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The climate of inclusive classrooms: the pupil perspective

Susan Tetler* and Kirsten Baltzer

University of Aarhus, Copenhagen, Denmark

This paper offers insights into learning experiences in inclusive classrooms, gained by giv-
ing voices to pupils about their perceptions of themselves and their opinions on classroom
climate. A positive response pattern is identified concerning academic and social dimen-
sions of schools, while the overall picture concerning the dimension of participation is
more blurred. The paper argues for further explorations of the concept of educational
participation in inclusive settings, not only with a focus upon the psychological classroom
climate aspects, but also upon the pedagogical and didactic processes that constitute the
learning conditions for pupils with disabilities included in mainstream classrooms.
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Setting the stage

In Scandinavian countries, the idea of including all learners in mainstream schools has been
accepted for decades. The question, however, is whether this is an ideal rather than actual
practice, as the practice seems often to fall short of the mark. Scandinavian research literature
indicates several problematic experiences for pupils placed in inclusive settings (Emanuelsson
1998; Dalen 1999; Tetler 2000; Nes 2004; Marinosson, Ohna, and Tetler 2007; Deloitte 2010;
Goransson, Nilholm, and Karlsson 2010). Thus, the gap between ideology and reality — and
the reasons for this gap — seems to be crucial to the outcome of inclusion efforts.

It raises questions about whether and how the ‘quality’ of inclusive settings should be
judged. For instance, have the efforts in inclusive settings been reduced to a matter of physi-
cal placement, depending on the pupil’s adaptability to the more or less standardised norms
of the mainstream school? Or are the efforts characterised by flexibility and comprehensive-
ness, allowing pupils with disabilities to be involved as active participants on their own
terms?! These kinds of questions imply an organisational perspective, since the way in which
the learning environment is organised for pupils with disabilities affects the outcomes
(academically, socially and personally) for that group of pupils (as for other groups) (Dyson,
Howes, and Roberts 2002; Ainscow, Booth, and Dyson 2006; Black-Hawkins, Florian, and
Rouse 2007; Alborz et al. 2009; Sydney 2010).

Farrell argues for a school-related concept of inclusion that includes four aspects: pres-
ence, acceptance, participation and achievement (2004). He stresses: ‘It is not, for example,
sufficient for children to simply be present in a school’ (8). If schools are to be characterised
as inclusive, they should also welcome all pupils and accept them as valuable and active
participants of their learning community. Furthermore, all pupils should be allowed to
participate and contribute to all school activities, as well as to learn and develop positive
views about themselves. Thus, the research challenge is how to gain substantial knowledge
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about what constitutes a high-quality inclusive setting by examining the four aspects from
teachers’, parents’ and pupils’ points of view. The results reported in this article show how
children with disabilities experience being pupils in inclusive settings and how they character-
ise the learning conditions which they face?

The pupil perspective on learning

The pupil perspective is a growing field of research interest. The agenda emerges from the influ-
ence of the United Nations Convention of the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) and the World-
wide Education for All (EFA) project. The convention, as well as the EFA project, highlights
children’s right and competence to be involved in decisions about themselves ‘in accordance
with the[ir] age and maturity’ (UNCRC, Article 12). As a consequence, as pupils, children are
key stakeholders to be consulted on issues concerning all decisions at all levels related to
schooling (Ainscow 2007; Lewis and Porter 2007; Ruddock 2007; Mitchell 2008). The conven-
tion seems to assume that there are no boundaries for involving children as users of welfare
provision or co-researchers in educational studies. However, listening to pupils’ voices in educa-
tional research presents many challenges (Lewis and Porter 2007). A major issue, for example,
is how to give voice to pupils with learning disabilities, some of them with severe intellectual
disabilities. Even though researchers are careful to communicate in a supportive manner or
involve facilitators (e.g., their assistants), there is a risk that some of these children do not really
understand the subject matter or that they try to please the supporting staff.

Nevertheless, following the guiding principles from UNCRC and EFA, pupils’ voices are
rich sources for achieving an understanding of their self-perception as pupils and experiences
about their learning environment and classroom climate. Studies document that pupils
emphasise the importance of being able to learn, to participate in the social life of school,
and to give and take more responsibility at all institutional levels (Ruddock 2007). In Danish
contexts as well, young people with disabilities have provided many new insights about their
experiences, including how they often feel deprived of influence in their own lives and living
conditions. They also report loss of competence and opportunity for taking initiatives, mak-
ing up one’s mind and acting self-dependently (Hegsbro et al. 1999; Ringsmose and Buch-
Hansen 2004; Mehlbye 2009). Following the UNCRC, every pupil has the right to speak up,
so the challenge is how to conduct research about the youngest pupils’ perceptions about
their school experiences in order to create a classroom climate in which opportunities like
being courageous, believing in oneself and learning to look upon oneself as important for the
community can and do occur.

Therefore, the research design for the present study is based on theoretical models that
focus on the relations between person and context. A learning context is characterised by
situational requirements and demands, and development of competence is a result of the
interaction between the context and personal attributes (Bronfenbrenner 1986; Wentzel
2006). These attributes are cognitive, self-monitoring, and self-regulating skills as well as per-
sonal goals and values. Pupil experiences are primarily influenced by proximal processes,
such as relations, communication, and interactions (Bronfenbrenner 1999), and positive
experiences are related to the quality of proximal processes. The lesson to be learned from
Bronfenbrenner is that tools for a study about pupils’ outcomes in inclusive settings should
include indicators related to personal competencies as well as to broader learning. Indicators
have to include learning situations, social relationships between the teacher and pupils as
well as among pupils, communication and interaction from the interpersonal as well as the
intrapersonal perspective.
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In order to gain more detailed knowledge about the intrapersonal perspective, it has
been necessary to include further theoretical perspectives in addition to Bronfenbrenner’s
model. For example, Bandura’s (1994) concept of self-efficacy focuses on an understanding
of motivation for learning as well as a synthesis of self-regulated processes taking place in
social interactions. Later, Bandura (1997) developed the concept of collective efficacy, which
means that groups can develop shared efficacy beliefs. Efficacy is thus an important dynamic
source of motivation for self-monitoring, and is often described as self-regulated learning
(SRL) (McCaslin et al. 2006). The concept of self-efficacy has been explored by Westling
Allodi (2007) in a study assessing the quality of learning environments in Swedish schools,
who found that self-affirmation has a central position in evaluating the quality of learning
environments, since it has an interpersonal as well as an intrapersonal dimension.

The research design builds on results from a body of empirical studies on the quality of
learning environments. According to a recent research meta-review, ‘there is clear evidence
that the quality of the classroom climate is a significant determinant of learners’ achieve-
ment. They learn better when they have positive perceptions of the classroom environment’
(Mitchell 2008, 103). Three main factors in creating a climate that facilitates learning have
been identified (Mitchell 2008, 103—4):

(1) Relationships (the extent to which people in the classroom support and help each
other).

(2) Personal development (the extent to which personal growth and self-enhancement is
facilitated).

(3) System maintenance (the extent to which the classroom is orderly, and educators
are clear in their expectations, maintain control and are responsive to change).

This view is supported by a review from the Danish Clearinghouse for Educational
Research (Nordenbo 2008). However, Nordenbo mentions the issue of the German tradi-
tions with focus on ‘Bildung’ when conducting meta-reviews on classroom management
(2006). According to the German tradition, education is rooted in philosophy, and this tradi-
tion has been very influential in Scandinavian countries, including Denmark. Nordenbo argues
that the ethics and morality included in the philosophical position of ‘Bildung’ and didactics is
indeed a necessary perspective. The problem is, however, that this dimension is excluded
from review concepts like The Clearinghouse and the EPPl concepts (Nordenbo 2008;
Dyson, Howes, and Roberts 2002). Therefore, the present study also draws on Meyer’s
alternative meta-review, which takes into account German contexts, in which he finds ten
characteristics of good teaching (Meyer 2004).

In this study there is a thread from the principles of the Convention, through Farrell’s
claim for a school-related concept of inclusion, Bronfenbrenner’s and Bandura’s theoretical
perspectives, and three different meta-reviews (Meyer 2004; Mitchell 2008; Nordenbo
2008). These findings are synthesised into a set of indicators for assessment of quality in
inclusive education in Denmark:

e Personal indicators (learning in schools, social relationships, participation).

e Contextual indicators: (a) physical context variables (environment); (b) social context
variables (relations, meaningful communication, collaboration, influence, participation,
responsibility); (c) Bildung/didactic variables (differentiation, clear structure).

Mitchell states that he has ‘not been able to find any research that focuses on learners
with special educational needs’ (Mitchell 2008, 108). However, Lewis and Porter’s studies
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(2007) report on data giving voice to pupils with disabilities which focuses on the rights
perspective and reveals findings about some of the dimensions of the classroom climate.
The present Danish study has focused on methods of collecting data about characteristics of
the learning environment for pupils with disabilities and their non-disabled classmates in
mainstream classrooms in the US and Denmark, in order to be able to compare their views
(Tetler et al. 2010).

Methods

The study reported in this paper sought to gain a deeper understanding of the concept of
educational inclusion and participation in mainstream classrooms and the opinions held by
the pupils involved. It is part of a larger research project, dealing with the learning experi-
ences of 26 pupils with disabilities (diagnosed with ADHD, autism, blindness, cerebral palsy,
dyslexia, and learning difficulties). Fourteen pupils were included in mainstream classrooms,
while the remaining twelve pupils were placed in more segregated settings such as special
classes and special schools. All the pupils were in primary education (age 6—10 years). The
research was funded by the Danish Ministry of Education and aimed to explore the policy
question of whether or not the resources being directed to special education services were
‘working’ (Egelund and Tetler 2009).

Studying educational patterns required a systemic approach to capture classroom com-
plexity in a variety of ways (Salomon 1991). To this end, a wide range of methods was used,
including interviews with pupils with disabilities, semi-structured interviews with their teach-
ers and parents, classroom-based interviews about the learning climate with the pupils with
disabilities as well as with their classmates (304 in all), collection of individual educational
plans, collection of teachers’ diaries with ‘success stories’, and observations of teaching and
learning activities in each classroom. In all, the research was conducted as a multi-site,
multi-researcher qualitative project (with a focus on the learning conditions for 26 pupils
with disabilities, placed in 24 classrooms across 23 schools distributed among 18 Danish
municipalities) (Tetler et al. 2009; Ferguson and Tetler 2009).

This article deals with the insights gained through interviews with the 14 pupils with dis-
abilities who were included in mainstream classrooms. The interviews about the intraper-
sonal perspective were conducted as individual interviews with the pupils with disabilities,
while the second ones, about the learning environment, were conducted as group interviews
with both the pupils with disabilities and their classmates. These group interviews were
structured as conversations about statements taken one at a time. The research team ran
the interview sessions and the local teachers assisted and supported the process through
dialogue with the pupils. This procedure allowed us to gather comparable data from a very
diverse group of pupils. The answers were collected on answering sheets designed in a ques-
tionnaire format to create a shortcut access to pupils’ opinions. The sheets are similar to
the format and categories in the questionnaire section of the Index for Inclusion (Booth,
Ainscow, and Vaughn 2002), and it was only necessary to exclude very few answers due to
unclear responses on the answering sheets.

Findings
Findings regarding the intrapersonal perspective: pupils’ perceptions of themselves

The first interview was about ‘Pupils’ perceptions of themselves on three dimensions of
school experiences: academic, social, and how much they saw themselves as active
participants’ (Table I).



Table I. Students’ perceptions of themselves.
POS pos E
Statements

Learning in school
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B|D|E

H

K]|L

1 I like to go to school

2 | learn a lot at school

3 | am good at working with computers

4] like to do my homework

5 | am good at reading

6 I'm good at gym/sport

7 | like to draw, paint, and work with clay

8 Math is difficult

Social relationships

9 | like to work in groups/group work

10 | often have fights with the peers in my class

11 Recess is boring

!
4

12 | am afraid of some of the other students

13 Someone in my class teases me

14 1 do a lot of things with my peers

15 | get support from my class mates when working in groups

16 | have a best friend in my class

Participation

17 Sometimes | decide what | would like to work on in class

18 My class mates listen to me when | share experiences with them

19 | feel lonely and alone in my class

20 | like to share my experiences with my class

21 | often talk with my teacher about my experiences with my class

22 My teachers are good at talking with me about what | like to work on in school

23 | make decisions about what to do during recess

24 | make decisions about what to do for homework

Fourteen pupils with disabilities participated in this interview and they are mostly positive
about the academic dimension of the school. They like being in school (statement ), and
they learn a lot (statement 2). The answers are positive about learning in school in general,
and when asked about specific subjects, most of them have positive experiences in reading,
ICT, sports/gym, and arts, while math (statement 8) and especially homework is problematic,
as only four pupils claimed they liked to do their homework (statement 4). Pupils reported
positive learning experiences about school subjects. Self-efficacy is included in academic
self-perception, and the findings indicate a good sense of efficacy concerning academic
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requirements and therefore motivation for schoolwork. Thus, the teachers seem to succeed
in creating a positive academic self-perception among the pupils with disabilities.

Pupils are positive as well about the social dimension of school-life, except for two pupils
(M and D). All pupils experience school as a safe place to be, free from unkindness and
bullying (statements 10, 11, 12 and 13). On the other hand, this does not necessarily mean
that they have a ‘best friend’ in their learning community (statement 16). Their experiences
within some of the proximal processes about interactions and relations might be the source
for this positive finding. Put in other words, classrooms in primary education seem to create
niches for positive interactions among pupils. This positive pattern regarding social relation-
ships is remarkable, as earlier Danish studies show that pupils with disabilities included in
mainstream classrooms often feel lonely and isolated (e.g., Kristoffersen 1990). Her study is
based on parents’ perspectives and reports, and thus might raise questions about the trust-
worthiness of adults’ interpretations of children’s experiences. At least it stresses the need
for in-depth studies of children’s own constructions of their everyday school life.

Another striking pattern is the more mixed picture of responses to statements about
participation and involvement in decisions about schoolwork (statement |7-24). To be clear,
it should be mentioned that teacher assistants are assigned to || (of the 14) pupils’ learning
environments, while three pupils are taught in classrooms with teachers sharing the respon-
sibility. Seen from that perspective, the finding is not surprising, as it quite well reflects the
problematic relationship between pupils with disabilities and their assistants that has
emerged from other studies (e.g., Andersen, Ellehammer, and Holstein 1979; Ferguson et al.
1992). More specifically, the most negative responses refer to feeling involved in decisions
about schoolwork. For instance, ‘I make decisions about what to do for homework’ (state-
ment 24), to which 12 out of |4 pupils did not agree. Almost the same response pattern
showed up at statement |7: ‘Sometimes | decide what | would like to work on in class’, as
two-thirds of the pupils’ answers were negative. On the other hand, they participate in rela-
tion to their peers; for instance, only one pupil feels socially isolated within her class (state-
ment 19), and almost two-thirds of the pupils claim that their peers are listening to them
when they want to share their experiences (statement [8).

On the one hand, ‘Participation’ supports positive self-perceptions about social relations;
on the other hand, pupils’ voices are quite negative about involvement in decision-making
about their social life and subject matter. Sharing their own experiences with classmates calls
for interpretation. Despite positive perceptions about the social relations within the class,
the majority of the pupils do not like to share experiences with their peers. Maybe pupils
with disabilities find their experiences too different from those of their peers. The negative
response pattern may serve as a negative correction to the positive self-perception about
social relationships, or at least as an issue of concern when attempting to maintain niches
for the development of positive self-perception in the academic and social dimensions of
school-life (see Bronfenbrenner 1999; Almquist, Eriksson, and Granlund 2004).

According to the pupils’ perceptions, the teachers seem to succeed in facilitating the acqui-
sition of learning motivation and academic achievement (Hedegaard and Chaiklin 2005), as well
as experiences of membership in the learning community (Tennesvang 2002). However, when
pupils’ perceptions are linked to perceptions about related themes, pupils express views that
are not as supportive of the development of motivation and membership in the community.

Findings regarding the interpersonal perspective: pupils’ opinions about their
classroom environment

The second interview was about ‘Pupils’ opinions about their classroom environment’
(Table 2). One thing is pupils’ self esteem; but quite another is their evaluation of their
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Table 2. Students’ opinions on their classroom environment.

POS pos m Students

Statements BCDEHI JKLMPQSTU

Theme: Physical environment

1 In my class there is plenty of space

2 In my class things are placed, making it easy for us to find

3 In my class we make different things without disturbing each other

4 In my class there is a computer which we all can use

Theme: Clear structure

5 In my class it is possible to work without being disturbed

6 In my class we have rules for how to behave

7 In my class we are good at listening to each other

8 In my class the teachers are good at explaining what to do

Theme: Meaningful communication

9 In my class we speak nicely to each other

10 In my class we also talk about what's happening outside school

11 In my class the teachers tell us how to get better in reading and math
12 In my class the teachers are good at making fun —.
Theme: Differentiation

13 In my class we have lots of different materials and things to work with

14 In my class we can choose different tasks to work with

F

15 In my class we have plenty of time to do our work

16 In my class it is okay that we are not equally good at everything

Theme: Collaboration

17 In my class we do projects together

18 In my class we care for each other

19 In my class we make things together during free time and after school

20 In my class we help each other

Theme: Influence

21 In my class we can decide about important things (e.g. home work) .

22 In my class we can decide about many things

23 In my class we make up many ideas that our teachers like

24 In my class we often talk to our teachers about how we feel

Theme: Participation

25 In my class some of my class mates feel alone ?

26 In my class everyone feels good

27 In my class all of us get the opportunity to tell about our experiences
28 In my class we include each other (e.g. when playing)

Theme: Responsibility

29 In my class we are responsible for what to do in class

I

30 In my class we are responsible for everyone doing well in reading/math

31 In my class we are responsible for everyone's feeling good in school

32 In my class the teachers trust us

learning environment when it comes to physical surroundings, teaching structures and issues
of participation, influence and responsibility. Thus, this tool is meant mainly to highlight
relationships and system maintenance (see Mitchell 2008).

Taking a closer look at the pupils’ response pattern concerning their opinions about
their learning environment, some results stand out clearly. Four didactic themes are
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addressed in this interview and the pupils’ statements are predominantly positive about the
themes of ‘clear structure’ (statement 5-8) and ‘meaningful communication’ (statements 9—
12). For instance, with the exception of one pupil, they all state that their teachers are good
at explaining what they need to do (statement 8) and how to progress (statement |1). A
more negative pattern emerges from the pupil responses concerning their physical environ-
ment. Sixty-two per cent of the responses were negative, especially with reference to prob-
lems with lack of peace to work (statement 5), as pupils with disabilities seem to suffer from
that lack. They need good space and order, as well as a wide range of differentiated activities
available at the same time. With regard to differentiation being part of the teaching pattern,
78 per cent of all the answers are positive (statements 13—16). It is especially striking that
all pupils state that it is okay in their learning communities not to be equally good at every-
thing (statement |6). Pupils also experience that their teachers use a wide range of materials
for them to work with (statement 13), and that they draw a clear picture of good relations
with their teachers.

The four themes of ‘collaboration’, ‘influence’, ‘participation’ and ‘responsibility’ are related
to the factors of ‘relationships’ and ‘personal development’ mentioned in Mitchell’s model.
Influence (statements 21-24) is about being able to decide for oneself, getting your ideas
appreciated and experiencing significant others’ attention to how you are doing in school. Par-
ticipation (statements 25-28) refers to being part of and being listened to by the learning com-
munity. And again (as in the former interview), influence seems to be quite difficult for the
teachers to leave room for (statements 21-24), with almost 50% negative responses. Pupils’
experiences of participation are more positive, with about two-thirds positive.

Concerning ‘collaboration’ (statements 17-20) and ‘responsibility’ (statements 29-32)
pupils express more positive experiences. Roughly speaking, one-third of the pupils have
quite negative experiences and two-thirds of the pupils are positive about their classroom
climate on these dimensions.

According to Bandura and Bronfenbrenner, it is important to experience control over
the demands and requirements of school situations. The eight themes on which the inter-
view study is based are related to these demands and the majority of positive experiences
indicate that pupils experience a learning environment adapted to their needs. The findings
are also supportive of SRL (self-regulated learning) processes within zones of proximal devel-
opment as stated in the theories of Vygotsky.

Combined findings of the two interviews

The two interviews seek information about similar themes (from different perspectives), but
the later one takes a broader view of classroom climate than does the interview about
pupils’ perceptions of themselves. Comparing data on similar statements, the response pat-
terns of the two tools are mainly consistent and mutual supportive. By combining findings
from the two interviews it is possible to create a synthesis that expresses ‘pupils’ voices’
about their classroom climate as described by Mitchell’s three factors’ model for the learning
environment.

As mentioned earlier, an interview theme may sometimes relate to more than one factor
in Mitchell’s model and this is mirrored in the synthesis of the findings. The analysis creates
a picture of the learning environment seen from pupils’ perspective as follows:

e Concerning ‘relationships™ pupils’ self-perceptions about support and helpfulness are
positive concerning help from peers as well as from their teachers. However, they feel
uneasy sharing their own experiences.
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e Concerning ‘personal development’: pupils experience personal growth in academic
achievement and self-enhancement. However, they are negative about being able to
make decisions about important things in school.

e Concerning ‘system maintenance’: the response patterns are positive for the themes
‘clear structure’, ‘differentiation’ and ‘meaningful communication’; however, it is
blurred for the theme ‘physical environment’.

Conclusion

This article has explored the research questions: what outcomes do children with disabilities
experience being in inclusive settings, and how do they characterise their learning environ-
ments? A small segment of a large dataset has been selected to illustrate how pupils con-
struct the classroom climate, including their experiences of membership. The results indicate
that pupils with disabilities are able to participate in a classroom-based interview. The overall
findings show that they evaluate their learning environment quite positively; however, there
are important nuances to note. First and foremost, they seem to lack positive experiences
of influence and appreciation. It is an evident challenge for schools to create learning situa-
tions and processes based on values such as ‘pupil influence’ and ‘educational participation’,
if they are to be characterised as inclusive (see also Farrell 2004).

Considering the findings more theoretically (following Bronfenbrenner 1986; Bandura
1997; Almquist, Eriksson, and Granlund 2004), the pupils’ quite positive attitudes towards
their school experiences with regard to the academic and social dimensions of schooling are
results or outcomes of reciprocal dynamic relationships between personal and environmen-
tal factors. The overall picture of environmental dimensions, such as physical environment,
clear structure, meaningful communication, differentiation, collaboration, participation and
responsibility, is positive. This is in line with the theoretical views behind the study, as
Bronfenbrenner’s proximal processes (relations, communication and interactions) are
included in these environmental dimensions. Both Bronfenbrenner and Bandura argue that
beliefs and efficacy are context specific, e.g., characterised by situational requirements and
demands. The pupils’ assessment of their school experiences up to Grade 4/5 is that the
varied classroom contexts (set by the school subjects, physical surroundings, need of
support from teachers and classmates, etc) have met their requirements and demands for
support.

Discussion

It was mentioned earlier that mainstream school situations for pupils with disabilities relate
to a wide range of issues dealing with disengagement, marginalisation and school failure. This
seems not to be the case among the pupils in this study, as they express mostly positive
experiences of their learning environments. However, this finding should be considered in
conjunction with the pupils’ ages, as they are early in their schooling. The question is
whether (and for which aspects) pupils’ opinions about their learning environment will
change during schooling. Therefore, it is obvious (and desirable) that we need to repeat this
interview for the same group of pupils at three-yearly intervals to follow their perspectives.
Indeed, the research field of educational inclusion needs longitudinal studies that look more
closely at the nature of processes of inclusion and exclusion over the years.

The starting point for the larger research project was to ask whether teaching and learn-
ing patterns in inclusive classrooms create opportunities for learning rather than caring,
active participation rather than passiveness, and being a member of the learning community
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rather than on your own (Tetler et al. 2009). The findings stemming from this interview
study show a need for further exploration of the concept of participation in educational set-
tings. It is important to stress that although pupils with disabilities report quite positive atti-
tudes towards their school experiences with regard to academic and social dimensions of
schooling, they report having little influence over important aspects of their everyday school
life. When pupils have their influence on their own learning processes withdrawn, they are
treated as objects, rather than subjects, and are likely to develop passiveness and helpless-
ness. As a consequence, they will be likely to suppress their own wishes and motives and
will present themselves as disengaged and passive. Later on in schooling or adult life, when
asked for active participation and independent decision-making, they may not be able to,
since they have lost this competence a long time ago. If this trend is to be reversed, we
must take the educational challenge seriously, as suggested by Per Lorentzen (1998, 27): to
work with children’s motives and will to learn.

Facilitating pupils’ development of autonomy and engagement in their own learning pro-
cesses requires involving them in teaching planning and evaluation even if they have difficul-
ties expressing their wishes or requests verbally. It requires a lot of creativity, perseverance
and empathy to succeed in grasping the pupils’ will to learn and in transforming it to sustain-
able practice. Not least, it requires time for reflections on how to balance inconsistent pro-
cesses such as support and challenges to each individual pupil, protection and autonomy,
security and risky situations (Tetler 2002). Thus, more research is needed to further explore
the concept of educational participation and the meanings held by the pupils involved.

Notes on contributors

Susan Tetler (PhD) is professor and Head of the Research Program ‘Inclusive Education and Social
Pedagogy’ at Department of Education, Aarhus University, Tuborgvej 164, DK-2400 Copenhagen NV,
Denmark.

Kirsten Baltzer (PhD) is external associate professor at Department of Education, Aarhus University,
Tuborgvej 164, DK-2400 Copenhagen NV, Denmark.

References

Ainscow, M. 2007. From special education to effective schools for all: A review of progress so far. In
The Sage handbook of special education, ed. L. Florian. London: Sage.

Ainscow, M., T. Booth, and A. Dyson. 2006. Improving schools, developing inclusion. London: Routledge.

Alborz, A., D. Pearson, P. Farrell, and A. Howes. 2009. The impact of adult support staff on pupils and
mainstream schools. In Research Evidence in Education Library. London: EPPI-Centre, Social Science
Research Unit, Institute of Education, University of London.

Almquist, L., L. Eriksson, and M. Granlund. 2004. Delaktikhet i skolaktiviteter — ett systemteoretiskt
perspektiv. In Delaktighetens sprdk, ed. A. Gustavsson, 137-55. Lund: Studentlitteratur.

Andersen, S. Ellehammer, and B. Holstein. 1979. Blinde i folkeskolen, Vol. | and 2. Kgbenhavn:
Danmarks Lererhgijskole.

Bandura, A. 1994. Self-efficacy. In Encyclopedia of human behavior, Vol. 4, ed. V.S. Ramachaudran, 71-8I.
New York: Academic Press.

Bandura, A. 1997. Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: W.H. Freeman.

Black-Hawkins, K., L. Florian, and M. Rouse. 2007. Achievement and inclusion in schools. London:
Routledge.

Booth, T., M. Ainscow, and M. Vaughn. 2002. Index for inclusion: Developing learning and participation in
schools. Danish edition, trans. K. Baltzer and S. Tetler. Kebenhavn: Danmarks Padagogiske Universi-
tetsforlag.

Bronfenbrenner, U. 1986. Ecological systems theory. In Annals of child development, Vol. 6, ed. R. Vasta,
187-250. Greenwich, CT: JAl Press.



London Review of Education 343

Bronfenbrenner, U. 1999. Environments in developmental perspective: Theoretical and operational mod-
els. In Measuring environments across the lifespan, ed. S.L. Friedman and T. Wachs, 3-28. Washington,
DC: APA.

Dalen, M. 1999. Den inkluderende skole — idealer og realiteter. In En skole for alle i Norden. Et festskrift
i anledning af den 20. nordiske kongres i Stavanger: ‘100 drs nordisk samarbejde omkring undervisning af
elever med sarlige behov’, 17-28. Copenhagen, The Danish Ministry of Education.

Dansk Clearinghouse for Uddannelsesforskning. 2006. Dansk Clearinghouse for Uddannelsesforskning/
konceptnotat. http://www.dpu.dk/Clearinghouse.

Deloitte. 2010. Specialundervisning i folkeskolen — veje til en bedre organisering og styring. www.uvm.dk.

Dyson, A., A. Howes, and B. Roberts. 2002. A systematic review of the effectiveness of school-level
actions for promoting participation by all students. In Research Evidence in Education Library. London:
EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research Unit, Institute of Education.

Egelund, N., and S. Tetler. 2009. Effekter af specialundervisningen. Kebenhavn: Danmarks Padagogiske
Universitetsforlag.

Emanuelsson, I. 1998. Integration and segregation — inclusion and exclusion. International Journal of
Educational Research 12: 95—-105.

Farrell, P. 2004. School psychologists: Making inclusion a reality for all. School Psychology International 25,
no. l: 5-19.

Ferguson, D.L., G. Meyer, L. Jeanchild, L. Juniper, and J. Zingo. 1992. Figuring out what to do with the
grownups: How teachers make inclusion ‘work’ for students with disabilities. Journal of the Associa-
tion for Persons with Severe Handicaps 17: 218-26.

Ferguson, D.L., and S. Tetler. 2009. Meeting the challenge of multi-site, multi-researcher interpretivist
research. Paper presented at ECER, September 28, in Vienna, Austria.

Goransson, K., C. Nilholm, and K. Karlsson. 2010. Inclusive education in Sweden? A critical analysis.
International Journal of Inclusive Education 15, no. 5: 541-55.

Hedegaard, M., and S. Chaiklin. 2005. Radical-local teaching and learning. Aarhus: Aarhus University
Press.

Hegsbro, K., B. Kirkebak, S.V. Blom, and E. Dang. 1999. Ungdom, udvikling og handicap. Frederiksberg:
Samfundslitteratur.

Kristoffersen, G. 1990. Skolen og livet. Kebenhavn: Forlaget Skolepsykologi.

Lewis, A., and J. Porter. 2007. Research and pupil voice. In The Sage handbook of special education, ed.
L. Florian, 222-32. London: Sage.

Lorentzen, P. 1998. Sprdk og handling. Otta: Tano Aschehoug.

Marinosson, G., S.E. Ohna, and S. Tetler. 2007. Delagtighedens paedagogik. Psykologisk Padagogisk
Rddgivning 44: 236—63.

McCaslin, M., R.A. Bozack, L. Napoleon, A. Thomas, V. Vasquez, V. Wayman, and J. Zhang. 2006. Self-
regulated learning and classroom management: Theory, research, and considerations for classroom
practice. In Handbook of classroom management, ed. C.M. Evertson and C.S. Weinstein, 223-252.
London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Mehlbye, ]. 2009. Specialundervisningens effekt — elevernes uddannelsesforlob efter folkeskolen. Kgbenhavn:
AKF.

Meyer, H. 2004. Was ist guter Unterricht? Berlin: Cornelsen Verlag Scriptor.

Mitchell, D. 2008. What really works in special and inclusive education — using evidence based teaching strate-
gies. London: Routledge.

Nes, K. 2004. Hvor inkluderende er L97-skolen? In En likeverdig skole for alle? Om enhet og mangfold i
grunnskolen, ed. KJ. Solstad and T.O. Engen, 135-53. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget.

Nordenbo, S.E. 2008. En Clearingshouse-undersggelse. Om regelledelse og relationskompetence. In
Klasseledelse — magtkampe | praksis paedagogik og politik, ed. ].B. Krejsler and L. Moos, 133—44. Fred-
erikshavn: Dafolo.

Ringsmose, C., and L. Buch-Hansen. 2004. VUL — Voksne — Udviklingshemmede — Livsvilkdr. Kgbenhavn:
Danmarks Padagogiske Universitetsforlag.

Ruddock, J. 2007. Student voice, student engagement, and school reform. In International handbook of
student experience in elementary and secondary school, ed. D. Thiessen and A. Cook-Sather, 587-610.
Dordrecht: Springer.

Salomon, G. 1991. Transcending the qualitative—quantitative debate: The analytic and systemic
approaches to educational research. Educational Researcher 20: 10-8.

Sydney, A. 2010. A handbook for inclusion managers. London: Routledge.

Tetler, S. 2000. Den inkluderende skole — fra vision til virkelighed. Kebenhavn: Gyldendal.



344 S. Tetler and K. Baltzer

Tetler, S. 2002. Skolelivskvalitet i den inkluderende skole. Kognition and Pazdagogik 12: 32—44.

Tetler, S., K. Baltzer, L. Hedegaard-Serensen, C. Boye, and G.L. Andersen. 2009. Pzdagogiske vilkar
for elever i komplicerede laringssituationer. In Effekter af specialundervisningen, ed. N. Egelund and
S. Tetler, 131-331. Kgbenhavn: Danmarks Padagogiske Universitetsforlag.

Tetler, S., K. Baltzer, D.L. Ferguson, A. Hanreddy, and S. Draxton. 2010. Listening to students: Exploring
voice and teacher professional development in Denmark and the United States. Paper presented at
the International Special Education Conference 2010, August 2-5, in Belfast.

Tonnesvang, J. 2002. Selfobject and selfsubject relationships. In Postmodern self psychology, ed. A.
Goldberg, 149-66. Hillsdale: Analytic Press.

Wentzel, K.R. 2006. A social motivation perspective for classroom management. In Handbook of class-
room management, ed. C.M. Evertson and C.S. Weinstein, 619—43. London: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Westling Allodi, M. 2007. Assessing the quality of learning environments in Swedish schools:
Development and analysis of a theory-based instrument. Learning Environments Research 10: 157-75.



