something emerging spontaneously within the individual (see e.g. the
continuum between ‘stored in memory’ vs. ‘constructed on the spot’ to systematise attitude
definitions, suggested by Bohner & Dickel, 2011). Yet, it is not so common to see attitudes
intertwined with the social environment of an individual. Besides early attempts to illuminate
attitudes through disciplines beyond social psychology (such as Bergman, 1998; P. S. Cohen,
1966), recently, Hitlin and Pinkston (2013) compared the terms values, attitudes, and
ideologies. They concluded that values and ideologies are idealised versions of the world, while
attitudes are closely related to the actual action of an individual. The authors state that sociology
plays a crucial role in understanding attitudes, and that values, attitudes and ideologies are
“fundamentally social in development, enactment, and consequences” (Hitlin & Pinkston,
2013, p. 332). In another recent study, Voas (2014) remarks that although sociology used
attitudes as a term since long ago, it is basically defined by psychology as an internal mental
state. From a sociological point of view, attitudes should not be seen as subjective expressions
of favour or disfavour, but more as normative statements about social order (Voas, 2014). The
interrelatedness of the individual and the society is strongly emphasised by Voas (2014), and
he points out that attitudes always refer to both, the personal view and the social world that
surrounds the person.

A comprehensive discussion of the concept of attitudes is beyond the scope of the present
study. Yet, the three aspects discussed previously lead to the understanding of attitudes as it is
relevant for the present study. The attitude of an individual towards an attitude object is a
tendency of the individual to evaluate each of the attitude objects’ facets in terms of
favourableness; which is both, a mirror of previous social experiences in particular social
environments, and a precursor of subsequent social action. In other words, the relatively stable
tendency of a teacher to think about inclusive education for al/l in a more (un)favourable way,
is related in a way to certain abstract or concrete experiences and to a certain set of (more
inclusive or more exclusive) practices that the teacher would find most appropriate in certain

classroom situations.

2.3.2 Empirical Studies on Teachers’ Attitudes towards Inclusive Education

As discussed previously, teachers are considered one of the key factors to the success of
inclusive education for all, and one important prerequisite of implementing more inclusive
teaching practices is the teachers’ attitude towards inclusive education for all. As inclusive

education has led to worldwide transitions of educational systems and practices in the last few
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decades, a vast amount of empirical studies — especially with a focus on teachers and their
attitudes — is available. Many of these studies focus on specific teachers’ characteristics that are
interrelated with or predictive for the teachers’ attitudes. Avramidis and Norwich (2002)
conducted an extensive review of the literature published between 1984 to 2000 on teachers’
attitudes towards integration and teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion. They found that many
studies on integration and later on inclusion attempted to match a variety of student-related (e.g.
the kind of disability), teacher-related (e.g. training) and environment-related (e.g. support)
variables to the teachers’ attitudes.

Recent empirical studies that explicitly atfempted to measure the teachers’ attitudes
towards a contemporary understanding of inclusive education were selected for the following
review. Hence, the following literature review considers the most recent findings in terms of
teachers’ attitudes and takes notice of the different views on inclusive education, as they were
represented in each of the different studies. In other words, not only each study’s findings will
be reported, but also the understanding of inclusive education, as it is represented in each of the

studies.

Teacher Background

The personal background of teachers, as it is present in inclusive education-related attitude
research, comprises gender and age as two relevant aspects. Concerning the gender of the
teachers, the research evidence is not consistent. Some studies operationalised the teachers’
attitudes with regards to the placement of particular students in the regular classroom. One of
these studies found for in-service teachers in Greece that female teachers had more positive
attitudes (Tsakiridou & Polyzopoulou, 2014). A similar approach was used by Sharma,
Shaukat, and Furlonger (2015) and Bhatnagar and Das (2014), who found for pre-service
teachers in Pakistan, and for in-service teachers in India, respectively, that male teachers were
more positive. Other studies used an empirical approach that focussed on the teachers’ attitudes
with regards to SEND-related aspects. Such studies in Pakistan (Ahmad, 2012) and in
Bangladesh (Ahmmed, Sharma, & Deppeler, 2012) found that male in-service teachers tend to
have more positive attitudes. Alghazo and Gaad (2004) reported male in-service teachers in the
United Arab Emirates having significantly less positive attitudes towards inclusive education
compared to female teachers. Avramidis, Bayliss, and Burden (2000a) found that English
female pre-service teachers had more positive attitudes towards inclusive education. This was
also reported by, Boyle, Topping, and Jindal-Snape (2013) with regard to Scottish in-service
teachers. In their study on in-service teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education in Germany

and Finland, Saloviita and Schaffus (2016) found a similar difference between males and
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females; yet, the difference was only significant for the Finnish sample. With regards to the
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for all, there does not seem to be any research
evidence available within the searched literature. Taken together, studies do not seem to be
consistent with regards to female or male teachers having more or less positive attitudes towards
inclusive education. There seemed to be a tendency with regard to the region; namely, it was
generally found that male teachers were more positive in Pakistan, India and Bangladesh in the
southeast of Asia, while female teachers were more positive than males in some European
countries and in the United Arab Emirates.

Another aspect of the teachers’ background is their age (in years), and the research
evidence suggests that the younger teachers tend to have more positive attitudes. When in-
service teachers in India were asked about their attitudes towards the placement of particular
students into the regular school, the *40 years or younger’ group answered in more positive way
than the older teachers (Bhatnagar & Das, 2014). Studies with a more specific focus solely on
aspects of students with special educational needs, found similar results. One of these studies
found for in-service teachers in England that teachers with the most positive attitudes are on
average ten years younger than those holding more negative attitudes (Monsen, Ewing, &
Kwoka, 2014). Similarly, Saloviita and Schaffus (2016) report a negative correlation between
age and attitudes, with regards to German in-service teachers, which means that the younger
teachers tend to hold more positive attitudes than their older counterparts. No study was found
that related the teachers’ age to their attitudes towards inclusive education for all. Taken
together, the evidence suggests that younger teachers tend to have generally more positive
attitudes towards the placement of exceptional students in regular schools and towards students
with SEND. Yet, age and attitudes is a difficult relation, which needs to be handled and
interpreted with certain care. None of the cited studies analysed longitudinal data that followed
individual teachers over a period of time. Hence, the association of age and attitudes might have
different reasons or causes. In general, the majority of teachers around the world have their
initial teacher training in their early twenties. Hence, teachers are confronted early in their
careers with the current thinking as it pertains to educational concepts. If some decades later
educational concepts might have changed, teachers with a certain distance to their initial
training (and with a lack of appropriate further training) might not adopt the new educational
concepts, and might, then, appear to have negative attitudes towards the new concepts. For
example, the teachers in the aforementioned study by Bhatnagar and Das (2014) tended to be
more positive, if they were younger than 40 years old.

An interpretation of these results could be that the 40 and above year old teachers in the

study of Bhatnagar and Das (2014) might have had their initial training 20 years prior to the
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study, which would have meant that they were trained before policies in India were aligned
with the Sarva Siksha Abhiyan (Education for All Movement) in 2001 and the Action Plan for
Inclusive Education of Children and Youth with Disabilities in 2005 (Bhatnagar & Das, 2014).
Hence, that the younger generation of teachers might have already trained under these new
policies, which might explain in part why they were more positive towards the placement of
particular students in the regular schools. In this light, an alternative explanation of the age-
attitude relation might be that it can be understood as an indicator of issues of the teachers to
keep pace with such radical developments in educational thinking.

Another interpretation of the association between attitudes and the age of the teachers is
that age correlates with experiences as a teacher, which affects the attitudes. Indeed, the
teachers’ professional teaching experience (in years) was found to be associated to their
attitudes towards inclusive education in the way that less experienced teachers tend to have
more positive attitudes. Findings like this were found for the teachers’ attitudes towards the
placement of particular students into regular schools, such as the study of Bhatnagar and Das
(2014), who report that Indian in-service teachers with less than 10 years of experience were
more positive with regards to their attitudes compared to teachers with more years of
experience. Bhatnagar and Das (2014) found significant results for the attitude-age and for the
attitude-experiences relation; yet, the authors did not report the relation of attitudes, age and
experience statistically in more depth. For in-service teachers in South Africa and Finland,
Savolainen, Engelbrecht, Nel, and Malinen (2012) found in a regression analysis that years of
teaching experience is a negative predictor for teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education.
In other words, teachers with less years of experience tend to have more favourable attitudes
and vice versa. In this study attitudes were understood with regards to placement issues. A
similar result was found for in-service teachers in Japan by Yada and Savolainen (2017), who
found teaching experiences to be a negative predictor of the attitudes. Other studies
operationalised the teachers’ attitudes with regard to SEND, such as Boyle et al. (2013) who
differentiated in their study in Scotland newly qualified teachers (less than one year of
experience; e.g. probationary year) from those with 1-5 years, 6-10 years and so forth. They
reported that especially the newly qualified teachers held more positive attitudes than the
teachers with experiences in teaching practices. Alghazo and Gaad (2004) found for in-service
teachers in the United Arab Emirates that teachers with more than twelve years teaching
experience tended to have less positive attitudes than the less experienced. However, the one to
five years teaching experience group had similar unfavourable attitudes, and only the teachers
with six to eleven years of experience held attitudes that were more positive (Alghazo & Gaad,

2004). Besides these placement-related and SEND-related attitude studies, no study was found
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that presented results concerning the duration of teaching experience and the teachers’ attitudes
towards inclusive education for all. Overall, the results mirror those already found with regard
to the age of the teachers that younger teachers tend to have more positive attitudes. Yet, the
results of Alghazo and Gaad (2004) seemed to suggest that teaching experiences and attitudes
might not be a linear relationship. To consider this would be of particular relevance, especially
when conducting a linear regression analysis, as it is carried out by a range of studies (such as
Savolainen et al., 2012; Yada & Savolainen, 2017).

Not many studies are available that compare attitudes towards inclusive education between
primary versus secondary school teachers. Yet, McGhie-Richmond, Irvine, Loreman, Cizman,
and Lupart (2013) found for Canadian primary in-service teachers hold more positive attitudes
towards inclusive education, compared to teachers in secondary schools. This investigation
used an attitude towards inclusive education measure that was concentrated on notions of
special educational needs. Studies on differences of primary and secondary school teachers
concerning their attitudes towards inclusive education for all was not found in the literature.
Primary schools are commonly ascribed as being more of a small and caring environment with
generalist teachers, while secondary schools were larger, academically driven with subject
teachers; in this way, Coldron, Crawford, Jones, and Simkins (2015) refer to primary and
secondary schools in England as often being described as ‘different worlds’. From such a
systems’ point of view, primary schools tend to be more inclusive per se compared to the
secondary school sector; which might be reflected in the aforementioned finding of McGhie-
Richmond et al. (2013).

At least some evidence suggests that the teachers’ attitudes is related to the teachers holding
a higher degree qualification or not. In a study that used a SEND focus with regards to
measuring teachers’ attitudes, Ahmmed et al. (2012) reported, in-service teachers in
Bangladesh with lower qualification tended to hold more positive attitudes towards inclusion;
the higher the degree, the more negative was the attitude in this study. Concerning the teachers’
attitudes towards inclusive education for all, no research evidence seem to be available, so far.
This evidence-base is not very solid. One further consideration in this respect might be that the
kind of training affects the attitudes of teachers, as Woodcock and Hardy (2017) demonstrated
for special education professional development in schools. In their study, Woodcock and Hardy
(2017) reported detrimental effects of special education-related professional development on
teachers’ thinking and understandings of inclusive education. Other results were presented in
the study of Van Reusen, Shoho, and Barker (2001), who found that the subjective ‘expertise
in special education’ played a significant positive role for how positive the teachers perceived

inclusion. In other words, if the teachers were trained (e.g. professional development or felt



Chapter 2 - Literature Review 37

expertise) in special education, they were more positive towards inclusive education for some,

and more negative towards inclusive education for all.

Inclusive Education-Related Professional Background

Besides the general professional background, the teachers’ inclusive education-related
background comprises their knowledge, specific training and experiences as they pertain to
inclusive education. Concerning the knowledge with regard to inclusive education, the literature
suggests that more knowledge is associated with more positive attitudes. From research that
focussed the placement of particular students in regular schools it is known that pre-service
teachers’ self-perceived knowledge about inclusive education is positively related to their
attitudes (Loreman, Forlin, & Sharma, 2007). This result, which was drawn from samples of
pre-service teachers in Australia, Canada, Hong Kong, and Singapore, was also found in a
similar study in Mexico (Forlin, Garcia Cedillo, Romero-Contreras, Fletcher, & Rodriguez
Hernandez, 2010). The evidence from these two studies seems to be consistent with regard to
the positive knowledge-attitude relation. Notably, in these studies the knowledge is self-
reported. Hence, it is a broad and relatively unspecific measure. There are attempts to create a
knowledge test for inclusive education using vignettes (Sucuoglu, Bakkaloglu, Iscen Karasu,
Demir, & Akalin, 2013, 2014); yet, this research did not find a significant relationship between
knowledge and attitudes and relied on a disabilities-oriented understanding of inclusive
education.

Evidence was found in the literature that more training in inclusive education is associated
with more positive attitudes. More positive attitudes towards the placement of particular
students in the regular school were found to be related in this way in a sample of Greek in-
service teachers (Tsakiridou & Polyzopoulou, 2014), and similar findings were reported for in-
service teachers from India (Bhatnagar & Das, 2014). Besides these results for in-service
teachers, Forlin et al. (2010) reported a similar result for pre-service teachers in a study in
Mexico; previous training in inclusion was associated with positive views on inclusion. All
these studies point in a similar direction, yet, there is one study that challenges this evidence
with regard to a placement-oriented understanding of inclusive education. For Pakistani pre-
service teachers, Sharma et al. (2015) reported that those pre-service teachers with ‘nil’
inclusion related training reported the most positive attitudes. Maybe, it could be important to
note that the pre-service teachers were asked to indicate their ‘level of training in special
education’ in this study. The detrimental effect of some of the special education-related
professional development on teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education (Woodcock &

Hardy, 2017), which was previously mentioned, could be an explanation here, too. If a high
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‘level of training in special education’ might mean that the pre-service teachers become
convinced of special affordances for special children, and if they are then asked within the
attitude measure to indicate, if these special children should attend regular classes, then the pre-
service teachers might express an unfavourable attitude towards such a placement. From
research with a stronger focus on special educational needs and/or disabilities, the positive
relationship between the in-service teachers’ amount of training in inclusive education and
attitudes was found in a variety of studies in different countries. Examples include Canada
(Sokal & Sharma, 2013), England (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000b), Greece (Avramidis
& Kalyva, 2007), and Scotland (Boyle et al., 2013). Although there is a strong evidence-base
that training in inclusive education and attitudes with regard to the placement of particular
students and with regard to SEND are related to each other, from a perspective of inclusive
education for all, such evidence is lacking. Yet, generally, this training-attitude association
seems to be stable across different countries.

The teachers’ experiences with inclusive educational settings was found in the literature to
be associated with more positive attitudes towards inclusive education. Several studies that
focussed on attitudes concerning the placement of particular students in regular classrooms
found this relationship. In this way, a study on Chinese in-service teachers found positive
attitudes to be positively related to experiences on teaching students with disabilities (Malinen,
Savolainen, & Xu, 2012). A similar finding was revealed from a study in Mexico on pre-service
teachers, who were at the end of their studies and about to start teaching (Forlin et al., 2010).
Teachers’ contact with a person with disability is associated with more positive attitudes, which
is known from the Indian context (Bhatnagar & Das, 2014). More positive attitudes for those
teachers who have taught students with special educational needs were reported for Greek in-
service teachers (Tsakiridou & Polyzopoulou, 2014). These findings are all relatively similar,
yet, like in the previous paragraph, the study by Sharma et al. (2015) contradicts these findings.
Those pre-service teachers from Pakistan who had no level of experience in teaching students
with a disability reported more positive attitudes (Sharma et al., 2015). From studies that used
an attitude measure, which were more focussed on SEND, a positive relation between inclusive
education-related experiences and attitudes was found. Having experiences on teaching
students with disabilities was positively related to in-service teachers’ attitudes in Germany
(Hellmich & Gorel, 2014). In a study conducted by Ahmmed et al. (2012) on in-service teachers
in Bangladesh, the contact with a student with a disability and the success in teaching a student
with a disability were examined separately. Both were positively related to the teachers’
attitudes towards inclusion (Ahmmed et al., 2012). For teachers from England, Avramidis et al.

(2000Db) reported more positive attitudes for those who have ‘active experience of inclusion’,
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and for Greece more positive attitudes were reported for those teachers who were ‘working in
schools with integration units’ (Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007). Attitudes that are more positive
were also reported for Greek and Cypriot teachers who have taught students with SEND
(Batsiou et al., 2008). With regards to the teachers’ attitudes, understood as the attitudes towards
inclusive education for all, there is a lack of evidence. Comparable to the findings reported
previously concerning the inclusive education-specific training, there is strong evidence that
those teachers with inclusive education-related experiences tend to have more positive attitudes

towards inclusion.

The Effects of Teachers’ Attitudes on Teaching Practices

Studies in the field of teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education start on the plausible
presupposition that new policy, as they pertain for example to inclusive education, needs to be
implemented in real-world practices; hence, the practitioners are critical in bringing these new
policies into action. Furthermore, it seems convincing that a teacher who holds certain
unfavourable attitudes towards a particular policy might obstruct the realisation of it. It follows
that positive attitudes towards inclusive education are crucial for inclusive teaching practices to
take place. Some scholars articulated this attitude-practice relation as the ‘basic assumption’
(Avramidis & Norwich, 2002, p. 130), or the ‘common belief” (Sharma & Sokal, 2016, p. 21)
of attitude researchers in the area of the inclusive education. Yet, some empirical studies are
available that demonstrate the positive effects of favourable attitudes towards inclusive
education with regards to inclusive teaching strategies, the creation of a positive classroom
learning environment and student outcomes.

Empirical evidence suggests that those teachers who hold more positive attitudes towards
inclusive education utilise more inclusive teaching strategies. In a study conducted by Kuyini
and Desai (2007) in Ghana, in-service teachers and principals were asked about their attitudes
towards inclusive education concerning the placement of particular students, and the teachers
were observed in three teaching sessions, using the Effective Teaching Practices Checklist
(ETPC; Kuyini & Desai, 2007). Using correlations and a regression model, Kuyini and Desai
(2007) demonstrated that positive inclusive attitudes of the teachers and effective inclusive
teaching practices were associated with each other. In a study that used an attitude measure that
was focused more on general issues as they pertain to students with SEND, Sharma and Sokal
(2016) asked in-service teachers from a former study in Canada (Sokal & Sharma, 2013), if
they would allow to be observed in their classroom. Observations were carried out using the
Inclusive Practices Classroom Observation Scale (IPCOS; Sharma & Sokal, 2016). A small

number of teachers consented and the results show that positive attitudes and inclusive
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classroom practices are interrelated (Sharma & Sokal, 2016). Results in this direction that
focussed the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for all does not seem to be
available. As suggested by the aforementioned conceptual Framework for Inclusive Education
(Peters, 2004), a variety of variables can have an influence on the practices, such as the teachers’
knowledge of inclusive education or the school norm. Yet, the evidence suggests that the
teachers’ attitude towards inclusive education plays — at least in part — a role for explaining the
teachers’ inclusive classroom practices.

Furthermore, research evidence suggests that the classroom learning environment, as
perceived by the students, actually benefits if the teacher has a more favourable attitude towards
inclusion. Studies were carried out with respect to a SEND-related understanding of attitudes;
yet, no study seems to be available with an inclusive education for all perspective. In a study
that was conducted in New Zealand, Monsen and Frederickson (2004) asked a sample of in-
service teachers to indicate their attitudes towards inclusive education. In addition, all of the
teachers’ students were asked to answer the My Class Inventory (MCI; Fraser, Anderson, &
Walberg, 1982), which was originally developed in order to assess the classroom learning
environment with regards to satisfaction, cohesiveness, friction, competitiveness, and difficulty
from the perspective of the students. Monsen and Frederickson (2004) compared the students’
ratings of the teachers with positive, middling, and negative attitudes and found that the
classrooms of those teachers, who saw inclusion positively, were perceived by the students as
more satisfactory. In addition, although not statistically significant, Monsen and Frederickson
(2004) reported a tendency of a relationship between more positive attitudes and less friction
in the classrooms. More recently, a similar study was conducted in England with a greater
sample of in-service teachers and all of their students (Monsen et al., 2014). Similar research
procedures were used and Monsen et al. (2014) found that the classrooms of teachers with more
positive attitudes towards inclusive education were perceived by the students more positively
with regard to satisfaction (higher score), cohesiveness (higher score), friction (lower score),
competitiveness (lower score), and difficulty (lower score) (Monsen et al., 2014). In a further
study, Monsen, Ewing, and Boyle (2015) elaborated more on this data from England. The
authors were able to demonstrate that the satisfaction and the cohesiveness of the classroom
environments as perceived by the students largely depended on just one rather than on all four
dimensions of the teacher attitudes towards inclusive education measure. The quality of the
learning environment depends on how teachers scored on the dimension ‘social benefits for all
of inclusion of SEN pupils in mainstream classes’ (5 items such as ‘The inclusion of SEN

students can be beneficial for non-SEN students’; Monsen et al., 2015). Taken together, positive
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attitudes seem to be interrelated not only with the practices, as reported in the previous
paragraph, but also with how the students perceive the classroom.

Research evidence suggests an interrelation of the teachers’ attitude towards inclusive
education and inclusion-related student outcomes. Although there is a lack of research on
attitudes towards inclusive education for all, a study was found in this direction that focused
more on attitudes towards the placement of particular students in regular schools. Surveying a
large number primary school students with special educational needs and their teachers in the
Netherlands, Van der Veen, Smeets, and Derriks (2010) aimed at analysing the likelihood of
these children being referred to special education and their literacy and numeracy attainment
levels. Concerning the role of the teachers’ attitudes for the students’ outcomes, Van der Veen
et al. (2010) reported that students with SEND are less likely to be referred to a special school
if their teacher holds a positive attitude towards inclusive education. With regard to the
students’ literacy, Van der Veen et al. (2010) found no influences of the teachers’ attitudes. Yet,
the authors report that the more positive the teachers’ attitude was, the more progress was
noticeable in the numeracy attainment levels of the students from the 6™ to the 8" school year
(Van der Veen et al., 2010). There are certain limitations of such large-scale studies (see e.g.
Van der Veen et al., 2010, pp. 38-41 for a critical discussion), yet, the evidence at least suggests

that there is a covariation of teachers’ attitudes and the outcomes of these teachers’ students.

2.4 Specification of the Research Problem

As previously discussed, the global commitment to all of the students’ thriving within the
education system needs to be translated to the national and local contexts, manifested and
continuously revised in relevant policies, and be adopted and implemented by schools and
teachers. The crucial importance of teachers for all of their students to prosper was highlighted.
For the same reason, the significance of the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for
all became apparent in some of the global policies and in conceptual research. The literature
review presented previously confirms that the vast array of relevant attitude research from 2000
to 2017 tends to be focussed on the placement of particular students in regular classes and on
students with SEND, as opposed to include education for all.

In their systematic literature review, Nilholm and Goéransson (2017) recently provided
evidence that conceptual position papers were generally arguing towards a more contemporary
understanding of inclusive education, while empirical research papers tended to use inclusive

education in an outdated way; partly even synonymous with mainstreaming and integration.
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This conceptual divide (Nilholm & Goéransson, 2017) appeared clearly in the literature review
of the present study, too. This is an important issue, because if inclusive education concentrates
on the placement of particular students, the development of the pedagogical quality is neglected
as an important task for inclusive education, as was recently argued by Haug (2017).

The way teachers’ attitudes were measured within the reported empirical studies is
elaborated further in the next paragraphs, which will subsequently lead to the research problem

of the present study and the research question.

2.4.1 Instruments to Measure Teachers’ Attitudes towards Inclusive Education
A closer examination of the empirical studies presented previously revealed that these studies
used different instruments to measure the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education. Two
perspectives of the measurement instruments can be distinguished; one focused the placement
of particular students and the other focused students with SEND. Both perspectives reiterate a
clear cut between regular and special education and between regular and special students.

An understanding of teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education that appeared amongst
a variety of empirical studies was the placement of particular students in the regular classroom.
Several studies in this respect (Bhatnagar & Das, 2014; Kuyini & Desai, 2007; Loreman, Forlin,
et al., 2007; Sharma et al., 2015; Tsakiridou & Polyzopoulou, 2014) used the Attitudes Toward
Inclusive Education Scale (ATIES), which was developed by Wilczenski (1992, 1995). This
scale attempts to measure, whether the respondents think that the integration of children with
physical, academic, behavioural, and social difficulties into the regular classroom is feasible.
Notably, the ATIES tried to avoid the use of special educational needs and/or disability-related
rhetoric. Items are worded like “students who cannot move without the help from others should
be in regular classes” (‘physical’ dimension; Wilczenski, 1992, p. 311) or “students whose
academic achievement is 1 year below the other students in the grade should be in regular
classes” (‘academic’ dimension; Wilczenski, 1992, p. 311). The respondents are asked to rate
their dis/agreement to these statements. Although the wording was developed in a neutral way,
the fundamental idea behind the scale was to measure the feasibility of placement in particular
cases into the mainstream, as it was discussed in the 1980s and the early 1990s, when
Wilczenski (1992, 1995) developed the ATIES. The idea that there could be a special placement
option for particular children, contradicts contemporary thinking about inclusive education and
is in no way in accordance with recent thinking towards inclusive education for all.

A number of empirical studies (Forlin et al., 2010; Hecht, Niedermair, & Feyerer, 2016;
Malinen et al., 2012; Montgomery & Mirenda, 2014; Savolainen et al., 2012; Yada &

Savolainen, 2017) used the so-called Sentiments, Attitudes and Concerns about Inclusive



Chapter 2 - Literature Review 43

Education (SACIE) scale, developed by Loreman, Earle, Sharma, and Forlin (2007; SACIE)
and revised by Forlin, Earle, Loreman, and Sharma (2011; SACIE-R). The SACIE(-R)
comprises three factors that measure the sentiments, the attitudes and the concerns, respectively.
Although the SACIE and its revised version were developed when inclusive education was
already discussed in more contemporary terms, the attitude dimension is in fact a selection of
five items from the ATIES scale, such as “students who have difficulty expressing their
thoughts verbally should be in regular classes” (‘attitude’ dimension; Forlin et al., 2011, p. 58).
Although being an elaborated instrument in times when mainstreaming and integration were on
the agenda, from a current perspective on inclusive education for all, it might be worth
considering jettisoning attitude instruments with the sheer focus on the students’ placement.

An in-depth examination of the studies, which utilised the ATIES or the SACIE,
demonstrated that most of them were focused on the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive
education for some, with a focus on students with disabilities. The operationalisation and the
particular understanding of inclusive education seemed to converge in a way. This comes not
as a surprise, because the ATIES is constructed along certain labels of disabilities (such as
physical, academic, behavioural, and social). As mentioned before, the ATIES tried to avoid
using explicit labels; yet, until today, the implicit labels that the ATIES utilised tied this
instrument to a disabilities-related understanding of inclusive education for some.

Besides the placement, other empirical studies had focussed the operationalisation of the
teachers’ attitudes on a variety of issues with regards to students with SEND. A measurement
instrument that has a long tradition in this direction is the Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming
(ORM) scale, which was developed in the late 1970s by Larrivee and Cook (1979) and its factor
structure was described by Larrivee (1982). This scale was used amongst the previously
discussed empirical studies (Avramidis et al., 2000a, 2000b; Monsen et al., 2015; Monsen et
al., 2014; Monsen & Frederickson, 2004) in slightly different variations. Most prominent, the
original mainstreaming-oriented ORM (Larrivee & Cook, 1979) was updated in the 1990s with
a more contemporary integration-oriented wording by Antonak and Larrivee (1995; called the
ORI), and more recently with an even more contemporary inclusion-oriented wording by
Monsen et al. (2015; called the TAIS). The developments of the items’ wording over recent
decades can be observed. For example the item “mainstreaming the special-needs child will
promote his/her social independence” (Larrivee & Cook, 1979, p. 322), in the 1990s became
“integration of the student with a disability will not promote his or her social independence”
(Antonak & Larrivee, 1995, p. 145). This item was updated more recently as being “including
the SEN child in the regular classroom promotes his or her social independence” (Monsen et

al., 2015, p. 68). This example illustrates that the wording might have changed slightly over
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recent decades due to updated terminology, yet, the general logic of the items maintained nearly
unaltered compared to the original from the 1970s.

Some of the previously described empirical attitude studies (Ahmmed et al., 2012; Sharma
& Sokal, 2016; Sokal & Sharma, 2013) used a scale that was originally developed to measure
school principals’ attitudes toward the inclusion of students with disabilities in regular schools
(PATIE; Bailey, 2004). It was argued in some of the empirical studies that these items were
formulated in a general way so that teachers can respond to them, as well. The scale used
statements like “regular teachers are not trained adequately to cope with the students with
disabilities” (Bailey, 2004, p. 85) or “regular students will be disadvantaged by having special
needs children in their classroom” (Bailey, 2004, p. 86). Using statements for attitude
measurement to refer specifically to students with SEND is common in a variety of the
aforementioned empirical studies. Yet, from a current point of view, an adoption of an inclusive
education for all agenda would require one to think more in the direction of for all, and discard
the thinking that presumes some individuals to be fundamentally and inherently different to all
of the others. Contemporary attitude measurement instruments should incorporate this new for
all perspective, rather than re-iterating previous perspectives.

A closer examination of these studies (which utilised more or less updated versions of the
ORM, or similar instruments, such as the PATIE), demonstrated that most of them were focused
on the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for some, with a specific focus on students
with special educational needs. Similar to the ATIES, which was discussed before, the
operationalisation and the particular understanding of inclusive education seemed to converge
in a way. Indicators that address particular students by using labels need to be updated from
time to time, in order to keep pace with the developments as they pertain to (politically) correct
language use. However, updated wording does not necessarily update the underlying construct
that is measured. In this way, it does not matter which exact labels are used to signify that some
students are different, compared to all the regular students. This logic is inscribed in the ORM
and related instruments in a way that ties such studies to an understanding of inclusive education

for some students with SEND.

2.4.2 Statement of the Research Problem

The evidence provided previously suggests that all of the instruments that measure teachers’
attitudes towards inclusive education utilised an understanding, which is characterised by a
clear cut between a special and a regular educational system and between special and regular
students. The different empirical measurement instruments operationalised inclusive education

on the one hand with regards to the placement of particular students in the regular system, and
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on the other hand with regards to different issues as they pertain to students with SEND. If
inclusive education for some would be in the focus of these attitude measurement instruments,
they should touch upon a variety of aspects of inclusive education, as tackling inequalities and
exclusion of those groups of children, whoever can be considered as being vulnerable to
exclusionary pressures (such as Roma children, street children, child workers, indigenous
people, rural people, etc.). The constricted view on SEND, as it is represented in contemporary
empirical research on the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education, narrows down the
scope of inclusive education considerably to only one aspect of a whole variety of important
issues, such as inclusive education for students from disadvantaged families, for students with
Learning Disabilities (LD), or for students with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder
(ADHD). Moreover, if the divide between “children with average abilities” (as used in an item
in the study of Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007) and those whose identified predispositions were
determined as being below (or above) what is normal is reiterated in surveys for teachers, this
might have detrimental effects on the teachers’ thinking. In other words, if teachers are
repeatedly (over decades) confronted in teacher surveys with ideas of mainstreaming and
integration, this might make it difficult for teachers to think beyond these older concepts and
develop an inclusive education for all-related thinking. Especially in times, when teachers are
supposed to keep themselves up-to-date with the most recent empirical studies and to base their
practices on empirical evidence, the re-adjustment of their views on outdated concepts of
mainstreaming and integration, as they are represented in empirical research on the teachers’
attitudes towards inclusive education, might have counter-productive effects. As previously
discussed, the teachers and their attitudes play a central role in implementing new policies.
Hence, to adjust the empirical research on teachers’ attitudes towards a more contemporary
understanding of inclusive education for all, seems to be imperative. It might be time to raise
the question, “if inclusion is about all, why do we still mostly focus on some?”, as Messiou
(2017, p. 152) recently asked, and to rigorously apply this question to all of the studies in the
field of inclusive education for all, including those investigations with a focus on the teachers’
attitudes.

Most recent literature reviews (Nilholm & Goransson, 2017; Ruberg & Porsch, 2017)
supported the view that current empirical studies were acknowledging contemporary thinking
about a wider understanding of inclusive education; yet, these empirical studies were not able
to operationalise this understanding appropriately and, hence, the empirical parts of these
studies were basically focussed on ideas of mainstreaming and integration. Ruberg and Porsch
(2017) found in their systematic review a similar disparity between conceptual and empirical

understandings of inclusive education, as it was reported by Nilholm and Goransson (2017).
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Yet, while Nilholm and Goéransson (2017) concluded that future research needs to be clearer
with defining inclusive education in order to mitigate some of the existing confusion about this
term, Ruberg and Porsch (2017) concluded that future research needs to consider that most
empirical researchers are in principle aware of a wider and more contemporary understanding
of inclusive education for all, but that empirically the placement-/SEND-related understanding
of inclusive education for some is still present in current empirical investigations. They clearly

state that this demands further developments in the operationalisation of the concept:

While all studies theoretically refer to a wider understanding of inclusion that is focussed on
the societal participation of all humans, nearly all of the conducted surveys define inclusion in
the sense of classes for both students with and without special educational support needs. In
order to strengthen the significance and comparability of empirical studies in the field of
‘attitudes towards inclusion’, it seems necessary to clarify how measurement instruments
should be designed that are not concentrated on disability, but which pick up on and mirror a
wider understanding of inclusion. (Ruberg & Porsch, 2017, p. 409; orginial quote in German,

which was translated by the present author)

Although conceptual clarification, as Nilholm and Gdransson (2017) emphasised, seemed to be
generally important, the issue that Ruberg and Porsch (2017) uncovered seemed to be more
urgent. If no empirical research instruments are available to study inclusive education for all,
then the gap between conceptual and empirical understandings of the concept cannot be neither
narrowed nor resolved. Hence, each single empirical study contributes in a way to enhancing
the confusion as it pertains to the meaning of inclusive education, not only amongst researchers
who conduct and consume research, but also amongst all relevant stakeholders in education
(such as teachers, principals, parents, policy makers, etc.), who consume research, but who are

also participants of such research studies.

2.4.3 Research Question

According to the previously stated research problem, there seems to be a need to identify ways
of measuring the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for all, as there seems to be no
adequate attitude measurement instrument available. The overarching research question in this
study is: How can the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for all be measured? As
inclusive education for all can be considered a global commitment, and because the different
countries that develop towards reaching more inclusive education for all need to learn from
each other through international (research) exchange, the present study attempted to find a way

to measure the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for all in different countries, with
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different cultural backgrounds, and with different languages. Hence, the sound and robust
measurement instrument that the present study attempted to develop, needed to be created in
and for cross-cultural contexts. In order to demonstrate the quality of the new measurement
instrument, teacher samples in Australia and Germany will be drawn and the teachers’
responses will be analysed to find relevant dimensions of the teachers’ attitudes towards

inclusive education for all.

2.5 Chapter Summary

Considerable evidence emphasised the importance of teachers for student learning. Yet, from
the teachers’ perspective to make sense out of contradicting policies, concepts, and ideas seems
particularly difficult; especially when quality teaching is supposed to be achieved. Particularly
when it comes to inclusive education, the present chapter demonstrated that from the individual
teachers’ point of view, a large diversity of understandings and policies are apparent. Hence,
within this conceptual confusion, it might be no wonder that questions, as they pertain to where
particular students with SEND need to be placed, are still in the forefront of teachers’ thinking
(and of empirical research) on issues as they pertain to inclusive education.

One argument, as it was laid out in the previous sections, was that such great confusion
does not exist on the global (policy) level, and that the diverse understandings that are apparent
from the teachers’ or the researchers’ point of view emerge due to the translation of these global
ideas and policies into national, local, school, and classroom practice levels. This insight was
relevant for several reasons (e.g. it encourages all stakeholders to keep or start questioning the
established views on inclusive education), but most important it explained to some extent why
researchers found conceptual diversities (Goransson & Nilholm, 2014), sometimes even within
research papers (Nilholm & Goransson, 2017; Ruberg & Porsch, 2017). According to this, the
hypothesis was developed that, conceptually, inclusive education started to embrace more and
more the notion of all, rather than some; but that the development of empirical research
instruments lag behind.

Concerning the concrete implementation of inclusive education for all into ‘real world’
practices, the schools were emphasised as important institutions for inclusive education to take
place. Schools can work towards the presence of all, and they can provide a sufficient culture
that fosters more inclusive practices; yet, ultimately, the participation and achievement of all
students and to tackle discrimination in daily (school) practices, demands more than school

level developments. It demands best teachers and the best teaching. This chapter presented
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evidence in this way, that the teachers and particularly their attitudes are crucial for
implementing more inclusive education for all. However, within the large body of empirical
research in this area on teachers’ attitudes, which was discussed in quite some detail in this
chapter, the focus on the placement of particular students and the views on students with SEND
was prevalent.

If the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for all are crucial for proceeding some
steps in education, and if there is a lack of research instruments, which operationalise up-to-
date understandings of the concept, then, the development of such an instrument seems to be
an urgent matter. Accordingly, the research problem and research question are both formulated
in this way. The next chapter will provide the methodology that was utilised in the present study
to fill this research gap and to make a substantial contribution to research in the area of inclusive

education.
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Chapter 3 - Methodology

3.1 Introduction

The literature review suggested that the teachers’ attitudes are an important factor for inclusive
education to take place in schools. A variety of studies demonstrated the importance of teachers
and their attitudes for the implementation of most recent policies and concepts as they pertain
to inclusive education. None of the reviewed empirical studies on teachers’ attitudes seemed to
touch upon inclusive education for all. These studies utilised the term inclusive education not
as referring to all students, but as the catering for particular groups of students with special
educational needs and/or disabilities (SEND). This study aimed to construct a sound and robust
measurement instrument, which operationalises teachers’ attitudes towards a wide/r
understanding of inclusive education (in the sense of catering for all instead of catering for
some specifically), which would complement the existing knowledge about teachers’ attitudes
towards inclusive education.

In the following section, the methods used to construct and substantiate such a new
measurement instrument are described. First, the purposes of the empirical study will be
specified, before describing the contexts in which the present study was situated. Then, the
research design, as it will be utilised to work towards the study’s purposes, is presented. This
step comprises all of the methodological decisions with regard to the key parameters of the
study. After the procedures of developing the data collection instruments are described, the data

collection procedures and the quantitative methods of analysing the data are outlined.

3.2 Purpose of the Empirical Study

While the statement of the research problem and the research question were previously
formulated in a more general way, more concrete purposes of the study needed to be specified,
in order to be able to align the research design and the other key parameters of the present study
with achieving these purposes. First and foremost, the primary purpose was to find a way to
measure teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for all. In this way, each of the

indicators, which were utilised for measuring teachers’ attitudes needed to reflect inclusive
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education for all, rather than inclusive education for some. Moreover, according to the
discussion of this new concept and the particular understanding of (teachers’) attitudes in the
previous chapter, teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for all were assumed to touch
upon different aspects. Hence, the sound and robust measurement instrument, which the present
study attempted to develop, was considered to comprise multiple dimensions.

Developing a new questionnaire is a difficult undertaking, especially when attempting to
accomplish for use in cross-cultural settings, like it was attempted in the present study.
Harkness, Edwards, Hansen, Miller, and Villar (2010) cautioned that research instruments,
which were developed in one context, should not be assumed to be valid in another context.
The authors pointed out that research instruments for cross-cultural studies should be
particularly designed for multinational, multicultural and multilingual use (Harkness et al.,
2010). For the development of the instrument in the present study, this meant that it needed to
be developed in (at least) two languages (for multilingual use). In addition, these items in two
languages needed to use terminology and phrases that could be understood in different contexts
(for multicultural use), and the content of these items needed to be correct and valid in different

countries (for multinational use).

3.3 Study Population

In order to develop an inclusive education for all survey instrument for cross-cultural use, the
countries, in which the questionnaire was thought to be developed, was selected in a purposeful
way. The outcome of this informed decision was to develop the questionnaire in Australia and
Germany. As will be discussed in the following section, the study population comprises
teachers in different stages of their careers; namely, pre- and in-service teachers are included in
the sample. In this way, the development of the attitude instrument was thought to be valid for
all teachers; no matter if they were pre-service or in-service teachers. The concrete sampling
strategy is discussed according to the research question to initially develop a new attitude

towards inclusive education for all instrument.

3.3.1 Countries in which the Present Study was Carried Out
According to the study’s research question and the specified purposes, a new questionnaire for
cross-cultural use was thought to be developed, which was able to measure the teachers’

attitudes towards inclusive education for all. This brought up the question, in which countries
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and, accordingly, in which languages this new measurement instrument was attempted to be
developed.

In the literature review (see especially Section 2.2.2), a variety of issues as they pertained
to developments towards inclusive education for all were reported for a number of countries,
such as the United States, Canada, or Norway. Amongst these examples was Australia, which
seemed particularly interesting in terms of inclusive education for all. As discussed earlier in
the present study, due to its federal constitution, major differences in relevant policies were
apparent in Australia’s States, while, generally, Australia was thought to have already
undergone major steps towards inclusive education for all (Carrington et al., 2012). As
previously discussed, Australia’s school system is built on neo-liberal values, which means that
standardised testing is established and schools are competing in terms of test scores on the
school level (Fachinetti, 2015; Hardy & Woodcock, 2015; Johnston, 2017). Low-achieving
students who would lower the school’s test score could be excluded from standardised testing,
which, again, pushed diagnosing and labelling practices forward, as discussed previously
(Anderson & Boyle, 2015; Elliott et al., 2012).

Another example, which turned out in the literature to be of particular interest with regards
to inclusive education for all was Germany. Like Australia, Germany had a federal constitution
with regards to the educational sector, and policies vary considerably across the Federal States
(Hebborn, 2014; Hinz, 2015), which was discussed previously in the present study. In this
regard, both Australia and Germany seemed to be comparable; namely, both countries leave the
authority of education-related questions basically to the Federal States. Yet, as opposed to
Australia, Germany’s school system has a long tradition in fully separated special schools for
students who were identified with SEND (Banafsche, 2013; Henry-Huthmacher, 2015).
Another difference between Australia and Germany is that Germany’s school system is mostly
considered as social-democratic as opposed to neo-liberal (Tomlinson, 2015), which meant
among others that no nation-wide students’ testing is in place.

Taking together these arguments, it seemed feasible to select Australia and Germany as
relevant contexts for the present study. As described, the both countries have a comparable
constitution (federalism), which might make it less difficult to carry out an empirical study in
both countries in a meaningful way. Yet, both countries are considerably different to each other
(standardised testing vs. none; less special schools but still diagnosing vs. many special schools;
etc.). These differences might allow one to assume that the attitude instrument that is thought
to be developed in these contexts might be robust across relatively different contexts.

Within Australia and Germany, specific areas were chosen in a convenient way (see

convenience sampling in L. Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007). Namely, the teacher
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population in Sydney (New South Wales, Australia) and Giessen (Hesse, Germany) were
chosen as contexts of the study. The study population was narrowed down in this way, because
the present study’s purpose was not to draw a potentially representative sample from the whole
country’s population. The purpose was to draw a sample comprising relevant individuals with
a considerable variety of characteristics, so that the developed instrument can be considered
sound and robust across many individuals (see ‘development sample’ in DeVellis, 2011), which
is elaborated further upon later in this chapter. Hence, the wider study population were teachers
in Australia and Germany, yet, the study population that the present study’s results can be
applied to are teachers in Sydney and Giessen. The actual sampling and the potential

generalisation of the empirical results are reflected later in this chapter.

3.3.2 Further Description of Both Contexts

Although a direct comparison of both contexts was not intended to be carried out in the present
study, some additional information as they pertain to Australia and Germany are provided in
the following section. Most obviously, both countries are multinational, multicultural and
multilingual, which is a good point of departure for developing a comparative questionnaire, as
Harkness et al. (2010) noted. In order to gain more insights of both study contexts, the brief
overview in the following section adapts the ‘locational levels’ dimension as it was suggested
by Bray and colleagues (Bray, Adamson, & Mason, 2007; Bray & Thomas, 1995). The
description of a variety of aspects were thought to illustrate some of the commonalities and
differences of both contexts in the present study. Many further insights, what Australia and
Germany can learn from each other in terms of education and particularly with regards to
inclusive education, can be drawn for example from the study of Harrington, Kastirke, and
Holtbrink (2016).

A first aspect is in what world regions both contexts are localised. Geographically,
Germany is on the northern hemisphere, while Australia is on the southern hemisphere. A great
deal of inclusive education research have explicitly discussed differences between the global
North and the global South, and the need for more collaboration between these countries in the
future to allow for more inclusive practices to take place (Ainscow & Miles, 2008; Miles, Lene,
& Merumeru, 2014; Miles & Singal, 2010; Moberg, 2003; Savolainen et al., 2012; Tota, 2014).
Yet, most of these studies refer specifically to developing countries on the southern hemisphere
and to developed countries on the northern hemisphere. In this way, Australia and Germany are
not good examples of the development-related North-South divide, because both countries are
considered the most developed countries worldwide. According to the recent report of the

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP, 2016), Australia has together with
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Switzerland the second highest Human Development Index in the world, while Germany has
the fourth highest score worldwide. For the present study, this meant that the study contexts
were considerably different to each other, because they were localised on different sides of the
planet. On the other hand, both contexts were comparable to each other, because both needed
to be considered as being most developed countries. Hence, for developing the new instrument
to measure the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for all, these two contexts seemed
appropriate.

A second aspect is, which countries are considered within the wider world regions. While
Australia is not only a country, but at the same time a continent, Germany is a country within
Europe. According to the World Bank statistics (https://data.worldbank.org; available data from
2016; accessed on 17/12/2017), Australia has a land area of 7,682,300 square kilometres and a
population of about 24,127,000. Germany would fit into Australia about 22 times with a land
area of 348,900 square kilometre, while Germany’s population is 82,668,000 inhabitants (three
times bigger compared to Australia’s population). In other words, both countries are quite
different to each other (in terms of land area and population, but also with regards to many other
facets; see e.g. each country’s website on www.oecd.org). Some similarities, but also some
major differences as they pertain generally to Australia and German were previously discussed
in the Literature Review Chapter. On the one hand, both countries are similar in that both have
signed and committed to several documents of the United Nations, such as the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights (UN, 1948), or the Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities (UN, 2006). On the other hand, as described earlier in the present study, these global
policies were confronted with two contexts with very different values (Australia’s values could
be considered as more neo-liberal while Germany’s values could be considered as more social-
democratic) and very different histories (Australia seems relatively developed in terms of
inclusive education, because it has closed down most special schools, while Germany has
established a comprehensive and nationwide special education system, which was not easy to
be integrated into the regular system). Hence, both countries are different in terms of their
general practices with regards to inclusive education (UN, 2013, 2015). For the present study,
this meant that both contexts have some fundamental similarities, yet, they also differ
considerably. It seemed appropriate to have such different contexts, which would make an
instrument relatively robust, if it would be developed successfully in these diverse contexts.

Third, the states of the countries are examined. In Australia, there are six States and two
Territories, while in Germany, there are sixteen Federal States. As mentioned before, both
Australia and Germany have a federal constitution in questions as they pertain to education,

and as previously discussed, these States differ considerably in terms of education. In a recent
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study by Hardy and Woodcock (2015), it was demonstrated (amongst other results) that in
Australia the State New South Wales had more exclusive policy texts compared to the more
inclusive policy texts, which were present in Queensland (see L. J. Graham & Sweller, 2011
for discussion of further issues as they pertain to NSW’s school system). In Germany, a recent
study conducted by Berkemeyer, Bos, Hermstein, and Abendroth (2017) highlighted (amongst
other results) that there were considerable differences between the Federal States in terms of
inclusion and exclusion. Amongst a variety of recommendations, Berkemeyer et al. (2017)
emphasised for Hesse that this Federal State might need some more developments in the
direction of more inclusive education, in order to provide education for all students. For the
present study, it seems appropriate to consider New South Wales (NSW; Australia) and Hesse
(Germany) as two relevant States, because both seem to have not yet tapped their full potential
in terms of inclusiveness of their educational systems.

A fourth consideration pertains to the districts, which were examined in these two States.
NSW and Hesse are divided into a variety of different districts. Politically, NSW is divided into
93 State electoral districts (www.elections.nsw.gov.au; accessed on 17/12/2017), and Hesse is
divided into 21 districts and five urban districts. Sydney is the largest city in NSW (and also
Australia), comprising a variety of districts and a population of 5,029,768 (www.abs.gov.au;
accessed on 17/12/2017). Giessen, on the contrary, refers to the city of Giessen and also the
district of Giessen, which comprises not only urban but also some suburban areas. Giessen
district comprises a population of 249,040 (https://statistik.hessen.de; accessed on 17/12/2017).
For the present study, both contexts seemed to be most feasible, because Sydney is a very large
metropolis with a range of different schools and universities, while Giessen district had an urban
core with a university, yet, also some more rural areas. In this way, to have such a variety of
contexts seemed most appropriate.

As a fifth aspect, the institutions are examined, which were relevant for the present study.
In Australia and Germany, pre-service teacher training and the in-service teaching in schools
depend to a great extent on the context (e.g. State, university, etc.). The following notions as
they pertain to the institutions are only supposed to give a very brief overview. Teacher training
in both contexts take place in higher education institutions (mostly universities). In Australia,
teachers, generally, complete a 4-year undergraduate program to become a teacher.
Alternatively, those, with a professional qualification (3-year undergraduate program) can pass
a 1-2-year postgraduate program to become a teacher (e.g. Master of Teaching). The pre-service
training is, generally, differentiated in the primary and the secondary sector (and there is a path
that leads to being a special education teacher). In Germany, teachers, generally, pass a 4-5-

year program to become a teacher. A variety of options for lateral entry into different phases of
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the teacher training exist, depending on the Federal State and the university. Generally, the
training is differentiated in a similar way to Australia in a primary and a secondary (and a
special) track; yet, in many cases to become a secondary school teacher is further differentiated
into two separate tracks, where one track (so-called ‘Gymnasium’) is only for higher-achieving
students and the other track (so-called ‘Haupt-/Realschule’) is for other students. This
differentiation into a primary sector and a secondary sector (and a special sector) in teacher
education is mirrored in the existence of primary schools and secondary (and special) schools.
Notably, while the primary sector in Australia, generally, comprises of grades K-6
(Kindergarten [Ger. Vorschule] to Grade 6), the primary sector in Germany, generally,
comprises Grades One to Four. With regards to the institutions, the comparability of both
educational systems was found to be sufficient for the present study, and the differences as they
existed between Australia and Germany were found to contribute to the robustness of the
instrument that this study attempted to develop.

A final consideration pertains to the individuals; namely the teachers themselves. In
research contexts, it is common to clearly differentiate teachers according to their availability
in different institutions. Student teachers are commonly approached at universities and mostly,
these teachers are in their pre-service phase. Other research approaches teachers at schools,
which are mostly, in-service teachers. Accordingly, research on pre-service teachers (sampled
in universities) and on in-service teachers (sampled in schools) are embedded in different
research discourses. Yet, this picture seems not to be comprehensive. In-service teachers can
appear at universities to attend further training courses, to study for a higher degree
qualification, and so forth. In the pre-service teacher study of Hecht et al. (2016), for example,
the sample comprised seven percent of participants, who had already completed their higher
education teacher training and were at the entry into their professional life. On the contrary,
pre-service teachers can appear at schools in their practicum phase, or in their first probationary
year/s after initial training (in Germany, this probationary phase before reaching the “second
Staatsexamen” is part of the initial training, yet, although it is on-the-job; hence the teachers in
this phase are not considered full in-service teachers), and so forth. In the study of Boyle et al.
(2013), for example, the in-service teacher sample comprised seven percent probationary/newly
qualified teachers (‘under one year and/or probationary year’). Accordingly, the present study
attempted to examine the attitudes of teachers in general, no matter which phase of their
professional careers (initial training, newly qualified teacher, in-service, further training, etc.)
the teachers were in. Hence, the teacher population was specified as being both, pre-service and
in-service teachers at universities and schools. From a more conceptual perspective, there seems

to be no plausible argument, why e.g. a teacher at the end of her/his study program might have
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a completely different attitude structure compared to an in-service counterpart in her/his first
years at school. There might be gradual differences of the favourableness of teachers with
regards to inclusive education for all in different steps in their careers; yet, it was not assumed
that there were actually fundamental differences in this regard.

All these arguments clearly demonstrate that both countries have many similarities such as
both being one of the most developed countries in the world, both having ratified several
UNESCO policies (e.g. the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities), both having
a federal constitution and both being comparable with regards to the school system (e.g. a
primary vs. a secondary sector) and the teacher training (basically at universities). Hence, a
study on the teachers’ attitudes can be carried out in these two contexts in a meaningful way.
On the other hand, evidence was presented, that both contexts can be considered differently in
many aspects, too. An example is that Australia is large with a small population, while Germany
is small with a large population. Australia seems to be some steps ahead in implementing
change as it is necessary in order to comply with e.g. the Convention on the Rights of Persons
with Disabilities, compared to Germany. The Australian primary sector is mostly K-6 while in
Germany the primary sector usually comprises only the first four school years. Hence, it can be
summarised that besides the comparability, Australia and Germany are different to each other.

A scale development in these particular contexts is likely produce a robust new instrument.

3.4 Research Design

The key parameters of the research design need to reflect the attempt to find a way, how
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for all can be measured in cross-cultural
settings. The empirical part of the present investigation was generally based on established text
books (such as L. Cohen et al., 2007; Doring & Bortz, 2016) and recent recommendations for
test and scale development (Biihner, 2011; DeVellis, 2011; Lane, Raymond, Haladyna, &
Downing, 2015). All research design-related decisions as they pertain to the general stance, the
research style, the objective, the scope and the quality (validity, reliability and fairness) are

justified in the following sections.

3.4.1 General Stance: Quantitative Research
The research question of the present study was to find a way, how teachers’ attitudes towards
inclusive education for all can be measured. This determined some of the present research

study’s key parameters. To assume that the measurement (see Michell, 1999) of the teachers’
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views is actually possible, the study took a quantitative stance (also: a normative paradigm, as
opposed to an interpretative paradigm; see L. Cohen et al., 2007). Quantitative research
attempts to study a large number of individuals. In this way, it is also possible to study many
individuals’ responses across different contexts. On the contrary, utilising a qualitative
methodology would also have been an appropriate way to study attitudes. A qualitative stance
would suggest to value each individuals’ interpretation of the world and to start with in-depth
considerations of individual viewpoints (see L. Cohen et al., 2007; and see Savin-Baden &
Major, 2013 for a more detailed discussion). As opposed to a quantitative approach to attitudes,
which basically differentiates degrees of favourableness of particular aspects of the attitudes,
the qualitative view would be able to gain rich insights into the individual content and meaning
of the individuals’ attitudes.

The qualitative and the quantitative research stance both have advantages and
disadvantages (see also the detailed discussion in Doring & Bortz, 2016). As L. Cohen et al.
(2007) noted, quantitative research over-emphasises the individuals’ common and
standardisable views, and neglects the actual individual perspectives, while qualitative research
over-emphasises the individual views and neglects in part the structural forces that shape the
individuals’ views and actions. As discussed previously in the literature review, the
phenomenon under investigation — namely, inclusive education for all — starts as a global
commitment, which, then, becomes relevant in many countries across the globe. In this way,
the particular interest of the present study is to identify and investigate common aspects of
inclusive education for all, from the viewpoint of the teachers. In other words, the present study
takes a macro- or system-level perspective on the teachers’ attitudes, while the individual
idiosyncrasies of the teachers’ views are not of particular interest in the present study. This
more abstract focus suggests utilising a quantitative stance, and, in this way, suggests that
measuring attitudes is feasible for obtaining information from a large variety of different
teachers (as opposed to gaining rich insights from only a few teachers). In the next few
paragraphs, it will be argued that more qualitative research styles (such as case study or
ethnography) are not as adequate for the present study compared to more quantitative research
styles (such as survey research or tests). Hence, in the following sections, more arguments are

given to support the choice for a quantitative stance.

3.4.2 Research Style: Survey Research Using a Questionnaire
The research study needs not only to be specified in terms of a quantitative or a qualitative
methodology. To the contrary, L. Cohen et al. (2007) cautioned to put this differentiation too

much to the forefront. It seems more effective, as L. Cohen et al. (2007) emphasised, to
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differentiate different types of research styles, which are possible to be carried out: case study,
ethnography, action research, experiment, survey research, and assessment. All these
methodologies could be carried out in the present study, and they all have different advantages
and disadvantages with regards to answering the research question of the present study. In the
following section, arguments are presented as to why survey methodology seemed to have the
greatest potential for the present study, and why this style of carrying out the present study was

selected.

Choosing a Research Style

Case study and ethnography research are used, if the uniqueness of particular
individuals/situations are of particular interest of a study (L. Cohen et al., 2007). Although the
present study did not aim at portraying a unique case nor at portraying a specific situation in
the subjects’ terminology, such approaches would certainly benefit to understand the
perspective of the teachers in greater depth. In order to develop a new measurement instrument
that is supposed to have a high quality (e.g. validity across different contexts), a range of such
case studies or ethnographies would be needed to be carried out in a range of contexts. Such an
approach would start with understanding the teachers’ viewpoints, and would allow to
potentially construct the questionnaire in a way that is most relevant to the actual teachers. This
strategy to develop a new questionnaire seems promising, because it values the perspectives of
the teachers and starts with real-world experiences of the teachers (similar arguments are for
example used by researchers, who emphasise cognitive techniques for pretesting new
questionnaires, such as Collins, 2003; Lenzer, Neuert, & Otto, 2015; Willis, 2005). However,
there are three issues with the sole use of such an approach. First, case studies and ethnographies
are time-consuming and need a great amount of resources (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). If
several such studies would have to be carried out in order to grasp a variety of individual cases
(e.g. from different institutions, or countries), such expenses seemed to go beyond what seemed
feasible for the present doctoral study. Second, it seemed unlikely that a sufficient variety of
contexts could be studied in this way to develop a measurement instrument that can be assumed
to be valid for cross-cultural use. In this way, Savin-Baden and Major (2013) emphasised that
ethnographic research, but also case studies tend to be not easily generalizable to other contexts.
Third, another issue was that the new agenda of inclusive education for all might not be found
in the practitioners’ views, yet. In the literature review, it turned out that particularly
practitioners at the school level highlighted the need for medical diagnosis and labelling of
children (Nes & Stromstad, 2006; Nilholm et al., 2013). Hence, if an investigation to develop

a new measurement instrument would start with the practitioners’ views, the medical model
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might be in the foreground of responses, which would not be in line with the purposes of the
present study. To construct a measurement instrument that represents the new kind of thinking
towards inclusive education for all might need to start from a more conceptual viewpoint, and
not from established views of the teachers.

Action research is utilised, if an intervention is planned, implemented, reviewed and
evaluated, and an experiment is used, if controlled conditions are needed, for example in order
to make generalisations about the effectiveness of a treatment (L. Cohen et al., 2007). Although
the present study did not specifically include an intervention or a treatment, specific knowledge,
on how teachers would for example respond to new policies (such as inclusive education for
all) and how they transpose their perception of such policies into action, would benefit the aim
of developing a new measurement instrument. This would allow one to focus on specific aspects
of the attitudes, which turn out to be relevant in terms of teaching and related teacher action.
Yet, like the previous approaches, to carry out action research and experiments is time-
consuming and is strongly dependent on particular contexts (L. Cohen et al., 2007). This would
make it unnecessarily laborious to carry out such research in different contexts to reach a
conceptual saturation and generalisability. In addition, the interventions and treatments that
action research and experiments would require (L. Cohen et al., 2007), would focus not so much
the attitudes and perceptions of teachers, but more the functioning and the consequences of the
teachers’ attitudes and perceptions. This would go one step beyond the present study’s scope.
In other words, the study of an intervention or treatment would already presume an
understanding of the underlying attitudes of the participating individuals. Hence, to carry out
action research or an experiment seems informative for developing a new measurement
instrument, yet, it seems that these methodologies are not the first choice, because it is not the
intervention or the treatment that is in the focus of the study.

Survey research is utilised if the goal is gathering large-scale statistical data about opinions
of respondents in an economical and efficient way, while assessments (or tests) are used to
measure achievement, abilities and performance (L. Cohen et al., 2007). The latter style of
conducting research seems to be of general interest for the present study, because certain
emphasis is given to the measurement. Hence, literature as it pertained to (cross-cultural)
assessments and tests are explicitly included, when the present study was developed, carried
out and interpreted. Yet, the assessment goes beyond what is actually intended in the present
study. It is not intended to assess e.g. the knowledge concerning inclusive education for all or
the performance levels in carrying out inclusive practices for all. To conduct research in this
way has the advantage to be able to consider many responses of individuals and to collect the

data in a more standardised way. Yet, both advantages are at the same time disadvantages,
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because if many individuals are asked for giving responses to a number of standardised items,
there are less options for an in-depth study of particular cases and for giving the respondents
the opportunity to express their thought apart from what the instruments want them to do. The
aim of the study was to gain insights into how a larger variety of respondents viewed inclusive
education for all; if they see it in a more favourable or unfavourable way, which seems to fit
well with the strength of survey research (L. Cohen et al., 2007). Hence, survey research seemed
to be the most appropriate style of conducting the present study. In the following section, this

methodological decision to utilise survey research is concretised.

Choosing a Mode of Conducting Survey Research
L. Cohen et al. (2007) differentiates several modes of conducting survey research. One option
is so-called interview questionnaires, which are administered by an interviewer. The presence
of an interviewer is supposed to improve response rates and to allow the respondent to ask
questions. Yet, the interviewer’s presence also makes the process of completing the
questionnaire less casual, which is, on the one hand, positive in terms of controlling the
environment in which the questionnaire is completed. On the other hand, the interviewer’s
presence might evoke social pressures to complete the survey, and might lead to social
desirability bias of the responses (Davis, Couper, Janz, Caldwell, & Resnicow, 2010). An
approach to mitigate the interviewer effects are telephone survey (L. Cohen et al., 2007). Yet,
telephone surveys have other issues, such as that the response format must be easy enough so
that the respondents can understand the answer options, which are read out on the phone by the
interviewer. Accordingly, it has been reported that telephone surveys produce more missing
data compared with face-to-face surveys (L. Cohen et al.,, 2007). Both modes involve
interviewers that are supposed to improve response rates and foster responses to all of the items,
while accepting that the participation and responding to items is not fully voluntary. Other
options, as described by L. Cohen et al. (2007), are to use self-administration, administration
via post, or administration via the internet. In these modes, no interviewer guides the interview.
All these modes have different biasing effects, as discussed by Bowling (2005).

For the present study, it was important to allow the respondents to choose to participate in
a voluntary way. As described later in this chapter, the sampling utilised in the present study
was non-probability and convenience sampling; hence, there was no need to try to convince (or
even force) potential respondents to partake. In addition, the non-response to particular items
was found to be informative. If an item had a particularly high number of missing answers, it
might indicate that this item was not well developed (e.g. bad wording, offensive, not

understandable). To have an interviewer, who forces explicitly or implicitly responses to each
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of the items, would be counter-productive in this sense. Hence, a mode of conducting survey
research was chosen, without an interviewer. In the present study, to gather all of the
respondents’ e-mail or postal addresses seemed to make the sampling procedure unnecessarily
difficult, and it was assumed that the cognitive burden, which might be imposed on the
respondents by utilising a self-administered mode (as discussed by Bowling, 2005) is
acceptable. As discussed later in this chapter, the questionnaire was administered at university
classes and schools; in a way that the respondents completed the survey at their own

convenience and wherever they liked, and, then, submitted their responses anonymously.

3.4.3 Objective: Develop a New Attitude Questionnaire

While the previous paragraphs only proceeded on the assumption that a new research
instrument was thought to be developed, it is clear from the literature review that this instrument
was meant to measure attitudes specifically. There is a large research body on attitude
measurement, and some core characteristics are discussed in the following sections, as they are

generally relevant for the present study.

General Recommendations for Scale Development

In the methodological literature (such as Biihner, 2011; Jonkisz, Moosbrugger, & Brandt,
2012), different procedures for developing a new questionnaire are differentiated. If a theory is
available, which comprises all of the constructs of interest, the search for relevant items should
be focussed on operationalising exactly these constructs. Biithner (2011) and also, for example,
Jonkisz et al. (2012), call this a rational construction strategy. Yet, as the literature review in
the present study demonstrated, the notion of inclusive education for all represents a new kind
of thinking. Hence, although extensive research was available with regards to former and
related concepts, inclusive education for all as a newly established term lacked a solid
theoretical basis, which was why a rational strategy to develop the questionnaire seemed not to
be feasible for the present research study.

A range of strategies were suggested, if the newly developed instrument was not based on
an underlying theory. According to Jonkisz et al. (2012), an intuitive construction strategy can
be recommended in cases, where no theory is available. This strategy would mean to completely
rely on the researcher’s intuition, and to build methodological decision-making and item
construction on plausible arguments. Such an approach seems appealing because of its
pragmatism; yet, because of its dependency on what a particular researcher would find being
appropriate, it seems difficult to be justified as a solid research method. Another method would

be the external construction strategy (Biihner, 2011; Jonkisz et al., 2012), which is a pragmatic
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approach to developing a questionnaire that is thought to identify particular individuals
belonging to particular groups. Items are collected that were thought to gain differing responses
by the different groups of potential study participants. Through empirical testing, those items
which were most discriminating between the groups of interest are considered most appropriate.
This strategy seemed not adequate to be used in the present study, because the external
construction is focused more on the discriminating functioning of the items and not so much
about actually measuring to construct that was supposed to be measured.

Another method that was suggested by Biihner (2011) and Jonkisz et al. (2012) was an
inductive or internal construction strategy. This approach of developing a new instrument
comprised creating a large number of items, which are all related to a specified research topic.
These items are, then, administered to respondents and the collected data is analysed with
exploratory statistical methods. Biihner (2011) pointed out that through the empirical data
analysis, a conceptual idea of specific dimensions is developed. And Jonkisz et al. (2012) added
that the interpretation of the dimensions, which were reached through statistical exploration,
can go beyond the actual items.

The inductive strategy seemed particularly feasible for the present study, because the item
construction is done in an exploratory — but still systematic — way. The cited literature in the
previous paragraphs cover particularly the German perspective. In the international
methodological literature, especially the inductive strategy was recommended generally for
developing a new scale. DeVellis (2011) stated to start with determining clearly what was
attempted to be measured and, then, to generate an item pool. After defining the format for
measurement, DeVellis (2011) recommended to let the item pool be reviewed by experts and
to consider other items/scales to be included, in order to be able to validate the newly developed
scale. Then, according to DeVellis (2011), after administering the questionnaire to a
development sample, the items are evaluated using statistical methods and the scales’ length is
optimised.

Overall, an inductive strategy, as described before, was utilised in the present study. As a
next step, it was discussed, if this general strategy to develop a new instrument was also feasible

to develop a new instrument to measure attitudes.

Measurement of Attitudes

The common assumption that attitudes can be measured (Thurstone, 1928) and the search for a
technique for the measurement of attitudes (Likert, 1932) goes back at least to the late 1920s
and early 1930s. Until today, a variety of attitude measurement techniques have been proposed

and used. It is common to distinguish between direct methods and indirect methods (Antonak
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& Livneh, 1988; Hitlin & Pinkston, 2013; Schwarz, 2015). The latter methods are applied to
measure implicit attitudes that the individuals are not aware of. In such cases, the measurement
would involve for example to measure the response time to a given question or to measure how
participants categorize pictures or terms rapidly, without thinking too much about them (Hitlin
& Pinkston, 2013; Schwarz, 2015). The direct methods measure directly the explicit attitudes
of individuals. If it can be assumed that the individuals can articulate their attitude towards a
particular topic, then it seems to be feasible to rely on the answers that respondents give on
questions regarding their attitudes (Schwarz, 2015). In inclusive education research, most
available studies on attitudes assumed that individuals could express their thoughts about
inclusive education, because this topic was widely discussed, not only in professional contexts,
but also in public media, so that the teachers were familiar at least with some aspects of it, have
a particular standpoint towards it, and can express this standpoint. Accordingly, most widely
used in inclusive education research are direct methods of measuring attitudes. There are not
many indirect methods, such as Liike and Grosche (2017), who recently developed an attitude
towards inclusive education test, based on an implicit method, in order to tackle social
desirability in participants’ responses. Although the argument of social desirability response
bias is a valid argument, indirect measurement of attitudes are difficult to be carried out and are
considered to be more of a supplement (Antonak & Livneh, 1995) to traditional direct attitudes
testing and not so much a better method on its own. Hence, the present study attempted to
measure attitudes in a direct way.

Four direct measures are generally recommended to conduct research on attitudes (Eagly
& Chaiken, 1993; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Maio & Haddock, 2009; Procter, 2008; Schwarz,
2015). A first method is to utilise scales on the basis of equal-appearing intervals (Thurstone,
1928; Thurstone & Chave, 1929). For establishing equal-appearing intervals a number of judges
need to be involved, who sort a variety of statements into different (mostly from 1 to 11)
increments of general favourableness. Similarly, the scalogram analysis (Guttman, 1944)
involves finding statements that represent different sections on the continuum that is thought to
be measured. Yet, the aim is to find statements with regard to a chosen topic that can be sorted
into a clearly hierarchical order. In other words, the agreement with a particular statement
involves the agreement with all other hierarchically lower items. Another method to measure
attitudes is to use semantic differentials (Osgood, 1952; Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957),
which involves using a variety of pairs of bipolar adjectives (such as bad vs. good, or dirty vs.
clean). The respondents are asked to rate the particular topic with regard to each pair of
adjectives (e.g. closer to ‘good’ as opposed to ‘bad’). The fourth method is to use summated

ratings (Likert, 1932), which involve asking the participants to rate a variety of topic-related
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statements with regards to how strong they would disagree or agree with each of them. Likert
(1932) argued that the sum (or the mean) of these ratings can be used to determine the
individual’s attitude.

Of these four direct methods for measuring attitudes, Likert’s method is most common and
most feasible. In order to determine which scaling method has generally the most practical
relevance, Doring and Bortz (2016) conducted a database search using PsycINFO. The outcome
of this search was that papers that were tagged with ‘Likert scale’ (1,815 hits) were by far most
common amongst the studies in the database. Other methods were less common, such as the
‘Guttman scale’ (201 hits) or the ‘Thurstone scale’ (61 hits) (Doring & Bortz, 2016). The fact
that Likert scales are most common in attitude research was emphasised by other researchers,
too (such as Antonak & Larrivee, 1995; Bohner & Winke, 2002; DeVellis, 2011; Schnell, Hill,
& Esser, 2011). As Schwarz (2015) noted, Likert scales need considerable time for a careful
development of appropriate statements and to pre-test, if the respondents understand the
statements as they were intended. Yet, Thurstone and Guttman scales are even more time-
consuming in their development. Semantic differential scales are less costly to be developed,
yet the format of the scale makes it difficult to include many different aspects of the research
topic, because the adjective pairs would become repetitive. If more facets might be used in
larger studies (with a range of items), Likert’s method seems most feasible. The direct
measurement using Likert scales are most feasible and effective in larger survey studies, which
include a range of constructs (Schwarz, 2015). In the present study, an attempt was made to use

a Likert-type direct method for measuring teachers’ attitudes.

Development of a Likert Scale to Measure Attitudes

In the previous paragraphs, it was clear that a direct Likert-type questionnaire was to be
developed in order to measure teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for all. Likert
(1932) recommended to review other questionnaires in the relevant field and adopt
questionnaire items from these established questionnaires. In the words of Likert (1932):
“whenever it was possible to use questionnaire material which had previously been extensively
tried out [...], we preferred to use the questions exactly as they stood” (Likert, 1932, p. 12). In
this way (and under additional consultation of other relevant materials that might inspire the
researcher to develop new items), Likert (1932) created a large set of potentially relevant
questionnaire items. These items were then administered to respondents, who were asked to
indicate their degree of favourableness or unfavourableness on a five-point response scale.

Likert (1932) used the numeric data that was gathered in this way to select the most appropriate
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items (e.g. those with most of the responses in the neutral middle of the response scale) and to
create a scale value for each individual by calculating the sum of the responses.

The recommendations on how to construct a Likert scale have not changed much,
compared to the original ideas of Likert (Ddring & Bortz, 2016; Schnell et al., 2011). According
to Doring and Bortz (2016), the Likert scale construction starts with creating a pool of many
items (e.g. about 100), and the refinement of these items (e.g. to ask other researchers to give
feedback concerning the quality of the items). Second, the pool of items needs to be
administered to a sample of the population, which the scale is supposed to be applicable to. The
collected data is analysed in a statistical way with regards to each item’s univariate quality, but
also with regards to the presence of sufficient bivariate associations of the items. Third, as
Doéring and Bortz (2016) described, items with non-sufficient quality need to be discarded from
further analysis, and the dimensional structure needs to be demonstrated using a factor analytic
statistical approach. Finally, the outcome of the scale development needs to be described in
detail so that other researchers can judge the scale’s quality before using it in their studies
(Doring & Bortz, 2016). As an overarching plan for developing a scale, these recommendations
were adapted in the present study, because these procedures are described in detail and are
widely accepted for reaching high-quality scales.

In principle, these procedures seemed feasible, yet, issues arise if these procedures are
carried out in practice. As noted before, textbooks recommend to write a large number of new
items (e.g. 100 items), test them statistically, and select only a few items that are the best. Such
an approach was utilised recently for example by Saloviita (2015), who developed a new scale
to measure the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education for some (children with special
educational needs). Saloviita (2015) originally wrote 65 statements, and narrowed down the
number of items to 10, using a sample of 168 final-year pre-service subject teachers. In
subsequent studies, Saloviita (2015), then, applied this 10-item-version to other samples of pre-
service and in-service teachers. In other words, the scale was developed for pre-service teachers,
and then, in further steps, applied to pre-service and in-service teachers. Notably, it takes a great
amount of time for teachers to complete a questionnaire with a large number of attitude items
(which are newly written; hence they vary in terms of quality of wording), plus other items,
such as demographics and items for validation purposes. Hence, given the time constraints of
in-service (and pre-service) teachers, it seemed not feasible for the present study, which clearly
attempted to develop the instrument for pre-service and in-service teachers (and not adapt from
one sample to the other), to include such a great number of items.

As cited before, Likert (1932) himself adapted items from established questionnaires (and

also other materials such as newspapers, books) that inspired newly formulated statements for
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his new questionnaire. This would only be justified, if one assumes that some of the established
items, which measured former constructs, can be considered to be sufficient indicators for the
new construct in question. In this way, Rost (2004) utilised the notion of the ‘item universe’, to
refer to a universe of potential indicators (see for discussion also Shoemaker, 1975).
Accordingly, a particular questionnaire, which comprises a set of indicators can be understood
as a sample from this item universe (Rost, 2004). In the present study, a new kind of thinking
about education was introduced under the umbrella term inclusive education for all. As
discussed earlier, this term was drawn from the continuation of developments towards
education for all and inclusive education. In this way, the concept of an item universe would
suggest that inclusive education for all might share some appropriate indicators with inclusive
education for some. In other words, the ‘for some’-related item universe might overlap in parts
with the ‘for all’-related item universe. Although the concept of an item universe (Rost, 2004)
seems to be relatively abstract, it gives some justification for trying to find these items, which
can be considered as being part of both item universes, and adapt them for the present study,
instead of trying to write completely new items. This might mediate both perspectives of the
described trade-off: On the one hand, writing completely new items has the potential to align
the wording fully with the construct in question without being distracted by former
operationalisations, yet, the quality of the wording is to a great extent questionable, because it
is considerably difficult to write effective new items. On the other hand, if former
operationalisations are used or adapted, the items are to a large extent bound to the former
constructs, although the quality of the wordings might be adequate. The mediating position of
the present study was to try to find only sufficient indicators from established questionnaires,
which might allow to construct an appropriate measure of the new concept inclusive education
for all, while, at the same time, adapt the wording of the established items, which might allow

these items to effectively communicate with the respondents.

Item Construction: Wording

In the methodological literature, high quality survey questions are described as being “clear,
concise, and straight-forward” (Likert, 1932, p. 45), as well as “short, sweet, and to the point”
(Alwin, 2007, p. 181; summing up the position of Sir Francis Galton). Yet, questionnaire items
are also indicators of latent constructs, which necessitates — in addition to being just well-
worded — a thorough reflection of their content. The general importance of the item wording
for the adequate measurement of a certain construct, was repeatedly emphasised by scholars
(Biihner, 2011; L. Cohen et al., 2007). In a recent empirical study, Blasberg, Hewitt, Flett,
Sherry, and Chen (2016) showed that slight modifications to the items’ wording of a
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perfectionism scale changed its association to other measures considerably. Hence, the wording
needs to have the best possible quality.

For investigations across languages, a variety of recommendations is available. In their
study on adapting tests for cross-cultural use, Bracken and Barona (1991) point to the costs of
questionnaire translation when they recommend that it is imperative to ascertain that the source
language version has reached the best possible quality even before the translation and
adaptation have begun. If a survey instrument is written in translatable English, a quality
translation and adaptation of this instrument into another language is more likely, as several
researchers pointed out (Ercikan & Lyons-Thomas, 2013; Geisinger, 2003; Van de Vijver &
Leung, 1997). Translatable English, as it was detailed by O. Werner and Campbell (1970) and
by Brislin, Lonner, and Thorndike (1973), comprises recommendations with regard to the
grammar, such as to repeat nouns instead of pronouns, to employ the active and avoid the
passive voice, and leave out hypothetical phrasings of the subjunctive tense. In addition, it was
recommended that items should be specific in the sense of avoiding for example metaphors,
colloquialisms and words that indicate vagueness, and that simple sentences should be used to
avoid using two different statements within one item (Brislin, 1980; Brislin et al., 1973; O.
Werner & Campbell, 1970).

According to these recommendations, it seemed most feasible to try to adapt all items for
the present study from other established studies, in order to not start from the beginning, but to
start with well-developed and established items that could be developed even further with
regards to their wording. Hence, in the present study, items were adapted from other studies (as
recommended e.g. by Likert, 1932; Schnell et al., 2011), and their wording was revised
according to general item wording recommendations (Biihner, 2011; L. Cohen et al., 2007) and
according to recommendations to write translatable items (Brislin, 1980; Brislin et al., 1973;
Ercikan & Lyons-Thomas, 2013; Geisinger, 2003; Van de Vijver & Leung, 1997; O. Werner
& Campbell, 1970). In addition, the wording was repeatedly examined, as to whether each
items’ formulation was actually able to be an appropriate indicator of inclusive education for

all.

Item Construction: Response Formats

The included items were constructed for use with different rating formats. Hence, a common
answer format for all items needs to be chosen and the items need to be revisited, and if
necessary revised, so that their wording is in line with this common rating format. According
to their decision framework for selecting a response scale format, Weijters, Cabooter, and

Schillewaert (2010) suggest considering the study’s objective as well as the study’s population
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in order to find an appropriate response scale format (see Table 1). As this present study
attempted to develop a new scale and was concerned with pre-service and in-service teachers,
who can be considered as an academic population, the framework of Weijters et al. (2010)
suggested to use a 5- or a 7-point scale. All five or seven response options should carry a label
according to this framework.

It is noticeable that in Table 1 all recommended scale formats have an odd number of
response categories, which means that the scale has a middle point that the respondents can
choose a neutral point. In their study, Weijters et al. (2010) tested different odd- and even-
numbered scales and found out that the mis-response to reversed items was greater when
participants responded to scales without a middle category. This result lead the authors to the
conclusion that scales should have a midpoint. This finding is supported for example by a
literature review conducted by Lietz (2010), who found in several studies that odd-numbered
scales with a middle category seem to increase the validity and reliability of scales slightly. Yet,
in another review of previous research on this issue, Alwin (2007) sees only marginal support

of the statement that odd-numbered scales are better in terms of reliability.

Table 1. Decision framework of Weijters et al. (2010) for selecting a response scale format

Study population

Study objective Academic General

Scale development 5 or 7 points; fully labelled 5 points; fully labelled
Opinion measurement 5 or 7 points; fully labelled 5 points; fully labelled
Estimation of relations 5 or 7 points; endpoints labelled 5 points; endpoints labelled

Note: This table was drawn from the ‘Preliminary decision framework for selecting a response scale
format’ as it was proposed by Weijters et al. (2010, p. 246). Compared to the original table, this depiction
is simplified and it represents only the part of the original table that is important for this study.

Some empirical researchers have criticised scales with a middle category for different reasons.
In their revision of the Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming scale (Larrivee & Cook, 1979),
Antonak and Larrivee (1995) criticised the original 5-point scale with regards to the middle
category being non-informative, hence, they introduced a 6-point scale. Six answer categories
were also used by Mahat (2008), who argued that a neutral response option would be used by
the respondents for three different reasons such as not comprehending the question, not wishing
to participate in the survey or wanting to express agreement and disagreement at the same time.
These kinds of respondents’ reactions seem to be realistic. Yet, if the midpoint is a melting pot
for all three of these scenarios, then the question appears how these individuals would respond
without such a midpoint. The middle category may comprise individuals who ticked the

midpoint for different reasons, which makes this category difficult to be interpreted. Yet, if the
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individuals are forced into either the agreement or the disagreement side of the scale, this would
mix up the serious responses with the forced choices for different reasons. Hence, the critique
of the middle category is justified, but not to include a middle category is not a comprehensive
solution to the critique.

With regard to how many response categories should be offered to the respondents, there
is a range of different evidence-based suggestions. In a simulation study conducted by Lee and
Paek (2014), the authors found that a scale should have at least four response options or more.
This finding echoes the results of Lozano, Garcia-Cueto, and Muiiiz (2008), who found in their
simulation that four to seven categories would be ideal. Lozano et al. (2008) emphasised that
the discriminative capacity of the respondents needs to be taken into account when making a
decision concerning the number of categories. In other words, the respondents need to
understand the differences between the response categories. Using data from the European
Social Survey, Revilla, Saris, and Krosnick (2014) compared different scales with each other
and found that 5-point scales are most valid and reliable. Yet, the European Social Survey is
conducted as a standardised telephone interview (see European Social Survey, 2016). Hence,
too many response categories that are read out loud by the interviewer on the phone might
overwhelm the respondent on the phone. No substantial differences between respondents who
answered to different scales were found by Dawes (2008) or by W. P. Jones and Loe (2013).
And also Alwin (2007) was sceptic about claims in the direction of positive effects of increased
numbers of answer categories. Alwin (2007) pointed out that a perfect question did not exist
and that researchers need to try to communicate, what s/he wanted the study participants to
respond to, in a way that the respondents’ comprehension is maximised. For the Spanish version
of the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire, Muiiiz, Garcia-Cueto, and Lozano (2005) used a
variety of scale formats and found out that in this particular case the 7-category version of the
response format was the most favourable. Similarly, Lietz (2010) suggests scale lengths of five
to eight being sufficient. While most other studies used measures of the distribution, reliability,
validity, etc. as indicators of differences between scale formats, Preston and Colman (2000)
gave the study participants different rating scales and asked the respondents, if the scale was
easy to use, quick to use, and whether the format allowed them to express their own feelings
adequately. According to the judgement of the respondents, Preston and Colman (2000)
concluded that seven, nine and ten response categories should be considered most adequate.

The presented literature search with regard to the middle point and the number of response
categories did not provide a clear and definitive picture. Some of the arguments that supported
the inclusion of a mid-point seemed to be relatively convincing, such as mitigating the mis-

response to reversed items (Weijters et al., 2010) or giving an opportunity to express any kind
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of discomfort with indicating an agreement or disagreement. Although there were also
counterarguments, there seemed to be certain evidence that supported seven response
categories, such as the simulation study results of Lozano et al. (2008), and the positive

valuation of the respondents themselves, as it was reported by Preston and Colman (2000).

Figure 1. Visual elements that support the understanding of the seven-point scale

very strongly very strongly -3 = very strongly disagree
disagree agree -2 = strongly disagree
—— ] -1 = disagree
3 2 1 0 +1 +2 +3 0 = neither disagree nor agree
+1 = agree
+2 = strongly agree
O 0 o06o0o0a0n0ad +3 = very strongly agree
Visual elements to support teachers’ view. A label is given for each rating category.

Note: The full design of the questionnaire (how these two elements are arranged on the questionnaire
pages) can be found in Appendix J and Appendix K.

For the present study, this evidence seemed to justify using a seven-point scale for the newly
developed scale (see Figure 1). Seven response categories have also been used in other inclusive
education-related studies (such as T. Bennett, Deluca, & Bruns, 1997). As recommended in the
framework of Weijters et al. (2010), for scale development, all answer options should be
labelled. Yet, seven labels from ‘very strongly disagree’ to ‘very strongly agree’ would be
difficult to be included, because not enough space was available on the A4 paper sheet. Hence,
in order to support the respondents to interpret each of the answer options correctly, labelled
end-points were given, but each box also had a number attached to it, supporting the
interpretation of unfavourableness with negative numbers (-3, -2, and -1), positive numbers for
favourableness (+1, +2, and +3), and zero for the neutral neither disagree nor agree (as
recommended e.g. by Lietz, 2010). In addition, a box with further explanations (fully labelled)

is included on each page of the newly developed questionnaire (see Figure 1).

3.4.4 Scope: Cross-Cultural Research

As this study attempted to develop a new instrument for use in cross-cultural studies, the notion
of ‘cross-cultural’ needed to be clarified. As already specified, the study’s population was (pre-
and in-service) teachers in Australia and Germany; to be exact, in Sydney and in Giessen,
respectively. These contexts were thou