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Abstract

Positive teacher attitudes are considered an important prerequisite for the successful inclusion
of students with special educational needs in the mainstream classrooms. This study surveyed
teacher opinions about inclusion in Finland (N = 298) and Brandenburg, Germany (N = 163),
two educational systems in which the number of students transferred to segregated special
education is exceptionally high in international comparison. For the measurement of attitudes
a ten-item scale, Teachers’ Attitudes towards Inclusive Education (TAIS) was used. The
results showed that Finnish teachers were more positive towards inclusion than Brandenburg
teachers (d = 0.46). The Brandenburg teachers were especially worried about the extra work
caused by inclusion. This concern was possibly related to the different structures of
educational organisation. Additional support services were more easily available for the
Finnish teachers than for their Brandenburg colleagues. It is argued that teachers’ concerns
should be addressed to promote inclusion in schools.

Keywords: teacher attitudes, inclusive education, Finland, Brandenburg, disabilities,

special education
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Teacher attitudes towards inclusive education in Finland and Brandenburg, Germany
and the issue of extra work
Introduction

Teacher attitudes towards inclusive education have been an amply researched topic for
decades (Scruggs and Mastropieri 1996). As initially defined in the Salamanca Statement,
inclusive education refers to a form of schooling in which the supports required by a child
with special educational needs is brought into the mainstream classroom in order to ensure
effective education (UNESCO 1994). By bringing the needed help into a normal environment
it was considered possible to integrate almost all students with disabilities into mainstream
education so that special schools or special classes should remain only an infrequent
exception. This idea was highlighted in the Salamanca Statement by launching a brand new
concept of ‘inclusive education’ to denote a paradigmatic shift in thought. Previously, it was
generally maintained that the ‘integration’ of a child was possible if he or she first was able to
achieve the skills needed by the school through rehabilitation. Now, along with the new way
of thought, the responsibility for change was put to the school organization itself. Even if the
concepts of integration and inclusion originally conveyed this paradigmatic contrast, in
everyday language they are mostly used interchangeably nowadays. No distinction between
them is made in the remainder of this study.

When considering the prerequisites for the inclusion of children with special
educational needs (SEN) in mainstream classrooms, it seems obvious that an essential
requirement for success is the teachers’ accepting attitude towards these children. This was
also verified in a study on 8,200 Dutch children with SEN, in which teachers with more
positive attitudes attained better learning results than non-accepting teachers (van der Veen,
Smeets, and Derriks 2010). In promoting inclusive education, it is therefore vital to support

and enhance the teachers’ welcoming attitude towards children with disabilities.
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The importance of developing traditional school systems to be more inclusive has
become even more pronounced after the principle of inclusive education became part of
international law through the adoption of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities (United Nations 2006). Article 24 of the convention confirms the rights of
persons with disabilities not only to education but also to ‘an inclusive education system at all
levels’. By the end of 2015, the convention has been ratified by most countries worldwide
(United Nations 2015). Despite these developments in legislation, national policies on special
education have remained more conservative, and traditional segregated models of special
education have survived. The exception is Italy, where almost all special education schools
and classrooms were already closed in the seventies (Canevaro 2007).

An important obstacle in the development of positive attitudes among teachers toward
inclusion may be their fear of extra work caused by a child with special educational needs.
According to Etzioni (1964), it is a universal tendency of social organizations to select their
members in order to save costs caused by control and socialization. The pressure for selection
seems obvious when considering that approximately 5% of members of any organization are
usually responsible for 95% of all disturbances (Etzioni 1964; Horner, Sugai, Todd and
Lewis-Palmer 2005, 362). Some authors have seen schools’ placement policies in special
education as expressing this tendency of organizational selection (Kivinen and Kivirauma
1988; Skrtic 1991). Indeed, empirical data have shown that teachers’ selection tendencies can
be strong in the context of both general and special education. A representative Finnish study
found that mainstream or special education teachers only considered 47% of their students
with SEN to be in the right place in their classrooms. These teachers recommended a more
restrictive placement for 33% of their students with SEN and less restrictive placement for 20%
of their students with SEN (Saloviita and Leskinen 2016).

A Study of Teacher Attitudes
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Comparative research on teacher attitudes towards inclusive education in different
countries may have the advantage of revealing the teacher attitudes’ connections to some
larger societal variables and thus help us to understand the prerequisites for attitude change.
A review of 29 studies published between 1958 and 1995 found no differences between the
attitudes of the teachers from USA, Australia and Canada (Scruggs and Mastropieri 1996).
However, differences emerged from a large UNESCO study involving 14 countries —
Australia, Botswana, Colombia, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Jordan, Italy, Mexico, Norway,
Portugal, Senegal, Thailand, Venezuela and Zambia (Bowman 1986). It was observed that
teachers were more positively disposed towards integration if the national legislation
favoured it, but they were more negatively inclined if there was a large, segregated special
education sector in the country (Bowman 1986).

Leyser, Kapperman, and Keller (1994) compared teacher attitudes towards
mainstreaming in six nations — the USA, Germany, Israel, Ghana, Taiwan and the Philippines.
The most supportive views were expressed by teachers in the USA, followed by Germany.
The teachers in the other countries mainly showed a neutral disposition. The effect size (d =
1.65) between the highest (the USA) and the lowest scores (Israel’s non-kibbutz teachers)
indicated a large discrepancy. In interpreting their findings, the authors referred to the
cultural, ethnic and religious differences among the teachers in the six countries. The positive
attitudes of the US teachers were explained by the progressive school legislation on the
integration of students with disabilities in the least restrictive environments since the 1970s.
For regular classroom teachers, instructional materials, consultations, team teaching,
assistants, in-service training and other types of support were available, which possibly led to
the increased integration of students with disabilities and to the more positive teacher
attitudes towards mainstreaming (Leyser, Kapperman, and Keller 1994). The positive

attitudes of German (Bavarian) teachers were considered a surprise because no similar
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support or legislation was available in their country. In the other comparison countries, the
more negative attitudes were explained by the deficiencies in teacher training, the small
percentage of integrated students or the absence of educational opportunities for children with
disabilities (Leyser, Kapperman, and Keller 1994).

A few studies have compared Finnish teachers with their counterparts from other
countries. Only the comparisons with national sample sizes exceeding 100 are reviewed in
this paper. When the Finnish regular education teachers were compared with their Zambian
peers, it was observed that the latter preferred more segregated environments for almost all
the disability groups mentioned (Moberg 2003). It was hypothesised that the more negative
attitudes of the Zambian teachers might have reflected the lack of necessary support services.

The Finnish teachers’ attitudes were also found to be more positive than those of their
South African colleagues (Engelbrecht et al. 2013; Savolainen et al. 2012). Moreover, the
Finnish teachers expressed lower levels of concerns associated with inclusion and more
positive general sentiments towards disabilities. The authors explained these differences on
the basis of the cultural-historical differences between the two countries (Engelbrecht et al.
2013). According to them, although the Finnish basic education was strongly based on
separate programmes, there had been a recent systematic reform in favour of a more inclusive
direction. In South Africa, the constitution strongly emphasised human rights, and the
government defined inclusive education as an academic goal (Engelbrecht et al. 2013).
However, the development of inclusive education suffered from the lack of concrete
strategies and resources in the country. Consequently, increased tensions developed between
the national agenda and contextual realities (Engelbrecht et al. 2013).

The present study aims to compare teacher attitudes towards inclusion in Finland and
Germany. Both countries are highly developed European welfare states, each with an

advanced educational system that includes an exceptionally segregated special education
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sector. Historically, Germany has been a model for the development of Finnish society in
many aspects, either directly or via Sweden. The following sections provide more detailed
descriptions of the structures of basic education and special education, teacher training and
the development of the educational policy on special education in Finland and the federal
state of Brandenburg, which was chosen as a comparison state among the sixteen federal
states of Germany.

Premises for inclusive Education in Finland

Finland has about 5.5 million inhabitants in 2015. The Finnish compulsory basic
education encompasses nine years and is for children between 7 and 16 years old. Since 1997,
it has provided schooling for all children, including those with the most severe disabilities.
Students usually attend the school that is nearest their residence. The schools follow a
national core curriculum, with local adjustments. The education in grades 1-6 is mainly
provided by classroom teachers who have a five-year master’s degree in education. The
students in grades 7-9 are instructed by subject teachers, who also have a five-year master’s
degree in education, including one year of pedagogical studies which equals 60 credits as
defined in the European Credit Transfer System (ECTS). The special education teachers have
completed a five-year special education teacher training in the university or about a year’s
training (60 ECTS) in special education as part of or in addition to their teacher studies.
Teachers of students with severe disabilities have somewhat lower competency requirements
than other special education teachers (Finnish National Board of Education 2015).

The students with SEN are usually taught in special education classrooms, which are
situated in the mainstream basic schools. During the 2012-2013 school year, 539,545
students were enrolled in basic education (Statistics Finland 2015a). Of these students, 7.6%
were diagnosed with SEN (Statistics Finland 2015b). The percentage of students in

segregated special education was 4.7% when segregation was defined as either attendance in
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a special school (1.0%) or special education classroom in the mainstream school at least 51%
of the instruction time (3.7%). The remaining 2.9% of students with SEN attended a special
education classroom less than half of the time—or, in some cases, were fully integrated into
mainstream education (Statistics Finland 2015b). Additionally, 22.3% of the students, mostly
without a SEN diagnosis, participated in part-time special education outside their regular
classrooms (Statistics Finland 2015c). Typically, this part-time special education comprised
only one or two hours a week per student.

As of 2016, Finland has not yet ratified the Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities (United Nations 2006); neither does the Finnish basic school legislation include
any principle of integration. Instead, it stipulates that the special educational placement must
be determined on the basis of the children’s best interests and on the available resources (Act
on Basic Education 1998). By law, teachers make the final decision concerning the children’s
educational placement.

In 2010, the state subsidy was revised, which instantly affected the number of students
transferred into special education. By law, the costs of special education were transferred
from the state to the local municipalities responsible for basic education (Act on the Funding
of Education and Culture 2009). This put an end to the long-lasting increase in the number of
students transferred to special education classrooms (Statistics Finland 2015¢). The reform
did not actually indicate an interest towards inclusive education but was mainly motivated by
monetary reasons. The change in the Act on Basic Education in 2010 imposed some novel
requirements before students could be transferred to special education. Some authors have
interpreted these restrictions as an indication of the political will to promote inclusive
education (Engelbrecht et al. 2013). This might be a too bold interpretation, because the new
requirements could also be easily circumvented if desired. Additionally, in the Amendment

24.6.2010/642 any references to the primacy of mainstream placement over segregated
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placement were at the same time removed from the Act (Act on Basic Education 1998). An
overall effect of the new amendments was the decrease in the percentage of fully segregated
students from 3.9% to 2.9% between 2010 and 2014 (Statistics Finland 2015a, 2015b). This
was probably due to the local communities’ unwillingness to start paying the extra costs of
segregated special education. The strong influence of economic considerations on the rate of
the transfers to special education has been previously confirmed by international comparisons
(European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education 1999).
Premises for inclusive Education in Brandenburg

Germany comprises 16 federal states (Bundesland); each has its own system of
organising public education within the common premises of the German constitution. One of
the federal states, Brandenburg surrounds the city of Berlin and has about 2.5 million
inhabitants. As a rule, compulsory education in Brandenburg includes children belonging to
the 6-16 age group. All children should complete six grades of basic school (Grundschule).
Next, they can attend high school (Gymnasium) for six years (grades 7—12). An alternative is
the more practically oriented main school (Hauptschule), with the following three forms:
Realschule (grades 7-10), Gesamtschule (grades 7-10 or 7—13) and Oberschule (grades 11—
13). Compulsory education is finished after 10 years of studies, which can be completed in
either the Realschule or the Gesamtschule. Students can then continue their education in either
the Gesamtschule or the Gymnasium. In both schools, the students can earn a high school
diploma. The students from the Realschule typically continue in the Oberschule, with a more
practical orientation leading to vocational schools (Bildungskomission der Lander Berlin und
Brandenburg 2003).

After earning a five-year master’s degree in education, teachers are required to finish an
18-month ‘Vorbereitungsdienst’ to obtain full teacher competence (Ministerium fiir Bildung,

Jugend und Sport 2016). It contains both teaching practice and participation in study seminars



TEACHER ATTITUDES 10

and concludes with a final examination. Every primary-level teacher (Grundschule) should
study three subjects, two of them being the main subjects. The secondary-level teachers study
two subjects. Universities may emphasise different areas of specialisation. For example, in the
University of Potsdam, students taking up primary teacher education have the possibility to
specialise in inclusive education.

In Brandenburg, about 223,000 children were enrolled in basic education in the 2012—
2013 school year. Of this total population, 16,195 or 7.2% were diagnosed as SEN students. Of
them 9,387 or 4.2% entered special education schools (Forderschule), and 3.0% were
integrated into the mainstream classrooms (Amt fiir Statistik Berlin-Brandenburg 2013, p. 28).
In 2015, a total of 82 special schools were in operation (Ministerium fiir Bildung, Jugend und
Sport 2015).

In 2009, Germany ratified the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.
The Brandenburg law on basic education also includes the principle of integration. According
to the law, children with and without SEN should be educated together. However, two
conditions must be first fulfilled. The necessary resources for integrated education must be
available, and a child’s parents must accept the regular school placement (Landesregierung
Brandenburg 2002). No more than four students with SEN are allowed to be assigned to the
same regular classroom, and the class size is limited to a maximum of 23 students if a student
with SEN is placed in the classroom (SopV 2007).

The teacher attitudes towards inclusive education in Finland and Germany were
compared through teacher surveys. Because the school system in Germany differs from state to
state, only one federal state — Brandenburg — was chosen for comparison. This study aimed to
relate the observed attitudes to some teacher variables and to discuss whether the national
differences in the educational legislation and structure could explain the variations in teacher

attitudes (Bowman 1986).
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Methods

Data Collection

The Finnish data were collected by four groups of student volunteers who attended the
scientific methodology course in their preservice teacher education. Each group of students
had been given a sample of Finnish municipalities, altogether consisting of 45 out of the total
of 317. The municipalities were randomly selected in alphabetical order from the list of
Finnish municipalities, excluding the Swedish-speaking communities. The teachers who were
recruited for the survey taught grades 1-9 in the Finnish compulsory schools. The student
volunteers collected the teachers’ e-mail addresses from the schools’ websites. If the teachers’
e-mail addresses were unavailable, their school was excluded from the sample. The teachers
with e-mail addresses were then sent messages that contained the hyperlink to the survey,
which was prepared with the SPSS mrinterview software. The cover letter stressed that the
survey was anonymous, and no participant could be identified. One reminder was sent to all
the recipients.

The data from Brandenburg were collected by the second author, who obtained the
teachers’ e-mail addresses from the schools’ websites. All the schools providing education in
grades 1-13 in Brandenburg were included in the sample, except those schools whose
websites did not show the teachers’ e-mail addresses. No reminder was sent. The processing
and storage of the data followed the ethical standards set by the National Advisory Board on
Research Ethics in Finland (2009).

Participants

A total of 427 Finnish teachers (24%) responded to the survey. Only the responses of
the classroom teachers (n = 188) and the subject teachers (n = 110) were selected for further
analysis. These respondents comprised 81% women and 19% men. Their mean age was 46,

and they had been teaching for 17 years on average.
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In Brandenburg, the survey respondents totalled 169 teachers (19%). The special
education teachers (n = 6) were excluded from further analyses; they had a small number in
the sample because their e-mail addresses were seldom published in the special schools’
websites. The remaining participants consisted of 78% women and 22% men. Their mean age
was 46, and their length of teaching averaged 19 years. All the respondents possessed some

teacher qualifications, mostly for secondary education (n = 133) or basic education (n = 34).

[Table 1 near here]

Measurement of attitudes

The Teachers’ Attitudes towards Inclusive Education Scale (TAIS) was used in this
study (Saloviita 2015). The scale was intended to measure the teacher attitudes in terms of
how the concept was defined in the Salamanca Statement of (UNESCO 1994). The ten items
in the questionnaire were measured by a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from ‘strongly disagree’
to ‘strongly agree’, with a neutral mid-point. The scoring of six items was reversed for the
calculation of the sum total (see Table 1). The scale’s reliability has varied between o = 0.81
and 0.90 in the five samples comprising preservice or in-service teachers (Saloviita 2015). It
had been shown as one-dimensional when the in-service teacher population was measured
(Saloviita 2015). The content validity of the scale is enhanced by the versatile contents it
embraces. As presented in Table 1, the items contain fields of expected outcomes, rights of
the child, workload of the teacher and inclusion as a value. The TAIS scale indicated good
divergent validity when compared with the construct of self-efficacy towards inclusion
(Saloviita 2015). The convergent and divergent validity of the scale was also shown
(Saloviita 2015) by correlating the TAIS scores with the subscales of the SACIE-R scale by
Forlin, Earle, Loreman, and Sharma (2011). The TAIS scale was originally developed

through psychometric analysis in which the number of included items was stepwise reduced,
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as described by Saloviita (2015). The scale was translated from Finnish into English and
proofread by a native English speaker. The English version was translated into German by a
native German speaker. In order to detect any inconsistencies between the original and the
translated texts, the German translation was compared with the original Finnish text by two
persons who were fluent in both languages and were professionals in the field of special
education. They confirmed that the diagnostic terms used in the test items had the same
meaning in both countries and that the administrative concepts of special education, special
education needs and special education teacher had comparable contents. The term special
education classroom was in some cases translated in the German version as ‘special school’,
because in Brandenburg no special education classrooms were situated in the mainstream
schools, as was the case in Finland. Data were analysed with SPSS version 22, using
principal-axis factor analysis, Cronbach’s alpha, descriptive statistics, correlations, simple
statistical tests and Cohen’s d as a measure of effect size.
Results

Properties of the TAIS

The reliability values of the TAIS were a = 0.83 in the German sample and a = 0.89 in
the Finnish sample, as measured by Cronbach’s alpha. The principal-axis factor analyses
were performed separately for the Finnish and the Brandenburg data, using varimax rotation.
In the German data, a three-factor solution appeared with a strong first factor, which
explained 37% of the total variance and was named ‘inclusion as a value’. The second factor
explained 7% of the total variance and was called ‘outcomes of inclusion’. The third factor
explained 6% of the variance and was labelled ‘workload concerns’.

In the Finnish sample, a two-factor solution appeared with a strong first factor, which
explained 46% of the total variance and was named ‘inclusion as a value’. The second factor

explained 5% of the total variance and was called ‘outcomes of inclusion’. Because of the
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different factor structure and the strong first factor, the data analysis was continued on the
basis of the sum total scores of the scale.

[Table 2 near here]
Sum Score Results

The Finnish sample had two teacher categories — classroom teachers (grades 1-6) and
subject teachers (grades 7-9). The Brandenburg sample comprised three categories —
Grundschule (grades 1-6), Hauptschule (grades 7—13) and Gymnasium (grades 7-13)
teachers. No statistically significant differences existed between the national teacher
categories in the attitudes towards inclusion (Table 2). However, in the Brandenburg sample,
the Hauptschule teachers had somewhat higher scores than those of the other two categories,
even if the value of F was not statistically significant. Because of the similarity of the group
means, all the teacher categories were combined by state in our further analyses.

The TAIS sum scores showed the Finnish teachers’ more positive attitudes towards
inclusion compared to the Brandenburg teachers (Table 2). As measured by Cohen’s d, there
was a medium-level difference (d = 0.46). In both states, the mean remained somewhat under
the mid-point of the scale.

In the Finnish sample, female teachers (M = 27.8) were more positively inclined
towards inclusion than men (M = 25.4), with t(296) = 2.12, p = 0.035. In Brandenburg, the
difference between women (M = 24.4) and men (M = 23.2) was not statistically significant
t(161) =1.05, p = 0.294.

In the Finnish sample, the teacher’s age did not correlate with the TAIS sum score (r =
0.02), while the Brandenburg sample showed a low negative correlation (r = -0.22). When
three age groups (2635, 3650 and 51-65) were compared in the German sample, using the
F —test and post hoc test (Bonferroni), it was found that the oldest age group (M = 22.6)

differed significantly from the youngest age group (M = 26.0). Cohen’s d = 0.62 indicated a
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medium-level difference in the group means.
Item-specific Results

Table 1 shows the item-specific results of the comparison between Finland and
Brandenburg. The percentages indicated the proportion of the participants who agreed or
strongly agreed with each item. Statistical tests were performed for the means of the two
groups, and Cohen’s d was calculated to show the effect size. The scale items in Table 1were
ordered on the basis of the content analysis of the scale, with four content areas — expected
outcomes, the child’s rights, the teacher’s workload and inclusion as a value (Saloviita 2015).

The difference between the item scores from the two states was statistically significant
in every item. In all the three items of the content area of expected outcomes, the
Brandenburg teachers valued special classrooms higher than the Finnish teachers did. Only
one fourth of the German teachers expected that the education of children with SEN could be
effectively supported in the mainstream classrooms, in contrast to 54% among the Finnish
teachers. Similarly, more often than their Finnish colleagues, the German teachers deemed it
the right of children with SEN to be taught in the special education classrooms.

The largest difference between the states was observed in the two items evaluating the
teacher’s workload. More often than their Finnish peers, the German teachers expected that
inclusive placements produced additional work for teachers. The effect sizes were at the level
of one standard deviation, indicating large differences in the item scores. Almost all the
German teachers (90%) agreed that children with SEN would create extra work for teachers if
these students were placed in the mainstream classrooms.

The items measuring inclusion as a value produced somewhat contradictory results.
Twice more often than their German counterparts, the Finnish teachers agreed that students
with SEN should be educated in mainstream classrooms. However, the German teachers were

more willing than their Finnish colleagues to accept students with attention deficit
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hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) or emotional and behavioural problems in their classrooms
(Table 1).
Discussion

The present study compared teacher attitudes towards inclusive education in two states
— Finland and the federal state of Brandenburg. Both states had a high proportion of students
transferred to segregated special education, rising in Brandenburg to 4.2% and in Finland to
4.7% of all the students in basic education during the 2012—-2013 school year (Amt fiir
Statistik Berlin-Brandenburg 2013; Statistics Finland 2015b). These percentages are among
the highest reported in the world (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2013; European Agency for
Special Needs Education 2012; National Center for Education Statistics 2016; Statistics
Canada 2012).1

Despite this similarity, the comparison indicated that the Finnish teachers’ attitudes
towards inclusive education were more positive than those of their Brandenburg colleagues.
Other differences were also observed. First, while women were generally more positively
disposed towards inclusion than men, the gender difference was statistically significant only
in Brandenburg. Second, there was no correlation in Finland between the teacher’s age and
attitudes, while in Brandenburg, younger teachers had somewhat more positive attitudes than
their older colleagues.

More differences between the countries were found when the individual items of the
TAIS were reviewed. Particularly, the Brandenburg teachers were much more concerned than

their Finnish peers about the possible extra work caused by inclusive placements. They also

1 In the present study, segregated placement is defined as a placement in special school or
special education classroom at least 51% of the time. The Finnish data published by the
European Agency for Special Needs Education (2012, 21-22) report higher numbers of
students in fully inclusive settings. This is because the National Board of Education from
where the data come has defined full inclusion more broadly as containing all students whose
instruction happens at least sometimes (at least 1% of the time) in a mainstream environment.
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assumed less often than the Finnish teachers did that inclusion could have positive effects,
and they more often regarded the special classroom placement as the child’s right.

The factor analysis of the TAIS showed a strong first factor (inclusion as a value) in
both country samples. A second factor (outcomes of inclusion) emerged in the Finnish
sample, whereas a three-factor structure (inclusion as a value, workload concerns and
outcomes of inclusion) appeared in the German sample. However, these additional factors
explained only a small percentage (5—7%) of the total variance, indicating that the TAIS
could be used as a unified measure. The scale had a high reliability in both samples.

The reasons for the observed differences in teacher attitudes between the countries
remain uncertain in this study, but some guesses can be made. Bowman (1986) reported that
a larger scope of segregated special education in a country was associated with more negative
teacher attitudes towards inclusion. Between Finland and Germany, there were no large
differences in the proportion of students transferred to segregated special education. However,
Brandenburg’s educational system was more segregating because special education was
organised in separate schools. In Finland, only 1.0% of the students attended a separate
special school, while four times more were educated in the special education classrooms
located in the mainstream schools. This difference might partly explain the more negative
attitudes of the Brandenburg teachers.

The school legislation in Finland (in contrast to Brandenburg’s) does not stipulate any
principle of integration. Still, this should not cause a major difference because in both
countries, the final decision about the placement is left to the teachers, who are allowed to
exercise their judgement on the basis of loosely defined criteria. These open criteria allow
teachers considerable autonomy in decision making. In Finland, the decision criteria are the
‘the child’s best interests’ and the ‘available resources’. In Brandenburg, the decision criteria

are the principle of integration and resources. Additionally, parents can refuse integrated
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placements for their child, but they have no similar right concerning segregated placements.

The example of the Italian school system shows that teachers can also support a system
that is based on the full inclusion of students with disabilities. A large survey found that 74%
of the mainstream teachers agreed with the statement ‘I am willing to teach students with
learning problems [difficolta di apprendimento] in my class’ (Cornoldi et al. 1999). The
keyword may be the resources. In Italy, an inclusive placement is by law accompanied by a
smaller class size and the assistance of a special education teacher (called a ‘support teacher’
or insegnante di sostegno) in the classroom (Associazione TreeLLe and Caritas Italiana e
Fondazione Agnelli 2011; Canevaro 2007). These measures have possibly warranted the
teachers’ support for inclusive policy in Italian schools for over 30 years.

In Finland, similar but less compulsory practices are applied. Over the past two
decades, the occupational group of classroom assistants has increased in number, now close
to 10,000, in comparison to the special education teachers (Kuntatyonantajat 2015). Thus,
when a child with SEN is considered for inclusion, the teacher also has a high possibility to
have extra hands in his or her classroom although it is not required by law. Unfortunately, the
use of teaching assistants does not seem to guarantee quality education; a large study from
Britain showed that teaching assistants actually had negative effects on children’s learning
(Webster et al. 2010).

In Brandenburg, the law guarantees the reduction of the class size and limits the
number of children with SEN in a single mainstream classroom. These measures may be
insufficient when the integration of a child with SEN is considered. It seems that extra hands
are always needed. The lack of extra support may well be the main reason for the
Brandenburg teachers’ more negative evaluations for inclusive education. Apparently, the
issue of the expected extra work must first be resolved. The importance of teacher support is

illuminated by the observed association between teacher stress and lack of support in a
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situation in which a child with SEN was placed in a regular classroom (Talmor, Reiter, and
Feigin 2005).

This study’s limitations include the low return rate of the survey both in Finland and
Brandenburg, which might have predisposed the results to a systematic error. However, this
possibility is lowered by the observation that teacher attitudes towards inclusion have not
been found to be associated with the reported return rate of the survey (Scruggs and
Mastropieri 1996). Additionally, the Finnish and German participants did not exactly teach
the same grade levels, because the German sample also included the teachers from the
Gymnasium level (grades 11-13). Nonetheless, this did not seem to be a major problem
because no statistically significant differences were observed among the various teacher
categories. The differences of educational organizations between the states may pose
challenges to the international comparison of teacher attitudes towards inclusive education.
However, in the case of Finland and Brandenburg, enough similarity was guaranteed in the
issues of teachers’ qualifications, the definition of special needs students and the diagnostic
categories applied to make the test items comparable in both states.

It is recommended that future studies pay attention to the ‘extra work’ issue raised by
the majority of the teachers in the present study. The teacher opinions on the needed
resources may of course be unrealistic and exaggerated, especially if they have no personal
experience in the implementation of inclusive education. Moreover, there is no absolute
measure to determine how much resources are actually needed. This is so because the
‘special needs’ concept is imprecise in itself, and students’ needs can hardly be
conceptualised in a single dichotomy of general and special types (Bowman 1986). The issue
of resources is also a delicate matter because the need for extra support probably reflects the
individual level of teacher competence as well. Where one teacher fails without extra support,

another may prosper.
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For the promotion of inclusive education, the teachers’ concerns about the possible
extra work must be addressed. The best answer is perhaps the statutory provision that
guarantees extra support for a teacher when a child with SEN is placed in the mainstream
classroom. However, three problems emerge from this proposition. First, the required
resources cannot be precisely defined because the concept of special needs lacks clarity.
Second, the extra resources required also depend on environmental factors, of which the
specific competence level of the mainstream teacher is the most important. Third, the
proposed legislation may also elicit the teachers’ resistance because it diminishes their
autonomy. If the student placement and resources are coupled, it may no longer be the
teachers’ choice whether or not they want the children with SEN in their classrooms. This
may be the reason why such guarantees rarely occur in the national school legislation, on
which teachers often exercise a strong influence.
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Table 1

26

Percentage of teachers who agree or strongly agree with each statement in the TAIS, t-values

counted from the means, and the values of Cohen’s d

Item F* B* t p d**
N 298 163
Expected outcomes % %
1. Children with special educational needs (SEN) learn best in 54 56 3.7 0.000 -0.35
their own special education classes where they have specially
trained teachers. (R)***
6. The best result is achieved if each child with SEN is placed in a 43 49 3.2 0.002 -0.31
special education classroom that best suits him/her. (R)
10. The learning of children with SEN can be effectively supported 54 25 4.2 0.000 041
in mainstream classrooms as well.
Rights of the child
3. Itis the right of a child with SEN to be placed in a special 73 85 5.7 0.000 -0.56
education classroom. (R)
9. A child with SEN should be transferred to a special education 35 49 -3.9 0.000 -0.38
classroom in order not to violate his/her legal rights. (R)
Workload of the teacher
5. The teachers’ workload should not be increased by compelling 56 85 -10.6 0.000 -1.0
them to accept children with SEN in their classrooms. (R)
8. Integrated children with SEN create extra work for teachers in 59 90 -11.1 0.000 -1.14
mainstream classrooms. (R)
Inclusion as a value
2. The children with emotional and behavioural problems should 22 46 -7.8  0.000 -0.75
be educated in mainstream classrooms, with the provision of
adequate support.
4. Children with attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) 44 56 -4.4 0.000 -0.43
should be admitted in mainstream classrooms with adequate
support.
7. The students with SEN should be educated in mainstream 49 23 35 0.000 0.35

classrooms, as much as possible.

Note 1: * F = Finland, B = Brandenburg

Note 2: ** Negative value = Brandenburg has a greater mean than Finland.
Note 3: *** The scoring of items marked with R is reversed when counting the sum total.
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Table 2
Finnish and Brandenburg teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education, as measured by

TAIS (midpoint of the scale is 22.5)

Teacher category n Mean SD df Test p
Brandenburg 163 24.14 6.29 2,160 F=2924 0.057
Grundschule 35 23.94 5.56
Hauptschule 37 26.27 6.20
Gymnasium 91 23.35 6.45
Finland 298 28.44 7.97 296 t=0.601  0.548
Classroom teacher 188 27.60 7.82
Subject teacher 110 27.04 7.63

Finland vs. Brandenburg 461 459 t=4.59 0.000




