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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Within the current policy and legislative context of educating
students with and without special educational needs (SEN)
together in one classroom, the question that is frequently raised
by educators relates to how best to implement inclusion and
meet the diﬀerent needs of their students in class. It is also
important to understand all students’ perceptions about being
included in regular classrooms. Therefore, the study examined
secondary school students’ perceptions about the use of inclusive
teaching practices by their diﬀerent subject teachers. The main
objective was to report on the psychometric properties of a newly
developed questionnaire measuring students’ perceptions about
their teachers’ use of inclusive teaching practices. A total of 665
secondary grade students rated the use of inclusive teaching
practices for their two main subject teachers (German, Maths or
English). The study found that the 14-item scale had high
reliability (α = ranging 0.81 for German to 0.87 for English
teachers) and consisted of two factors (‘Personalisation’ and
‘Diﬀerentiation’). According to the students’ perceptions, all
subject teachers used some inclusive practices but they were not
highly inclusive. A comparison showed that Maths teachers were
more inclusive compared to their German counterpart.
Implications for school educators and researchers are discussed.

Received 28 February 2019
Accepted 3 June 2019
KEYWORDS

Inclusive education; inclusive
teaching practices; students’
perceptions; secondary
schools

Introduction
Last few decades have seen signiﬁcant changes in policy and legislative frameworks internationally in terms of how and where students with special educational needs (SEN) are
educated. Countries of the European Union including Germany have passed legislation
(ratiﬁcation of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
in 2009, see e.g. Schwab 2019) to promote inclusion policies. This poses the question of
how schools should implement inclusion and how teachers can structure their teaching.
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Inclusive education is much more than placement of students with SEN in regular classrooms. Inclusion is about addressing barriers to participation of all learners rather than
placement of some students who have additional needs in regular classrooms (Schwab
2018b). Inclusion requires that teachers are well supported in their eﬀorts to meet educational and social needs of all learners. More recently, eﬀorts have been made in reconceptualising inclusive education that has also changed the way of the implementation of
inclusion. Inclusion is about changing the environment around the student so the focus
shifts away from the student (Loreman 2017; Molbaek 2018; Saloviita 2018).
There is always the question of how inclusive education can be successfully
implemented. According to Loreman (2017), pedagogy (teaching and learning) is a
key issue for successful implementation of inclusive education. Inclusion requires teachers to adapt their teaching to the new requirements (Decristan et al. 2017). Several
authors have discussed how teachers can meet the diﬀerent needs of their students in
class (Levine 2002; Suprayogi, Valcke, and Godwin 2017; Tomlinson 2014). Loreman
(2017) identiﬁed diﬀerent approaches to implement inclusive education which include
the Universal Design for Learning (UDL) and the Diﬀerentiated Instruction (DI)
amongst others. Loreman (2017) pointed out that sometimes methods of DI are seen
as part of UDL and he conﬁrms that there is a connection in some aspects. However,
the most important diﬀerence is the way in which the individual requirements of the
students should be addressed.
While UDL aims to provide all students with support and access to learning through the
same (or similar) strategies, and to some degree operates more at the design phase of instruction, DI involves providing diﬀerent levels or instructional techniques for diﬀerent individual
students. (Loreman 2017, 8)

A single teaching style may not meet the individual needs of each student (Levine 2002;
Suprayogi, Valcke, and Godwin 2017). Therefore, it is necessary to provide alternatives
to enable students to learn eﬀectively and achieve the best possible school performance
(Tomlinson 2014). Brevik, Gunnulfsen, and Renzulli (2018) describe that diﬀerentiation
theories ‘build on the teacher’s enactment of dimensions of content, process, products,
classroom management and teacher’s commitment to diﬀerentiate’ (Brevik, Gunnulfsen,
and Renzulli 2018, 36). While the content aspect relates to students getting their knowledge from diﬀerent sources of information, the process dimension relates to teaching students about how to understand the content. With regard to the product, students are
oﬀered diﬀerent opportunities to demonstrate their learning outcomes (e.g. tests, presentations or projects). Classroom environment includes aspects such as grouping strategies,
climate and time management (Brevik, Gunnulfsen, and Renzulli 2018; Tomlinson 2014).
The dimension ‘teacher’ refers to the fact that teachers can also change their roles and
adapt them to the settings (e.g. coach or academic adviser) (Brevik, Gunnulfsen, and
Renzulli 2018). The current research underlines the importance of the topic for the
implementation of inclusion and the need to address the topic from the students’ perspective in order to get an overview of the current situation of the implementation of diﬀerentiation. Recent studies show positive eﬀects of DI in various areas. For example,
several studies have shown that the implementation of DI has a positive impact on students’ school performance in general (Valiandes 2015; Tulbure 2011). It also has positive
eﬀects on reading (Goddard, Goddard, and Minjung 2015; Firmender, Reis, and Sweeny
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2013; Reis et al. 2011) and mathematical performance (Bal 2016; Goddard, Goddard, and
Minjung 2015). The use of DI also has a positive eﬀect on student performance, on enhancing student commitment, interests, satisfaction (Johnsen 2003) and their self-conﬁdence
(McQuarrie and McRae 2010). Students taught using DI are more motivated learners
(McAdamis 2001) and their potential can be better exploited through the use of DI (Wilujeng 2012).
Concerning the teachers, the literature review shows that inclusive teachers also use a
range of other practices that make their classrooms inclusive. For example, they engage all
students by making eﬀective use of classroom structure and routine, scaﬀold learning and
adapt teaching activities, create activities that appropriately challenge all students, and,
cognitively engage all learners (Jordan, Schwartz, and McGhie-Richmond 2009). Inclusive
educators also reported to provide eﬀective feedback to their students (Jordan, Glenn, and
McGhie-Richmond 2010), create engaging classrooms for all learners (Jordan, Schwartz,
and McGhie-Richmond 2009) and work collaboratively with para-professionals and
parents (Giangreco, Edelman, and Broer 2001) and colleagues (Schwab 2017). Hardre
and Sullivan (2008) have shown that, due to a lack of strategies and knowledge, the
majority of teachers interviewed struggle to adapt lessons to the diﬀerent academic abilities of their students.
Therefore, it would be interesting to take a closer look at the students’ point of view
about how they perceive being educated in inclusive classrooms. So far, there are only a
few studies that focus on this perspective. Gebhardt et al. (2014) were able to show in
their study that students in inclusive classes (in which students with and without SEN
are taught together) rated the practice of their teachers as more diﬀerentiated than students from regular classes (in which no students with SEN are included). Connor and
Cavendish (2018) have investigated how students with learning disabilities perceive the
eﬀectiveness, ineﬀectiveness of their teachers and what helps them to learn. They were
able to identify two categories: Teacher Characteristics and Pedagogical Practices. For
the ﬁrst category the students have indicated in the context of what helps them best to
learn: respectful, empathetic, patient and humorous. Whereas the second category
focused the following aspects: motivate students through engagement, be willing to individualise instruction, be willing to use multi-modal and diﬀerentiated instruction, provide
additional access to teachers, maintain a reasonable pace and stay on top of us and do not
give up on us. Additionally, Shogren et al. (2015) examined how students with and without
disabilities experienced the school culture, inclusion and teaching practices in inclusive
settings. The students in the study reported diﬀerent beneﬁts. For instance, according
to their results personalisation of instruction (e.g. self-determination and student
direction), the interaction with other students (e.g. frequent feedback) and diﬀerentiation
of instruction (e.g. multiple means of representation) more positively (Shogren et al.
2015).
While recognising the importance of DI for the successful inclusion of all learners, one
other aspect that needs to be considered in this context relates to teaching practices in the
implementation of DI. In line with Knauder and Koschmieder (2019), two possible
inﬂuencing factors are frequently reported. These are: self-eﬃcacy and teacher attitudes.
Knauder and Koschmieder (2019) pointed out that self-eﬃcacy beliefs are a predictor
for individualised teaching. In addition, De Neve, Devos, and Tuytens (2015) found a
close link between teachers’ self-eﬃcacy beliefs and the use of diﬀerentiated instruction.
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Holzberger, Philipp, and Kunter (2013) interviewed 155 secondary mathematics teachers
and showed that teachers with higher self-eﬃcacy beliefs have a higher instructional
quality in teaching. According to the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen 1991) one
could expect that teachers with a more positive attitude towards inclusive education,
use more inclusive teaching practices. Schwab (2018a) points out that there is a close connection between teachers’ positive attitudes and their use of inclusive teaching practices.
This was shown in the studies by Sharma and Sokal (2016), as well as in Kopmann and
Zeinz (2017). In addition, Knauder and Koschmieder (2019), who investigated the
theory of planned behaviour with regard to the individualisation of the teachers’
support of students found that teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive schooling inﬂuence
the individualisation of their teaching. There are several other studies which conﬁrm
the inﬂuence of attitudes and self-eﬃcacy on the use of teaching practices (Schüle et al.
2016; Bosse, Jäntsch, Henke, Lambrecht, Koch, & Spörer 2017).

Research questions
In the context of research on the eﬀectiveness of teaching, students should be a major key
stakeholders. This study is an attempt to ﬁll the gap about student perspective about
inclusive education, since student rating can be a strong indicator of the quality of teaching
in primary school (see e.g. Fauth et al. 2014). It is important to note that this study report
perspectives of secondary level students. The curriculum and teaching practices in secondary classrooms are markedly diﬀerent from practices in primary classrooms. Pearce, Gray,
and Campbell-Evans (2010) have presented a critical analysis of factors that make
inclusion diﬃcult in secondary schools. They report secondary school curriculum tend
to be more subject focused rather than pedagogy driven and thus majority of schools
tend to maintain their traditional factory model structure. Majority of secondary school
teachers tend to work on their own or in small teams around their subject matter. Secondary school teachers also tend to be less collaborative compared to their primary school
counterparts. Hargreaves (2005) attributes limited collaboration in secondary classrooms
largely to compartmentalisation of curriculum which reduces opportunities for collaboration. Secondary school teachers are under tremendous pressure to complete the designated curriculum. Clearly it appears there is a heightened level of tension in the
secondary classrooms. In this context the scale was developed and examined student perspectives of inclusive education in three diﬀerent subject areas (German, Math and
English) in Germany.
The goal of the study is to provide psychometric evidence in support of a scale that
could be used to gather student voices about the implementation of inclusive practices.
More speciﬁcally, the ﬁrst objective of this paper was to report on the psychometric qualities (factorial structure, and reliability) of the students’ version of the Inclusive Teaching
Practices Scale (S-ITPS).
Another focus was to determine if there were signiﬁcant diﬀerences between inclusive
teaching practices of teachers who are teaching diﬀerent subjects (German, Maths and
English) and to identify determinants of inclusive teaching practices based on student
variables (gender, having SEN) and teacher variables (length of teaching experiences, teachers’ own ratings of actual inclusive classroom practices, attitudes towards inclusive education, level of self-eﬃcacy, and their intention to teach in inclusive classrooms).
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Methods
Participants
Participants of the study were secondary school students and their teachers from 16
schools in North Rhine-Westphalia, a federal state of Germany, participated in the
study. All of the 41 classes included in this study had at least one student with an
oﬃcially diagnosis of SEN. Prior to undertaking data collection, ethics approval was
obtained from the University of Wuppertal, Germany. The data used in this study was
derived from a larger study with a total of 701 students. Only those students were selected
who rated either the teaching practices of their Maths, German or English teacher. In total,
665 students (5th to 9th grade) ﬁlled out the S-ITPS. The students attend diﬀerent types of
schools according to the German school system. Consequently, diﬀerent types of schools
participated in this project. For instance, secondary schools leading to apprenticeship or to
secondary vocational schools (Hauptschule), secondary schools which are concluded with
an intermediate degree (Realschule) and grammar schools leading to the exam required
for studies at universities (Gymnasium). The age of the students ranged between 10
and 17 years and 52.2% of the students was male. Moreover, 13% have been oﬃcially diagnosed as having SEN. The diagnosis of SEN of these students were made as per the local
North Rhine-Westphalian legislation and the teachers reported which students had such a
diagnosis. Most of these students had learning disabilities or emotional-social development. Not all students with learning disabilities are required to meet the same standards
of achievement as their peers without learning disabilities.
In total, 480 students rated their German teachers (n = 29 German teachers), 358 students rated their Maths teachers (n = 23 Maths teachers), and 384 students’ rated their
English teachers (n = 22 English teachers) teaching practices.
In addition, the teachers ﬁlled out teachers’ version of the ITPS. Ratings of 21 German
teachers (13 females, 9 males) were used for some calculations. The teacher was between
27 and 55 years old (M = 38.73, SD = 8.56) and had between 2 and 28 years teaching
experience (M = 11.27, SD = 7.95).
Instrumentation
Inclusive Teaching Practices Scale (ITPS)
The German language students’ questionnaire concerning teachers’ actual inclusive teaching practices (S-ITPS; see Table 1 for the English translation and Table 2 for the original
German language version of the questionnaire) was developed on previous work of
Sharma and Sokal (2016). Within their study, the authors provide a classroom observation
form, which includes 35 items in its original form. The scale was reviewed and 14 items
were adopted to assess teachers’ actual inclusive teaching practices from students’ perspectives. It was ensured that these 14 items contain the content of the observation form. These
items could be responded by students using a four-point Likert-type scale (1 = Not at all
true, 2 = Somewhat not true, 3 = Somewhat true, 4 = Certainly true).
A teacher version of the scale was also created. Teachers could rate their use of actual
inclusive teaching practices using the same 14 items. However, the items were modiﬁed to
ﬁt with the subjective perspective of the teachers. For instance, students rated if their
German teacher provides them individual feedback (‘During my German lesson … I get
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German teacher
During the lesson …
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

… my teacher takes into account my
academic achievement
… my teacher takes into account my
feelings
… my teacher takes into account my
interests.
… my teacher clearly explains the rules.
… there are a variety of ways to deal with
the learning content (texts, videos,
pictures, etc.)
… my teacher uses a range of assessment
methods.
… my teacher uses a variety of grouping
strategies.
… my teacher varies learning activities to
promote diﬀerent learning styles.
… my teacher creates a learning
environment where I am encouraged to
explore the topic.
… my teacher encourages me to take risks
and make mistakes to enhance my leaning
by trial and error.
… my teacher varies the format of my
lessons (e.g. lecture, free work, station
work, etc.).
… my teacher uses diﬀerent presentation
techniques (e.g. white board, ﬂipchart,
power point presentation).
… my teacher collaborates with colleagues
(e.g. another teacher).
… I get individual feedback.

Loadings on factor I
‘Personalisation’

Maths teacher

Loadings on factor II
‘Diﬀerentiation’

Loadings on factor I
‘Personalisation’

English teacher

Loadings on factor II
‘Diﬀerentiation’

Loadings on factor I
‘Personalisation’

.72

.75

.73

.79

.75

.80

.76

.75

.78

.55

.56

.59

.59

.60

.61

.59

.65

.38

.57

.65

.69

.51

.61

.64

.57

.62

.65

.38

.59

.52

.28

Loadings on factor II
‘Diﬀerentiation’

.61

.75

.71

.75

.68

.76

.34

.43

.49

.41

.66
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Table 1. Factor loadings of the items of S-ITPS.
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Table 2. Items of the German language version of the S-ITPS for rating German teachers ITPS.
Im Deutschunterricht …
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

stimmt
gar
nicht

stimmt
eher
nicht

stimmt
eher

stimmt
genau

… berücksichtigt mein Deutschlehrer meine Schulleistungsfähigkeit.
… berücksichtigt mein Deutschlehrer meine Gefühle.
… berücksichtigt mein Deutschlehrer meine Interessen.
… erklärt mein Deutschlehrer die Regeln klar und deutlich.
… gibt es unterschiedliche Möglichkeiten sich mit dem Lerninhalt
auseinanderzusetzen (z.B. Texte, Videos, Bilder, etc.).
… verwendet mein Deutschlehrer unterschiedliche
Bewertungsmethoden.
… verwendet mein Deutschlehrer verschiedene Möglichkeiten
Gruppen einzuteilen.
… wechselt mein Deutschlehrer die Lernaktivitäten ab, um
verschiedene Lernstile zu fördern.
… schaﬀt mein Deutschlehrer eine Lernumgebung, in der ich ermutigt
werde, mich mit dem Thema auseinanderzusetzen.
… werde ich ermutigt Risiken einzugehen und Fehler zu machen, um
mein Lernen durch Ausprobieren zu verbessern.
… wechselt mein Deutschlehrer das Unterrichtsformat ab (z.B. Vortrag,
Freiarbeit, Stationenarbeit, etc.).
… nutzt mein Deutschlehrer unterschiedliche Präsentationstechniken
(z.B. White Board, Plakate, Power Point Präsentationen).
… arbeitet mein Deutschlehrer mit Kollegen zusammen (z.B. einem
weiteren Lehrer).
… bekomme ich individuelles Feedback.

Note: The items in this table are the translated version of the items in Table 1 and examine the actual inclusive teaching
practices for students German teacher.

individual feedback’); while teachers rated on a similar item with a slight modiﬁcation
(‘During my lesson … I give individual feedback’). Teachers also used the same four
point Likert-type rating scale from 1–4 (1 = Not at all true, 2 = Slightly true, 3 = Very
true, 4 = Completely true). The purpose of creating a teacher version of the scale was to
determine if there was strong correlation between student and teacher perception of the
use of inclusive practices.
Attitudes to Inclusion Scale
Participants’ attitudes towards inclusion were measured using the Attitudes to Inclusion
Scale (AIS, Sharma and Jacobs 2016).1 The AIS consists of eight statements (e.g. ‘I
believe that all students regardless of their ability should be taught in regular classroom’).
Participants could respond on each item using a seven-point Likert-type rating scale of
Strongly Disagree (1), Moderately Disagree, Slightly Disagree, Undecided, Slightly Agree,
Moderately Agree and Strongly Agree (7). The scale is found to have high reliability
(alpha = 0.80; Sharma and Jacobs 2016).
Intention to Teach in Inclusive Classroom Scale
Participants’ intention to teach in inclusive classrooms was measured using Intention to
Teach in Inclusive Classroom Scale (ITICS, Sharma and Jacobs 2016). Participants
respond to each item (e.g. includes ‘Change the curriculum to meet the learning needs
of a student with learning diﬃculty enrolled in your class’) using a seven point Likert
scale rating of Extremely Unlikely (1), Very Unlikely, Somewhat Unlikely, Not Sure, Somewhat Likely, Very likely and extremely likely (7). The reliability coeﬃcient for ITICS was
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calculated on two international sample and was found to be 0.73 for Australia and 0.83 for
Indian sample of teachers (Sharma and Jacobs 2016).
Teaching Eﬃcacy for Inclusive Practices Scale Participants’ level of eﬃcacy was
measured using Teaching Eﬃcacy for Inclusive Practices Scale (TEIP, Sharma, Loreman,
and Forlin 2012). This 18-item scale uses a six point Likert scale of (1) Strongly Disagree,
(2) Disagree, (3) Disagree Somewhat, (4) Agree Somewhat, (5) Agree and (6) Strongly Agree.
This scale has been widely used internationally and found to be reliable across diﬀerent
contexts, also in German speaking subsamples (Hecht, Niedermair, and Feyerer 2016;
Savolainen et al. 2012; Malinen, Savolainen, and Xu 2013).
Ethics
The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the University of Wuppertal. Participation was voluntary for both the schools and the persons involved. In order to ensure the
ethical safety of the study, written informed consent was obtained from all participants.
Since the students were under the age of 16, their parents or guardians were asked to
give their written consent. All participants were given the opportunity to ask questions
and withdraw their consent at any time.

Results
Psychometric properties of the S-ITPS
Using the high-low 27% group method (Pedhazur and Schmelkin 1991) the results
showed that discriminating power of the items was satisfactory. Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) were carried out for the 14 items for students’ ratings of the teaching practices
of all three teacher types (German, Math and English teachers) using principal components analyses with varimax rotation. The Kaiser–Guttman criterion (Eigen values
greater than one) was used to identify the number of the factors. The Kaiser–Meyer–
Olkin coeﬃcients were higher than .85 and the Bartlett’s Tests were signiﬁcant, which
indicates that the data were suitable for the factor analyses. The analyses with all the 14
items yielded two components for the teaching practices of the Maths teachers (Eigen
Value Factor 1 = 4.99, Factor 2 = 1.49; explained variance for Factor 1 = 35.66%, explained
variance for Factor 2 = 10.66%) and English teachers (Eigen Value Factor 1 = 5.23, Factor
2 = 1.54; explained variance for Factor 1 = 37.32%, Factor 2 = 48.35%). A three factor solution emerged for the students’ ratings of German teachers’ teaching practices (Eigen
Value Factor 1 = 4.13, Factor 2 = 1.50, Factor 3 = 1.10; explained variance for Factor 1 =
29.47%, Factor 2 = 10.73%, Factor 3 = 7.89%). Depending on which teacher, students
were referring, some of the factor loadings of the items were low. Especially for the
German teachers’ practices item 14 loads below .3 on the Factor 1. However, it was still
decided to use a two factors solution for all three teacher types as overall it accounted
for more variance and it also made better sense theoretically. Table 1 shows the factor
loadings of the 14 items on the two factors. Two factors were named as ‘Personalisation’
and ‘Diﬀerentiation’. Most items loading on Factor 1 (‘Personalisation’) related to teachers
making attempts to individualise and personalise teaching activities for students’ individual needs. Most items on Factor 2 (‘Diﬀerentiation’) related to various aspects of
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diﬀerentiation and includes adapting teaching activities to ensure that they are appropriate
for all students not just for some students.
The inter-item correlations ranged from 0.24 to 0.65 (see Table 3). The reliability (see
Table 4) of the total scale (.81 ≤ α ≤ .87) and both of the sub-scales were found to be adequate for the students’ ratings (Factor 1: .75 ≤ α ≤ .84, Factor 2: .70 ≤ α ≤ .78).
Next, Pearson’s correlation coeﬃcients were calculated to identify the inter-correlations
between the subscales and the correlations between the students’ ratings for diﬀerent teachers. The results (see Table 5) indicate that the subscales correlate between r = .51 and r
= .56 for the students’ ratings of the teaching practices of the three teachers. Moreover, the
total score of the students’ ratings for the German teachers correlates signiﬁcantly with
those for the Maths and English teachers. While no signiﬁcant association was found
between the total score for the Math and the English teachers.
Table 3. Inter-item correlation of the items of S-ITPS.
German teacher

Maths teacher

English teacher

.56
.53
.55
.43
.53
.39
.30

.58
.61
.62
.46
.57
.45
.38

.59
.64
.65
.56
.60
.48
.61

.42
.44
.41
.41
.45
.51
.24

.51
.60
.53
.51
.57
.50
.31

.55
.35
.54
.56
.56
.58
.36

Subscale personalisation
1
2
3
4
9
10
14
Subscale diﬀerentiation
5
6
7
8
11
12
13

Note: For the psychometric qualities of the S-ITPS for primary school students please see : Lindner, Alnahdi, Wahl, and
Schwab (2019).

Table 4. Reliability (Cronbach’s α) of the total scale and the subscales of the S-ITPS.
German teacher

Maths teacher

English teacher

.81
.75
.70

.86
.79
.78

.87
.84
.78

Total scale
Personalisation
Diﬀerentiation

Table 5. Inter-correlations between subscales of S-ITPS and correlations between ratings of S-ITPS for
diﬀerent teachers.
German teacher
German teacher
Math teacher
English teacher

Total Score
Pers
Diﬀ
Total Score
Pers
Diﬀ
Total Score
Pers
Diﬀ

Maths teacher

English teacher

Total score

Pers.

Diﬀ.

Total score

Pers.

Diﬀ.

Total score

Pers.

Diﬀ.

–
.87**
.87**
.57**
.46**
.54**
.39**
.30**
.39**

–
.51**
.58**
.59**
.44**
.42**
.44**
.29**

–
.42**
.23**
.49**
.25**
.08
.37**

–
.86**
.89**
.03
.18*
−.11

–
.54**
.10
.23**
−.05

–
−.03
.09
−.14

–
.89**
.88**

–
.56**

-
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Note: The sample size for students who rated the German and Maths teachers = 190,
those who rated the German and English teachers = 261 and those who rated the Math
and English teachers = 143; **p < .01, *p < .05.
Students’ perception of teachers’ use of inclusive teaching practices
Mean and standard deviation scores were calculated to determine participating students’
perceptions of their teachers’ use of inclusive teaching practices. Statistical analysis was
undertaken to determine if signiﬁcant diﬀerences existed between students’ rating of
their teachers based on the subjects they taught (i.e. English, German and Maths).
Results of t-tests for dependent samples show that the German teachers S-ITPS (total
score) were rated similar to those of the Maths (t (189) = −1.04, n.s.) and English teachers
(t(260) = −0.23, n.s.). Also the students’ ratings for the Maths and English teachers did not
diﬀer signiﬁcantly (t(142) = 0.17, n.s.). As indicated in Table 6, the total score and the subscale scores varied between 2.56 and 2.98 for the three diﬀerent teacher types. However,
the ratings for the subscale ‘Personalisation’ (Factor 1) were signiﬁcantly higher than
those for the subscale ‘Diﬀerentiation’ (Factor 2) (German: t(479) = 12.65, p < .01;
Maths: t(357) = 13.84, p < .01; English: t(383) = 7.60, p < .01).
Predictors of students’ perception of German teachers’ use of inclusive teaching
practices
In order to predict students’ perception of teachers’ use of inclusive teaching practices,
multilevel-regression analyses were calculated for both subscales. Within these analyses
the hierarchical structure of the data (students are nested into classrooms) was taken
into account. Students’ gender and their SEN status have been entered as predictors at
student level. The following variables were used for analysis at teachers’ level as predictors
for students’ perception of teachers’ use of inclusive teaching practices: length of teaching
experiences, teachers’ ratings of their use of inclusive teaching practices, attitudes towards
inclusive education, self-eﬃcacy, teachers’ intention to teach in inclusive classrooms. As
the number of teachers who ﬁlled out the questionnaire was very small, the analysis
was run for German teachers only.
For the subscale ‘Personalisation’ (see Table 7) only length of teaching experience was a
signiﬁcant predictor (β = .14, p < .05, t[21.79] = 2.30, SE = .07) indicating that the more
teaching experience, the higher the students rated their teachers’ use of ‘Personalisation’.
However, students’ gender, SEN status as well as teachers’ self-ratings of personalisation
and diﬀerentiation; teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion, teachers’ self-eﬃcacy as well as
teachers’ intention to teach in inclusive classrooms did not predict students’ perceptions
of personalisation during the German course.
Table 6. Means and standard deviations for S-ITPS total score and subscale scores for the total sample.
German teacher

Maths teacher

English teacher

ITPS
ITPS
ITPS
total
ITPS subscale ITPS subscale total
ITPS subscale ITPS subscale total
ITPS subscale ITPS subscale
score ‘Personalisation’ ‘Diﬀerentiation’ score ‘Personalisation’ ‘Diﬀerentiation’ score ‘Personalisation’ ‘Diﬀerentiation’
M
SD

2.75
0.48

2.91
0.55

2.59
0.56

2.77
0.52

2.98
0.56

2.56
0.62

2.76
0.53

2.87
0.61

2.65
0.59
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Table 7. Estimates of multi-level regression analyses to predict students’ ratings of the ‘Personalisation’.
Students‘ gender (male vs. female)
Students‘ SEN (no SEN vs. SEN)
Teachers’ years of experience
Teachers’ rating of ‘Personalisation’
Teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion
Teachers’ self-eﬃcacy
Teachers’ intention to teach in inclusive classrooms
Intra-group-variance
Inter-group-variance
Deviance

β

S.E.

−.04
−.01
.14*
.07
.09
−.08
.03
.94**
.02
1008.63

.10
.15
.07
.07
.07
.10
.08
.07
.02

*p < .05, **p < .01.

Table 8. Estimates of multi-level regression analyses to predict students’ ratings of the ‘Diﬀerentiation’.
Student gender (male vs. female)
Student with or without SEN
Teachers’ length of teaching experience
Teachers’ own rating of ‘Diﬀerentiation’
Teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion
Teachers’ self-eﬃcacy
Teachers’ intention to teach in inclusive classrooms
Intra-group-variance
Inter-group-variance
Deviance

β

S.E.

.04
.19
−.09
.13
.21*
.00
−.10
.86**
.04
983.09

.10
.15
.08
.08
.08
.11
.10
.07
.03

*p < .05, **p < .01.

For the subscale ‘Diﬀerentiation’ (see Table 8) teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive
education was a signiﬁcant predictor (β = .21, p < .05, t [26.69] = 2.56, SE = .08). The
more positive were teachers’ attitudes, the more ‘Diﬀerentiation’ was experienced by
their students. All the other predictors were not signiﬁcant.

Discussion
This study was primarily undertaken to examine how secondary school students rated
their teachers in terms of use of inclusive teaching practices. The literature review
suggested that there were hardly any studies that have looked at student perspectives
about the use of inclusive practices by their teachers. Therefore, a scale was designed to
allow students to rate their teachers’ use of inclusive practices. It was found that the
scale had adequate reliabilities for German, Maths and English teachers. However, even
if the reliability scores are acceptable, future research needs to gain a deeper insight
about how students conceptualise the items. Some of the items seem to be diﬃcult to
be rated by students (e.g. item 8). It might be meaningful to use the think-aloud strategy
so that students could speak aloud any words in their mind as they complete the questionnaire. Another possible method could be to conduct follow up interviews with students.
They could also be asked to explain the intent of the item as they understood it.
The used scale in this study had two clearly deﬁned factors that focused on how well
teachers personalise their teaching practices (Factor 1) and how well they diﬀerentiate
teaching practices (Factor 2) so all students can learn in inclusive classrooms. The twofactor solution makes theoretical sense and is consistent with the past research (e.g.
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Jordan, Schwartz, and McGhie-Richmond 2009) which suggests that inclusive teacher
should not just focus on diﬀerentiating and personalising the teaching practices for students with additional needs, they need to make sure that classroom activities are stimulating for all students and meet learning needs of all students. Furthermore, it is supported by
the ﬁndings of Connor and Cavendish (2018), who showed that students ﬁnd both individualised as well as multi-modal and diﬀerentiated instructions helpful for their learning.
This study was conducted with secondary school students. Typically, in secondary
classrooms teachers tend to be less inclusive in their practices when compared to
primary classrooms (Pearce, Gray, and Campbell-Evans 2010). In this study, the mean
score on the ITPS for German, English and Maths teachers were around 2.80. A score
between 2 (somewhat not true) and 3 (somewhat true) is suggestive that the teachers
are using some inclusive practices but they were not highly inclusive in their practices.
This is in the line with previous research, which has shown that secondary school teachers
tend to ﬁnd it diﬃcult to include student with diverse abilities (Pearce, Gray, and Campbell-Evans 2010). It indicates that there is signiﬁcant room for improvement in how teachers could create inclusive classrooms for students in secondary schools in Germany.
This is in line with Hardre and Sullivan’s (2008) ﬁndings that teachers often struggle to
implement diﬀerentiation. It was also found that all three group of teachers were rated
more positively on Factor 1 (Personalisation) when compared to Factor 2 (Diﬀerentiation)
by their students. The students in the current study tended to think that their teachers do
personalise the curriculum reasonably well. However, what is an optimal level of personalisation that makes a classroom highly inclusive is not yet known. One way to undertake
this research could be ﬁrst identifying classes that are identiﬁed as highly inclusive by
school leaders, parents and students. Students in these classes could then be asked to
rate teaching practices using the S-ITPS. Self-report by students accompanied with classroom observations could provide additional data about how well teachers personalise the
curriculum. Data from these two sources will provide a possible benchmark that schools
could use to examine their inclusive practices.
An interesting result suggesting that Maths teachers are more inclusive in their practices compared to German teachers is diﬃcult to explain. More research is clearly
needed to ﬁrst determine if similar results will be obtained in other parts of the
German speaking countries and second how best the diﬀerences could be explained.
Qualitative data from both secondary school German and Maths teachers and students
could also shed further light on the results.
In order to determine signiﬁcant predictors for the teachers’ use of inclusive practices, a
multi-level regression analysis for the German teachers was conducted. Contrary to the
expectations, the results showed that only a small proportion of variance could be explained
at the teacher level, which indicates that students from one class perceive the teaching practices of the same teacher very diﬀerently. This is surprising in so far as a high variance elucidation was assumed at the level of the teachers, especially since the students at the level of
the class evaluate the same teacher. In inclusive classrooms, teachers may address students to
diﬀerent degrees, depending on their individual needs and as a result the perception of the
students may diﬀer. In this context, it is also interesting that no diﬀerence between students
with and without SEN has been found in both ratings, i.e. teachers’ use of diﬀerentiation and
their use of personalisation. It was assumed that the teacher would act more inclusively
towards students with high support needs. Therefore, students with SEN might get a
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more personalised and individualised teaching compared to their peers without SEN. A
possible explanation that no diﬀerences in the ratings of students with and without SEN
were found, might be that students with SEN might have a much higher need for inclusive
practices compared to their counterparts without SEN. Therefore, it could be the fact that
students with SEN (objectively) also get much higher personalisation from their teacher
but they just rated it similar to students without SEN because of their higher level of
needs. This would imply that the rating format is not invariant for the two subgroups, indicating that the same rating is related to a diﬀerent amount of inclusive teaching practices.
Analysis of multi-level regression suggested that teachers who have been teaching for
longer tended to use more personalisation. In fact, length of teaching experience was the
only signiﬁcant predictor. It is possible that teachers who have been teaching for longer duration have learned that the best way to meet learning needs of all students is to personalise
the curriculum. The subject matter taught (e.g. German) could also be inﬂuenced by the
length of teaching experience. It is possible that experienced German teachers use more
examples that personalises teaching activities beneﬁtting both students and the teacher.
The study found evidence that teachers who have positive attitudes towards inclusion
tended to diﬀerentiate curriculum more during teaching as perceived by their students.
This ﬁnding may be of great interest to researchers who frequently examine teachers’ attitudes. One of the main rationales used by researchers to examine attitudes is based on the
premise that positive attitudes predict teachers’ use of inclusive practices. Not many
researchers have provided empirical evidence in support of the hypothesis. The study provided an insight in this regard from students’ perspectives. Further it reinforces the past
research (Soodak, Podell, and Lehman 1998) that shows that positive attitudes are associated with frequent use of inclusive practices such as diﬀerentiation.

Conclusion
The use of inclusive teaching practices from students’ and teachers’ perspectives was examined. Considering it is one of the very few studies that has examined the use of inclusive
practices from students’ perspective at secondary levels, the ﬁndings from the study need
to be interpreted with some degree of caution. For future research, it would be useful to
undertake in-depth interviews of students and to undertake classroom observations to
make better sense of the project ﬁndings. The aim of the scale produced in this study is
to generate the interest of the research community and to encourage further research to
report on its usefulness in diﬀerent contexts and to address one of the long-lasting concerns
of researchers about no or limited engagement of the end users of research.

Note
1. Angelika Ilg and Andreas Leisner translated the three scales AIS and ITICS into German
(2017, Pädagogische Hochschule Vorarlberg, Austria). For the German translation of the
TEIP please see Hecht, Niedermair, and Feyerer (2016).
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