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ABSTRACT
Several studies have investigated (pre-service) teachers’ attitudes
toward inclusion. However, most have focused on teachers’
attitudes toward the inclusion of students with disabilities. The
understanding of inclusive education has expanded to the
provision of educational opportunities to all students, not only
those with a disability. This study investigates the attitudes of 899
Austrian pre-service teachers towards inclusion using a revised
version of the Attitudes to Inclusion Scale (AIS). The psychometric
quality of the revised scale was examined. The results indicated a
high reliability, and the two-dimensional factor structure was
confirmed by a confirmatory factor analysis. Some evidence for
convergent validity was found. More positive attitudes towards
inclusive schooling were found among pre-service teachers
focusing on inclusive education within their teacher training
programme, female teachers, and pre-service teachers with a
migration background.
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Introduction

Inclusive education has become a highly important topic worldwide in the wake of the
United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (United Nations
2006) and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), especially SDG 4 that aims to
‘ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning oppor-
tunities for all’.1 SDG 4 entails the commitment of teachers to students’ diversity,
quality learning and teaching, as well as teacher professionalisation in this area. Inclusive
education follows the principles of social justice and the value of education as a basic
human right for all learners (Pit-ten Cate et al. 2019). Austria has moved toward a
new concept of teacher education in which all pre-service teachers acquire inclusive com-
petences. Teacher education, for teachers in primary and secondary schools, is provided
at the university level in Austria in the form of Bachelor’s degrees of 240 credits and
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Master’s degrees of 120 credits, both involving extended placements in schools. A specific
factor contributing to increased student diversity in Austria is the growing number of
newly arrived refugee students who have entered the educational system after 2015
and do not speak the primary language of instruction (German).

Towards a broader understanding of inclusion

Being educated in segregated classes is still a reality for many students with special edu-
cational needs and inclusion is more a claim, than a reality for them. Concepts of
inclusion following the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Dis-
abilities (United Nations 2006) place students with special educational needs in
regular classes and address the social and academic needs of all students, thus viewing
inclusion as a responsibility of the central social actor, the teacher (Haug 2017).
However, even broader conceptual frameworks go beyond special educational needs
and consider inclusion as focusing on structural changes to meet the social and academic
needs of all students (Jordan 2018), which is the understanding of inclusion applied in
the current study. Inclusion targets all students in danger of segregation, regardless of
their gender, culture, language, special needs, or social background (Haug 2017). A
large number of empirical studies in the field of inclusive education focus on the
benefits of inclusive education for students with special educational needs and do not
apply a broader concept of inclusion. This is the main reason for conducting the
current study, which examined the attitudes of n = 899 pre-service teachers in Austria
towards a broader concept of inclusion using a modified version of the Attitudes to
Inclusion Scale (AIS).

(Pre-service) teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion
Teachers hold the specific norms and values of their social world, particularly in relation
to teaching and learning and previous studies have linked teachers’ attitudes with actual
teaching behaviour (e.g. Hellmich, Löper, and Görel 2019; Schwab, Sharma, and
Hoffmann 2019). These values or beliefs affect their attitudes (Büssing et al. 2019; Pit-
ten Cate and Glock 2019). Teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion impact their behaviour
and educational practices, and thus, in the long run, impact the development of structu-
rally inclusive schools (Gasterstädt and Urban 2006).

Pit-ten Cate et al. (2019) identified three distinct foci for research about teacher atti-
tudes towards inclusive education: (1) attitudes towards specific student groups, (2)
inclusion of students with special educational needs in mainstream classes, and (3) atti-
tudes towards the concept of inclusive education in general. According to Loremann
et al. (2007), teachers may experience negative sentiments, such as fear and discomfort,
when confronted with disability in particular. Moreover, previous research indicates that
the specific form of disability has a strong influence on teachers’ attitudes towards inclus-
ive schooling (Avramidis and Norwich 2002; de Boer, Pijl, and Minnaert 2011; Schwab
2018). Teachers hold more negative attitudes towards students on the autism spectrum
(Lindblom et al. 2020) or those with emotional, social, or behavioural problems (de Boer,
Pijl, and Minnaert 2011) as compared to learning disabilities, for example. Some studies
are limited in their core concept of what inclusion entails, and how it is operationalised in
the respective scales (de Boer, Pijl, and Minnaert 2011; Haug 2017). There is a significant
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gap between general value principles and the actual practice of inclusion, as well as ten-
sions between autonomy and control (participation versus protection/choice versus
equity) (Norwich and Koutsouris 2017). Gasterstädt and Urban (2006) argue that
different studies on inclusive education measure different general concepts of inclusion,
different concepts of attitudes towards inclusion, and have different theoretical concepts
at their core. This makes research about the attitudes of teachers towards inclusive edu-
cation difficult and less comparable.

Generally, current cohorts of pre-service teachers display more positive beliefs about
inclusion than in past decades. However, when it comes to practising inclusion in their
own classrooms, beliefs and attitudes are described as less positive and more neutral
(Hecht, Niedermair, and Feyerer 2016). The motivation to teach heterogeneous groups
reduces when difficulties are expected, such as when teaching children with disruptive
classroom behaviours or special needs (Schwab and Seifert 2014).

Predictors of (pre-service) teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive schooling
Many studies refer to predictors for teachers’ positive attitudes towards inclusive school-
ing (for an overview, see Avramidis and Norwich 2002; de Boer, Pijl, and Minnaert 2011;
Schwab 2018). In terms of gender, previous research has often showed that female tea-
chers (Avramidis and Norwich 2002; de Boer, Pijl, and Minnaert 2011) and pre-
service teachers (Avramidis, Bayliss, and Burden 2000) tend to hold more positive atti-
tudes towards inclusive schooling, as compared to their male counterparts. Another
factor is the ethnic background of pre-service teachers. Findings from Glock and
Kleen (2019) indicate that pre-service teachers belonging to ethnic minority groups
have a more positive attitude towards students from ethnic minorities, as compared to
those belonging to majority groups.

According to an Austrian study, pre-service teachers for primary schools have more
positive attitudes towards inclusive schooling than those for secondary schools (Feyerer
et al. 2014). Hecht, Niedermair, and Feyerer (2016) report that pre-service teachers’ atti-
tudes towards inclusion transform during their studies. Pre-service teachers in higher
semesters report higher levels of positive attitudes than pre-service teachers in the begin-
ning of their studies but also higher levels of concern regarding their ability to meet expec-
tations. In addition, Mintz et al. (2020) showed that teachers’ attitudes change in the
transition phase from the pre-service phase into the novice teacher year.

Lastly, prior experiences with diverse students and communities shape teacher atti-
tudes (Feyerer et al. 2014; Lindblom et al. 2020). However, most Austrian teachers are
white, middle class, and female (Good and Brophy 2000) and have little experience
with diversity and disability. This contrasts sharply with the rising numbers of diverse
students in schools. Thus, teacher attitudes differ in their acceptance of ability and dis-
ability, migration, and gender diversity, and in their roles and responsibilities for
meeting the needs of their students. Those pre-service teachers who study inclusive edu-
cation as a focus area hold more inclusive attitudes than those studying teacher education
without such a focus area (e.g. Feyerer et al. 2014). Following Avramidis and Toulia
(2020), the level of in-service training received strongly influences teachers’ attitudes
towards inclusive schooling. Clearly, teacher education has effects on the specific
beliefs and attitudes of pre-service teachers toward inclusion, as it shapes reflective prac-
titioners (Symeonidou 2017).
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The current study

The first aim of the present study was to examine the attitudes of pre-service teachers in
Austria towards a broader concept of inclusion and to examine the psychometric qualities
of the German version of the Attitudes Towards Inclusion Scale of all Students (G-AIS).
Therefore, the reliability, construct validity, and convergent validity of the revised scale
was analysed. Secondly, the (possible) influence of predictors (gender, origin, teacher training
programme, semester, attendance of courses focusing on ‘German as a second language’ or
‘inclusive education’, specific focus on inclusive education in teacher training) was analysed.

Methods

Procedure

Data were collected from participants in a course at the University of Vienna, led by the first
author of the current study. All participants were surveyed online using the open-source
software ‘LimeSurvey.’ In total, it took about 20–30 min to complete the online survey.

Participants

The sample consisted of pre-service teachers of different teacher training programmes in
Vienna, Styria, and Vorarlberg (three of nine Federal States in Austria). In total, 899 pre-
service teachers (686 female and 208 male; see also Table 1) participated in the online
survey. However, as not all participants answered every question, the sample size varied
slightly between different calculations. Participants’ ages varied from 18 to 54 years (M
= 23.88, SD = 5.868) and Table 1 shows other demographic information of the sample.

Instrumentation

Attitudes towards inclusion of all students
To assess teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive schooling of all students, a revised version of
the German version of the Attitudes to Inclusion Scale was used (AIS, Sharma and Jacobs
2016; for the original German version of the AIS see Hecht and Ilg 2018; Gebhardt et al.
2018). The German version of this revised scale ‘Attitudes towards Inclusion of all Students’

Table 1. Demographic information of the sample.
Variables N (%)

Country of birth Austria 818 (91%)
Other 81 (9%)

First language German 765 (85.1%)
Other 74 (8.2%)
Other and German 60 (6.7%)

Teacher training program For primary school 244 (27%)
For secondary school 531 (59%)

Attending courses on German as a second language Yes 559 (62%)
No 340 (38%)

Attending courses in inclusive education Yes 329 (37%)
No 570 (63%)

Inclusive education as a specific focus in the study program Yes 128 (14%)
No 771 (86%)
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(G-AIS) consists of 11 items (e.g. ‘I believe that inclusion benefits all students academically.’;
see Table A1 in the Appendix), which have to be answered on a seven-point Likert-type
rating scale (ranging from 1 = ‘Strongly Disagree’ to 7 = ‘Strongly Agree’). The first author
of this study was responsible for the scale revisions, which were also discussed in a group
of researchers and teachers. During the revision of the scale, reductionist terminology that
limited the understanding of inclusion to special educational needs was removed. Two
items were used in its original form (Item 1 and Item 3 from the original AIS). In addition,
Item 2 of the AIS addressed social benefits of inclusion in general. In the revised version, this
item was split into four items, addressing beneficial aspects of inclusion on social behaviour,
academic development, social and emotional development as well as on the class structure in
general. This differentiation is based on previous studies indicating that teachers in inclusive
education are especially concerned about student’s behaviour (see e.g. Schwab 2018). In the
revision, the original Item 5 of the AIS, which addressed placement of students with severe
disabilities in special schools, and Item 6, which addressed the placement of students with
social-emotional behaviours in special schools, were merged into one item rephrasing the
placement to ‘specific students’who should be taught in separate classes, without mentioning
a specific disability or behaviour. Item 8 from the original AIS was split into two items (Item
8 and Item 11) in the course of the revision and thus specifically asks for the preference to
teach in classes with a broad range of abilities or in rather homogeneous classes. The use of
both positive and negative worded items is generally recommended in surveys to avoid
response bias (e.g. acquiescence or agreement bias; see e.g. Likert 1932). Item 4 of the original
AIS was removed from the G-AIS as the first part (‘I believe that all students can learn in
inclusive classrooms’ was already included in the AIS Item 3 ‘I believe that inclusion
benefits all students academically’). In addition, we wanted to avoid combining two
different aspects (student learning and teachers willing to adapt the curriculum) within
one item as the feedback by teachers addressed this as difficult. Item 10 from the original
AIS was excluded as it specifically addressed students who need assistance.

Moreover, the instructions for the instrument were revised, indicating the broader
definition and meaning of inclusion for study participants (focusing on all students inde-
pendently of individual variables such as language or special educational needs; see Table
A1 in the Appendix). We explicitly mentioned special educational needs and language as
examples in the instruction section, as inclusive education strongly addresses this (still
heterogeneous) group of students (e.g. Schwab 2020) and as language barriers are
strongly linked with educational inequalities (e.g. European Commission 2019).

In the study by Sharma and Jacobs (2016), acceptable levels of reliability were found
for the original scale with 10 items. Furthermore, the authors suggested a two-dimen-
sional factor structure (beliefs about inclusion and feelings about inclusion). Further,
Gebhardt et al. (2018) showed satisfactory reliability for the German version within
two samples of German pre-service teachers. For the psychometric quality of the
German version of the AIS see also Miesera et al. (2019), who confirmed the two-dimen-
sional factor structure.

Attitudes towards inclusion of students with learning disabilities and migrant
background
To assess participants’ specific attitudes towards the inclusion of students with learning
disabilities and migrant backgrounds, case vignettes were used. While the case
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description for the students with learning disabilities was based on the preliminary work
of de Boer et al. (2012), Schwab et al. (2012) and Schwab (2018), the case vignette for
students who had not learnt German as a first language was newly developed (see Kast
and Schwab 2020). For both cases, the six items (e.g. ‘I think that this child learns a
lot in this class.’) of the ATIS (Attitudes toward Inclusion Scale, see Schwab et al.
2012) had to be answered on a four-point Likert scale.

Results

Psychometric properties of the German version of the attitudes towards
inclusion of all students scale (G-AIS)

Cronbach’s alphas were calculated to examine the G-AIS scale for internal consistency.
Cronbach’s alpha for the AIS scale overall was .903, which indicates a high level of
internal consistency (George and Mallery 2003). In addition, the Cronbach’s alpha for
the subscale ‘beliefs about students’ development in inclusive education’ (F1: items 1,
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7) was .892, while for the second, ‘general feelings about inclusive edu-
cation for all students’ (F2: items 8, 9, 10, and 11), it was .801.

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to examine the construct validity of the
G-AIS scale. Table 2 shows that, in the first run of the CFA, the fit indices were not at
the acceptable range to support the conclusion that the observed data fit the hypothesised
two-factors model. Next, the error from seven items within the first subscale was covari-
ate to reduce the error in the model, as was suggested by the AMOS software. The fit
indices then reached the acceptable range for the comparative fit index (CFI = 0.96)
(Bentler and Bonett 1980; Pugesek, Tomer, and Von Eye 2003), the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.08 (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, and Müller
2003), and the Tucker–Lewis coefficient (TLI) >.90 (Bentler and Bonett 1980). In
addition, items loading on both factors ranged from .38 to .9, and could be considered
as good indicators. The final model with item loadings is visualised in Figure 1.

In addition to examining the construct validity of the G-AIS scale, the convergent validity
was examined through the correlation of the overall G-AIS scale with pre-service teachers’
attitudes towards inclusion of students with learning disabilities and migrant backgrounds.
The correlation between the G-AIS and those towards the inclusion of students with learning
disabilities was r = .453 (p < .01). For the G-AIS and the attitudes towards students with
migrant backgrounds, the correlation was .413 (p < .01). In comparison, the correlations

Table 2 . Confirmatory factor analysis of the AIS.

Model X2 df P CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA

90% CI for
RMSEA

LL UL

Two factors 629.21 43 .000 0.91 0.89 0.06 0.12 .116 .133
Two factorsa 276.54 36 .000 0.96 0.94 0.04 0.08 .077 .096

Note: CFI: comparative fit index; TLI: Tucker–Lewis index; SRMR: standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA: root
mean square error of approximation; CI: confidence interval; LL: lower limit; UL: upper limit, a: items errors were cov-
ariate within each subscale.
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between the two specific subscales (attitudes towards inclusion of students with learning dis-
abilities and migrant backgrounds) were .447 (p < .01).

Predictors of pre-service teachers’ general attitudes towards inclusive schooling

Next, the influence of possible predictors on participants’ attitudes was examined. Seven
independent variables were analysed: gender (female vs. male), place of birth (Austria or
another country), teacher training programme (for either primary or secondary schools),
semester of teacher training, attendance of courses focusing on ‘German as a second
language’, attendance of courses focusing on ‘inclusive education’, and whether or not
pre-service teachers chose a specific focus on inclusive education. All categorical vari-
ables were coded (0 and 1).

Multiple regression was used to examine predictors of attitudes. Results showed that
three variables were significant in predicting pre-service teachers’ attitudes (see Table 3).
This model explained around 10% of pre-service teachers’ attitudes, with a significant
regression model (F (7, 576) = 9.37, p < .01), with an R2 of .103. The significant predica-
tors were: whether the pre-service teachers chose inclusive education as a specific focus
area in their teacher training programme, their gender, and whether they were born in a
country other than Austria. This showed that pre-service teachers who studied inclusive
education as a specific focus area were more likely to hold positive attitudes. In addition,
female participants and participants’ born in countries other than Austria were more
likely to express more positive attitudes. Table 4 shows the mean scores and the standard
deviations for the total sample as well as for subsamples.

Figure 1. Confirmatory factor analysis of the two-factors model.
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Discussion

The Global Education Monitoring Report (2020) states in its title ‘All means All.’
However, even if negative attitudes towards inclusive schooling are one of the most inves-
tigated barriers to its implementation, the available instruments for measuring (in- and
pre-service) teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive schooling focus either on students
with special educational needs in general (e.g. AIS, Sharma & Sokal, 2016) or on attitudes
towards specific student groups with disabilities, such as learning disabilities (see, for
example, Schwab et al. 2012). Therefore, we perceive a lack of instruments for measuring
broader understandings of inclusive schooling, focusing on the provision of the best edu-
cational opportunities to all students, irrespective of specific student characteristics.

Therefore, the aim of this study was to measure the attitudes of pre-service teachers
towards inclusion by adapting and improving one of the most frequently used scales
to assess (pre- and in-service) teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive schooling, the AIS
(Sharma and Jacobs 2016), by revising it to focus on all students (see Appendix 1 for
the changes in detail). Preliminary analyses indicate that the newly developed scale has
high psychometric properties. The suggested two-dimensional factor structure (see
Sharma and Jacobs 2016; Miesera et al. 2019) was confirmed using CFA. Therefore,
within this scale, beliefs and feelings about inclusive education can also be separated.

Table 3. Multiple regression statistics.
Unstandardized coefficients

Standardized
coefficients

t Sig.
Partial
RB Beta Beta

1 (Constant) 4.099 .249 16.430 .000
Gender (female vs. male) −.256 .100 −.109 −2.560 .011* .006
Place of birth (Austria vs. another country) .307 .138 .089 2.227 .026* .054
Teacher training program (for primary or
secondary school)

−.064 .097 −.031 −0.665 .506 −.021

Number of semesters .008 .017 .019 0.449 .654
Attendance of courses in German as a second
language

.119 .094 .058 1.265 .206 .022

Attendance of courses in inclusive education .033 .094 .016 0.352 .725 .000
Inclusive education as a focus of training .817 .124 .274 6.579 .000** .311

* p < .05, p < .01.

Table 4. Mean scores and standard deviations for the sample and sub-samples.
Variables N (%) M SD

Gender Female 686 (76%) 5.49 0.99
Male 208 (23%) 5.14 1.05

Place of birth Austria 818 (91%) 5.39 1.02
Other 81 (9%) 5.63 0.93

Teacher training program For primary school 244 (27%) 5.49 0.96
For secondary school 531 (59%) 5.32 1.01

Attending courses on German as a second language Yes 559 (62%) 5.41 1.00
No 340 (38%) 5.42 1.03

Attending courses in inclusive education Yes 329 (37%) 5.30 1.03
No 570 (63%) 5.47 1.01

Inclusive education as a focus of training Yes 128 (14%) 6.19 0.70
No 771 (86%) 5.28 1.01

Total 5.42 1.02
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Negative items showed the lowest factor loadings, which is to be expected and is consist-
ent with several other studies (Alnahdi 2019; Roszkowski and Soven 2010; Stewart and
Frye 2004). However, using balanced items (positively and negatively phrased items)
can counteract response tendencies. This would be of special importance if the scales
are used in international contexts. Moreover, reliability for both subscales was in a
high range. According to the total scale, the reliability was high. In addition, convergent
validity was also demonstrated. The results indicate that general attitudes towards inclus-
ive schooling were only moderately linked with attitudes towards the inclusion of stu-
dents with specific characteristics (learning disabilities and migrant backgrounds).
This is in line with the results of the meta-analysis of Yada et al. (submitted), indicating
that results (in their case the correlation between teachers’ attitudes and self-efficacy
beliefs) can vary based on the operationalization of inclusion within the attitudes scale.

Further, the results confirmed that female (pre-service) teachers tend to have a more
positive attitude towards inclusive schooling, as compared to their male counterparts.
Moreover, having a migrant background was associated with a more positive attitude
towards inclusive schooling. One explanation for this correlation is that pre-service tea-
chers having a migrant background are less distant from diversity and have relevant prior
experiences with diversity. This means that the cultural dissonance between pre-service
teachers and diverse students is significantly smaller for this group of participants in the
study than for native and privileged pre-service teachers. However, the strongest predic-
tor for a positive attitude was not a personal characteristic of the social actor, the pre-
service teacher, but a structural-functional predictor: the choice of a specific focus on
inclusive education in the teacher training programme. This again emphasises the
need to make teacher training more relevant to the question of inclusion (Polat 2011).

Practical relevance of the current study

Teacher attitudes can be shaped by professional development. For this reason, pre-
service teachers should be exposed to alternative conceptions of disability, inclusion,
diversity, learning, and instruction during their teacher training programmes.
However, it is not yet fully clear how and when beliefs and attitudes are formed, and
how they can be challenged through professional teacher education. However, the
results of this study, as well as those of others (e.g. Jordan 2018), suggest that teachers
are more likely to apply inclusive attitudes when they have first-hand experiences of
them within teacher training. Thus, the early stages of teacher training are decisive for
the development of beliefs and attitudes towards inclusion. One of the main questions
for teacher education is how pre-service teachers become effective and reflective prac-
titioners and how their sense of responsibility for meeting diverse learners’ needs can
be promoted (Jordan 2018). Teachers are considered as key social actors in the successful
implementation of inclusive education (Pit-ten Cate et al. 2019). However, the structural
and cultural context in each country has to be taken into account (Symeonidou 2017). As
a result, it is first important to consider teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education
from an actor’s perspective, and secondly to invest in pre-service teachers’ professiona-
lisation during pre-service and in-service training from a structuralist perspective. When
thinking beyond the responsibility of individual teachers and deploying more structural-
functionalist perspectives, inclusion means creating inclusive schools and communities
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that adhere to social justice and value diversity, creating an inclusive school environment
and developing inclusive policies (Norwich and Koutsouris 2017). Both cognitive skills
about inclusion as well as practical experiences in schools are relevant for pre-service tea-
chers to overcome the theory–practice divide (Resch and Schrittesser 2021). Lindblom
et al. (2020) recommend ensuring that pre-service teachers have positive contact with
students with disabilities during their teacher training, and to especially foster a positive
quality of contact inside and outside the classroom. Otherwise, there is the risk of a
growing distance or cultural dissonance between teachers and students. Especially in
schools, teachers are primarily responsible for approaching diverse students and their
individual needs—a responsibility that teacher education prepares them for. Intentional
behaviour (for diversity and inclusion) is a process; it evolves over time (Giddens 1982) if
it is exercised, reflected upon, and internalised in teacher training. Tjernberg and
Mattson (2014) emphasise that internalising inclusive teaching practices requires more
personalised instruction in teacher education, a large variety of methods of differen-
tiation and cooperation (see also the review of Lindner & Schwab 2021 for inclusive
teaching practices). Teacher attitudes can be shaped by forms of professional develop-
ment in this matter. However, there are few studies exploring this transition of attitudes
towards inclusive education from teacher education to the workplace. One of the few
studies in this regard found that attitudes, self-efficacy, and perceived knowledge drop
significantly between the pre-service and novice teacher year (Mintz et al. 2020). Thus,
the authors conclude that the inclusion of children with diverse needs into mainstream
classes is still one of the most considerable challenges for novice teachers in the transition
from the pre-service phase to the novice teacher year.

Therefore, attitudes towards inclusion can be viewed as the key challenge of novice
teachers, who may need guidance to transfer their experiences from teacher education
to the workplace.

Limitations

As in all studies, limitations that might affect the interpretation of the data have to be
addressed. As in other studies, the sample of this study is not representative. Migrants
are underrepresented in this empirical study, as the number of people with migrant back-
ground in Austria is proportionately higher than the number of pre-service teachers who
are non-native Austrians or speak a language other than German. According to Statistik
Austria (2018), around a quarter of Austrians have a migrant background. As the pro-
portion of participants in the sample who reported not speaking German as their first
language was below 10%, an ethnic underrepresentation is given. This mirrors a
certain degree of social and educational inequality and exclusion from the Austrian edu-
cational system. The higher the educational qualification level, the lower the proportion
of representatives with migrant biographies (Steiner 2019).

Moreover, also limitations regarding the revised scale G-AIS used in this study have to
be addressed. The wording of Item 7 is problematic as it is open to interpretation due to
the use of the phrase ‘specific students.’ Using ‘specific students’ follows the concept of
differentiation, meaning that the precise characteristics of some students may lead to
attending separate classes. However, the respondents might still have had precise charac-
teristics in mind while responding to this item. Similarly, even if the revised G-AIS
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focuses on attitudes towards all students, the instructions still provide two examples,
language barriers and special educational needs, which might seem to contradict the
main purpose of a non-categorized approach as ‘all means all’ without using categories.
Bearing this in mind, the research team still decided to use these examples as the teacher’s
feedback indicated that with only mentioning ‘all students’ in the context of inclusion in
Austria, teachers would solely address students with and without SEN. Future research
might include other examples such e.g. religion, culture, gender, or ethnicity which are
often addressed in the context of diversity research.

Conclusion

Teachers are considered as key social actors in the successful implementation of inclusive
education (Pit-ten Cate et al. 2019). Therefore, their attitudes towards inclusive edu-
cation play an important role in teaching. However, research must stop focusing on a
rather narrow understanding of inclusion, since policy papers (e.g. Global Education
Monitoring Report 2020) repeatedly stress the fact that inclusion has to include all stu-
dents and not just some. The overall objective of teacher education must be to meet this
key challenge and to prepare teachers – especially those from privileged or majority
groups – to acquire skills, knowledge, and dispositions necessary to teach diverse stu-
dents. This implies specific training at the pre-service level with a degree of practice
(Resch and Schrittesser 2021). Exposing pre-service teachers to evidence-based practice
may help them recognise effective teaching strategies (Killoran, Woronko, and Zaretsky
2014) or train diversity skills (Salmona et al. 2015). Methods for pre-service teachers to
become more inclusive include, for example, autobiographical analyses in order to help
teachers become more conscious of their own beliefs and values (Genor and Lin
Goodwin 2005), reflective exercises (Conklin and Hughes 2016), digital story telling
for social justice (Matias and Grosland 2016), working with local communities or
service learning (Amaro-Jiménez 2012; Zeichner et al. 2016).

Note

1. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg4 (6.7.2020).
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