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Abstract 

This study analyses whether an increasing inclusion rate in Austria was accompanied by a 
change in teachers’ educational goals and whether these goals were different for teachers in 
inclusive or non-inclusive settings. Educational goals were rated by 359 teachers in 1998 and 
219 teachers in 2009. General pedagogical goals, as well as orientation on authority and 
discipline are considered less important by primary school teachers in inclusive classes than 
by those in schools without inclusion. The attitudes of teachers towards inclusion and 
teachers’ estimates of the impact of inclusion of students with different types of disabilities 
were not correlated in 1998, but positively correlated in 2009 with the emphasis on the 
individuality of the students in the class, and not correlated in 1998, but negatively correlated 
in 2009 with the orientation on authority and discipline. It is concluded that a positive change 
can be observed. 
Keywords: Special educational needs, inclusive education, teachers, educational goals, 
attitudes 
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1. Inclusive schooling in Austria 

A strong international trend towards inclusion in education has appeared since the 
UN-Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (Bürli 2009; Meijer 2010). 
Although the number of children with disabilities that are included in regular schools is rising 
in Europe, and in Austria in particular (e.g., Meijer 2010), the relatively slow increase of 
inclusion rates shows that most countries will probably need a number of years to achieve the 
goal of full inclusive education (European Agency 2009). The Austrian federal state of Styria 
has already been striving for inclusion since the 1990s and currently nearly 80% of the 
Styrian students with special educational needs (SEN) are taught in regular schools (Statistik 
Austria 2014).  

Inclusive education in Austria is essentially characterised by classes taught by both a regular 
classroom teacher and a special needs teacher. The special needs teacher is mainly 
responsible for supporting the children with disabilities and ensures that they are adequately 
served in the inclusive classroom (Specht 1993; Specht, Gross-Pirchegger, Seel, 
Stanzel-Tischler, and Wohlhart 2006; Specht, Seel, Stanzel-Tischler, and Wohlhardt 2007). 
This is, of course, only a first step towards real inclusive schooling which requires continuous 
cooperative teaching. Experts consider the quality of teacher cooperation (regular and special 
needs teacher) an important indicator of the quality of teaching in inclusive settings 
(European Agency 2012), but it is also complex to fully realize (Friend, Cook, 
Hurley-Chamberlain, and Shamberger 2010). It is planned that the two-teacher system will 
also be implemented at the secondary level in the “new middle-schools” in Austria over the 
next few years (Gebhardt, Schwab, Gmeiner, Ellmeier, Rossmann, and Gasteiger-Klicpera 
2013).  

It should be emphasised that the term ‘inclusion’ is often understood differently, depending 
on the cultural background of a given country. In their review of the literature, Avramidis and 
Norwich (2002) have shown that the terms ‘inclusion’ and ‘integration’ are often used 
synonymously in scientific studies. In some American studies, ‘inclusion’ is simply 
understood as collective school attendance of children (of the same age) with and without 
disabilities (Reynolds and Fletcher-Janzen 2000). However, this corresponds rather with our 
understanding of ‘integration’ (Sander 2005). In the German-speaking areas in Europe, 
‘inclusion’ is understood as an optimised form of ‘integration’ in which all children are 
regarded as individuals with different abilities, competences and needs, and all can profit 
from this diversity (Sander 2005). Since many classes in the Austrian educational system may 
be considered as ‘inclusive’, in which children with and without special needs are working 
and learning together, we decided to use the term ‘inclusive education’ in this article. 
Nonetheless, objectively speaking, Austrian children do not always find themselves in 
genuinely inclusive settings and providing effective inclusive education for all children 
remains an important challenge (see also Leeman and Volman 2000). 

When children with special education needs are taught in regular schools, some basic 
conditions have to be ensured in order to achieve real inclusion. According to Reicher (2006), 
the number of students has to be reduced, team teaching is required, differentiated classroom 
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management and curriculum permeability between school types and levels of education is 
needed. It also requires a didactic concept that meets the principles of joint and differentiated 
teaching (Feuser 1995; Heimlich 2004; see also Malvern and Skidmore, 2010) and the 
promotion of social skills becomes more important for teachers (Klicpera 1995). Furthermore, 
students’ understanding of diversity and disability in the classroom should be fostered and, 
thus, systematic assistance should be available (Klicpera and Gasteiger-Klicpera 2004). 

An interesting question is whether the placement of students with special education needs in 
inclusive classrooms leads to changes in educational practices in order to ensure successful 
teaching and learning for all students. The heterogeneous class composition and 
accompanying conditions for learning do not allow for a unified, classroom wide learning 
process. According to Ainscow, Booth, Dyson, Farrell, Frankham et al. (2006), inclusive 
education includes treating everyone equally, as well as meeting the needs of all individuals 
through differential treatment in order to take students’ diversity into account (see also 
Feyerer and Prammer 2003). Consequently, inclusive education will require a high 
percentage of open and collaborative learning, such as working with a weekly schedule, 
varying learning situations, individualised instructions and discussion groups (Heimlich 
2007). Moreover, inclusive education should not only be restricted to academic performance 
and individual characteristics of the student, but also social-cultural outcomes should be 
considered (Leeman and Volman 2000).  

Feyerer (1998) showed that teachers in inclusive classes in the Austrian school pilot project 
changed their way of teaching, which had an effect on the students. Although the school 
achievements of students in inclusive and parallel classes were similar, the students in 
inclusive classes reported a better classroom climate and less pressure to perform. In a sample 
of 439 students, Gebhardt, Schwab, Krammer, Gasteiger-Klicpera, and Sälzer (2014) found 
that the principles of teaching that should prevail in inclusive classrooms were highly 
appreciated by the students. Especially the aspect of internal differentiation was generally 
evaluated more positively by students in inclusive classes than by those in regular classes. 
However, there were also inclusive classes in which, according to the reports of the students, 
little individualised education was found. 

2. Teachers’ educational goals 

Over the last years, Austrian teachers have reported increasingly positive attitudes towards 
inclusion (Reicher 1988; Gebhardt, Schwab, Reicher, Ellmeier, Gmeiner, et al. 2011). As 
teachers in inclusive classes have to foster understanding of diversity and disability and 
educational support has to be planned systematically (Klicpera and Gasteiger-Klicpera 2004), 
teachers should change their educational goals in the classroom. According to 
Causton-Theoharis and Theoharis (2009), teachers must relinquish some of their traditional 
roles and must adopt new ones. This raised the question whether the rising inclusion rate in 
Austrian schools was accompanied by changing educational goal conceptions of teachers.  

In the context of German empirical educational research, a special research tradition on 
‘educational goals’ emerged in the 1960s and 1970s. A prominent study was presented by 
Krampen (1979), in which teachers were asked to rate the importance of various educational 
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goals. The study showed that especially primary school teachers accorded a greater 
importance to educational goals in the area of social behaviour such as independence, 
helpfulness and freedom from anxiety or fear, than to performance-based goals such as 
logical thinking. Krampen’s (1979) questionnaire for the assessment of teachers’ goals 
included four subscales: 1) traditional pedagogical goals 2) orientation on authority and 
discipline, 3) striving for general appreciation and 4) emphasizing students’ individuality. 
However, we interpreted the items of the first subscale (see Table 1) as more general 
educational goals that are likely to be relevant across different settings and educational 
context. The scale has been renamed accordingly. The scales are interesting in the context of 
inclusion, because there is good reason to believe that in times of growing inclusion, teachers 
will consider social goals of education (such as emphasizing students’ individuality) to be 
more important and tend to move away from general educational goals, such as compliance 
with the curriculum requirements (Kalin and Zuljan 2007). A trusting relationship with the 
students and the promotion of autonomy and independence should also be important goals for 
teachers in inclusive settings. The relevance of these aspects has repeatedly been emphasised 
as important for inclusive education (see also Feyerer 1988; OECD 2010). The European 
Agency for Development in Special Needs Education emphasised the importance of 
individualization in inclusive teaching (more important than general educational goals) in the 
following way in its Special Needs Education Report: “Inclusion can be organised in several 
ways and on different levels, but essentially, it is the team of teachers who has to deal with an 
increasing diversity of student needs within their school and classes and has to adapt or 
prepare the curriculum in such a way that the needs of all students - those with SEN and their 
peers - are sufficiently met.” (European Agency 2005, 13). Understanding of and adhering to 
inclusion by teachers implies that individualised and differentiated education will be the aim, 
even under non-optimal conditions (see also Jordan, Schwartz, and McGhie-Richmond 2009). 
However, in Austria and Germany, still separate curricula are used for students with and 
without SEN and although the teacher can choose which one will be used, the time for 
individual curricula for all students with and without SEN has not yet come. As for the 
orientation on authority and discipline of teachers, inclusion should rather lead to a respectful 
and attentive teacher-student contact, since this affects the development of learning (see also 
Altrichter, Trautmann, Wischer, and Doppler 2009). By contrast, preservation of the teacher’s 
authority over the students tends to be more counterproductive. Already in 1939, Lewin, 
Lippitt and White demonstrated that this kind of preservation weakens work and group 
morale and could cause more conflicts between the students, which would be destructive 
regarding the concept of inclusion.  

In 2009, indicators and basic principles for inclusive education in Europe were developed and 
proposed by the European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education, on the basis 
of recommendations by a group of international experts. As already mentioned, these experts 
considered the quality of the cooperation among teachers to be an important indicator of the 
quality of inclusive education (European Agency 2009). In this sense, not only a relationship 
of trust with the students, but also with the parents/caregivers has to exist, based on mutual 
respect and appreciation. 
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3. Aim of the study 

The present study aims at investigating changes in teachers’ educational goals in relation to 
changes in inclusion rates in Austrian schools. Increasing inclusion necessarily leads to 
growing diversity in the classroom and, thus, students’ individual needs will be much more 
dissimilar and distant from the regular school curriculum. This implies that teachers will have 
to adapt to this new situation and, consequently, are expected to adjust their educational 
goals.  

Firstly, the educational goals of teachers in 2009 were evaluated, i.e., several years after the 
implementation of inclusive classes in Austria. Secondly, it was investigated whether the 
educational goals of teachers who work in inclusive settings differ from those who do not 
work in inclusive settings. We assume that teachers teaching in inclusive classrooms will rate 
the goals “Emphasizing students’ individuality” and “Striving for appreciation on all sides” as 
more important than teachers who teach in regular or special school classes with a more 
homogenous class composition with regard to school performance. Conversely, they will 
ascribe a lower value to some of the “General pedagogical goals” and “Orientation on 
authority and discipline”. Thirdly, as we also have survey data from a previous study 
executed in 1998, which is only shortly after inclusion was endorsed in Austrian law, we will 
examine whether teachers’ goals have changed over the last decade by comparing the two 
cohorts. With the instauration of inclusive educational settings, individualization and 
cooperation with colleagues should have become more important. Furthermore, it is assumed 
that the importance of “Orientation on authority and discipline” and the adherence to  
“General pedagogical goals” have decreased. In addition, it is investigated whether a 
relationship exists between the educational goals of the teachers and their attitudes towards 
inclusive education. A review of the research literature by De Boer, Pijl, and Minnaert (2011) 
has shown that teachers generally hold a negative or neutral attitude towards the inclusion of 
students with special needs in regular primary education, but these attitudes have seem to 
become more positive during the last decade (Gebhardt et al. 2011; Schwab, Gebhardt, Tretter, 
Rossmann, Reicher et al. 2012). It is interesting to see whether these variables are also related 
to the teachers’ educational goals. 

4. Method 

4.1 Sample 

The data from Ellmeier (2002) were collected at the beginning of 1998 and included 359 
teachers (334 females, 25 males). The sample comprised 61 teachers working in special 
schools, 63 teachers working in primary schools without inclusion, 75 teachers working in 
primary schools with inclusion (but not working in an inclusive class) and 160 teachers 
working in inclusive settings. Of the latter group, 100 were working as a primary school 
teacher or as integration teacher in inclusive classes and 60 were working as a primary school 
teacher or support teacher in support classes. 

The survey by Gmeiner (2010) was conducted in June 2009. A total of 219 teachers (183 
females, 30 males, 6 with unknown gender) were questioned. Of these 219 teachers, 14 
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teachers were working in special schools, 47 teachers were working in primary schools 
without inclusion, 64 teachers were working in primary schools with inclusion (but not 
working in an inclusive class), and 94 teachers were working in inclusive settings. Of the 
latter group, 50 were working as a primary school teacher or an integration teacher in 
integrated classrooms and 44 were working as a primary school teachers or a support teacher 
in support classes. Altogether the two samples consisted of 578 teachers, who were aged 
between 23 and 63 years (M = 43.2, SD = 8.3). 

4.2 Material 

The teachers filled out the aforementioned questionnaire by Krampen (1979) assessing the 
importance of educational goals. The questionnaire comprises the following four subscales: 1) 
“General pedagogical goals”, 2) “Orientation on authority and discipline”, 3) “Striving for 
general appreciation” and 4) “Emphasizing students’ individuality”. The items of the scales 
are presented in Table 1.  

Table 1. The four educational goals scales (adapted from Krampen, 1979) 

General pedagogical goals 
Observing curriculum requirements 
Acting in line with professional scientific knowledge 
Striving for absolute objectivity in student assessment 
Encouraging the student's application and motivation 
Promoting the student's idealism and commitment for higher goals 
Educating the student to systematic reasoning  

Orientation on authority and discipline 
Maintaining the class discipline  
Preserving authority towards  the student 
Challenging the student's ambition 
Urging the student to discipline and orderliness  

Striving for personal appreciation on all sides 
Being appreciated by the student 
Receiving respect and appreciation from colleagues 
Receiving respect and appreciation from parents 

Emphasizing the students’ individuality 
Establishing a trustful relationship with the student 
Encouraging the student's independence and autonomy 
Encouraging the student's self-esteem and confidence 
Encouraging the student's creativity and imaginative behaviour 
Educating the student to critical attitude 
Educating the student to compassion and helpfulness 
Educating the student to sincerity and honesty 
Generating no fear in students 
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The anchors of the 21 rating scale items were 0 = unimportant, 1 = rather unimportant, 2 = 
rather important, 3 = important. The original items of Krampen (1979) were used, with one 
exception. The item “Striving for absolute objectivity” was accompanied by the words “in 
student assessment”.  

In addition to the educational goals, two scales were used to measure the teachers’ attitudes to 
inclusion: “Attitude towards inclusive education” and the “Impact of inclusion on children 
without disabilities” (Reicher 1988). Both scales consist of eleven items with a four-point 
rating scale (anchors: 0 = not true, and 3 = true). The teachers had to respond to the items 
three times, but each time they had to take into account a different situation. The first 
presented the inclusion of students with a physical disability, the second presented the 
inclusion of students with a learning disability and the third presented the inclusion of 
students with an intellectual disability. Thus, each scale provided three measures and for each 
scale the average of the 11 items was computed. The scales, of which the psychometric 
characteristics were shown to be satisfactory, are discussed in detail elsewhere (Gebhardt et al. 
2011; Schwab et al. 2012). 

5. Results 

5.1 Educational goals 

Table 2 presents the means (M) and standard deviations (SD) of the five groups of teachers 
with regard to the four educational goals, for both cohorts (1998 and 2009) separately. First 
of all, it is striking that all values are relatively high (anchor 2 indicating “important” and 3 
indicating “very important”). The scale “Emphasizing students’ individuality”, with group 
averages varying from 2.85 to 2.90 in 1998 and from 2.91 to 2.93 in 2009, seems to represent 
a particularly important educational goal, with high relevance for all teachers. However, also 
“General pedagogical goals” appear to play an important role with group means varying from 
2.36 to 2.52 in 1998 and from 2.48 to 2.62 in 2009. The “Orientation on authority and 
discipline” shows more divergence among teachers. In 1998 the means vary from 2.21 to 
2.36 and in 2009 they vary from 2.35 to 2.67. “Striving for general appreciation” is generally 
rated as of least importance, with group means varying from 1.92 to 2.17 in 1998 and means 
varying from 2.22 to 2.45 in 2009. 

A two-factorial multivariate analysis of variance was performed to examine whether the 
orientation on specific educational goals have changed from 1998 to 2009 and, particularly, 
whether different groups of teachers (special educational teachers, primary school teachers in 
primary schools without inclusion, teachers in primary schools with inclusion, teachers in 
inclusive classes/support classes) differed in terms of their goal orientations. The independent 
variables were the years of measurement and the groups of teachers. 

The results showed a main effect of “Time”, indicating that overall the scale means increased 
from 1998 to 2009 (F4,523 = 10.03, p < .01, η2 = .07). The univariate analysis further showed 
that this was true for all four scales of educational goal orientation: “General pedagogical 
goals”, F1,526 = 16.11, p < .01, η2 = .03; “Orientation on authority and discipline”, F1,526 = 
25.89, p < .01, η2 = .05; “Striving for general appreciation”, F1,526 = 23.55, p < .01, η2 = .04; 
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and “Emphasizing students’ individuality”, F1,526 = 8.46, p < .01, η2 = .02. 

For the factor “teacher groups”, the multivariate analysis was significant at the 10% level 
(F16,511 = 1.57, p = .07, η2 = .01). Univariate analyses showed significant main effects for 
“teacher groups” in “Traditional pedagogical goals”, F4,526 = 3.27, p < .05, η2 = .02; and 
“Orientation on authority and discipline”, F4,526 = 2.99, p < .05, η2 = .02. Scheffé’s post hoc 
tests show that teachers in inclusive classes showed lower mean scores on these scales than 
primary school teachers in schools without inclusion.  

Finally, no significant interaction effect was found (F16,526 = 1.42, n.s.). 

Table 2. Means and standard deviations (min. = 0, max. = 3) in the various groups of teachers 
on the four pedagogical goals in 1998 and 2009a. 

 a Values for 2009 in italics. 
b Includes both primary school and special school teachers  

5.2 Correlations between goal orientations and attitudes towards inclusion 

It was examined how the teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion were related to the pedagogical 
values orientations. The correlations are presented in Table 3. As outlined previously, both the 
attitudes towards inclusion and the impact of inclusion had to be considered with three 
different conditions in mind: inclusion of a student with physical disability, inclusion of a 
student with learning disabilities and inclusion of a student with intellectual disabilities.  

  
General 

pedagogical 
goals  

Orientation on 
authority and 

discipline 

Striving for 
general 

appreciation 

Emphasizing 
students’ 

individuality 

Groups of teachers N M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Special educational 
teachers in special 
schools 

57 
13 

2.30 (.41) 
2.58 (.32) 

2.32 (.49) 
2.56 (.27) 

2.15 (.57) 
2.36 (.44) 

2.87 (.19) 
2.93 (.11) 

Primary school 
teachers in schools 
without inclusion 
experience 

57 
41 

2.52 (.30) 
2.62 (.28) 

2.29 (.42) 
2.67 (.35) 

1.96 (.57) 
2.45 (.48) 

2.89 (.19) 
2.91 (.16) 

Primary school 
teachers in schools 
with inclusion 
experience 

69 
61 

 

2.47 (.32) 
2.58 (.34) 

2.36 (.54) 
2.48 (.47) 

2.07 (.62) 
2.28 (.51) 

2.87 (.20) 
2.93 (.15) 

Teachers in 
inclusive classesb 

96 
44 

2.36 (.37) 
2.48 (.36) 

2.21 (.48) 
2.35 (.43) 

1.92 (.57) 
2.27 (.54) 

2.90 (.18) 
2.93 (.11) 

Teachers in support 
teacher classesb 

59 
39 

2.42 (.33) 
2.50 (.35) 

2.25 (.44) 
2.53 (.47) 

2.17 (.53) 
2.22 (.51) 

2.85 (.23) 
2.93 (.12) 

Total 338 
198 

2.41 (.36) 
2.55 (.33) 

2.28 (.48) 
2.51 (.44) 

2.04 (.58) 
2.31 (.51) 

2.88 (.20) 
2.93 (.14) 
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Table 3. Correlations between educational goals and teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion, 
respectively the impact of inclusion in 1998 and 2009a 

 Attitude towards inclusion of a Impact of inclusion of a 
 child with 

physical 
disabilities 

child with 
learning 

disabilities

child with 
intellectual 
disabilities

child with 
physical 

disabilities 

child with 
learning 

disabilities 

child with 
intellectual 
disabilities 

General 
pedagogical 
goals  

-.03 
.11* 

-.03 
.09 

-.04 
.09 

-.09 
.05 

-.05 
.10 

-.06 
.07 

Orientation on 
authority and 
discipline 

-.01 
-.11 
 

-.01 
-.12* 

-.01 
-.14* 

-.03 
-.10 

-.06 
-.11* 

-.04 
-.16* 

Striving for 
general 
appreciation 

-.01 
-.07 

.00 
-.08 

-.01 
-.06 

-.02 
-.03 

-.03 
.01 

-.03 
.04 

Emphasizing 
students’ 
individuality 

.02 

.22* 
.11 
.24**

.07 

.23* 
.01 
.31** 

.10 

.31** 
.12 
.30** 

a Sample sizes are smaller due to missing values: N=179 in 1998 and N=328 in 2009. 
Correlations for 2009 in italics. 

** p ≤ .01, *p ≤ .05 

Table 3 shows that none of the correlations between attitudes of teachers towards inclusion of 
children with disabilities and the estimated impact of inclusion on other children in the 
classroom on the one hand and teachers’ educational goals on the other, were significant in 
1998. In contrast, in 2009 one can find several significant correlations between these 
variables. Positive significant correlations exist between all six attitude measures and the goal 
of “Emphasizing students’ individuality”. The more the attitude towards inclusion and the 
impact of the inclusions of a child with disabilities is rated positively, the more important the 
teachers consider the emphasis on students’ individuality as an educational goal. The attitude 
towards the inclusion of a child with a physical disability shows a low correlation with 
“General pedagogical goals”. Finally, some significant but relatively low negative 
correlations were found between teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion and “Orientation on 
authority and discipline”, except when the situation concerned children with physical 
disabilities (although the same tendency existed). This means that a more positive attitude is 
associated with a lower orientation on authority and discipline. 

6. Discussion 

The main question that was posed in this article was whether the changes in the Austrian 
school system, which is becoming more and more inclusive, was also accompanied by 
changes in teachers’ educational goals. We based ourselves on the four educational goals 
proposed by Krampen (1979): “General pedagogical goals” (which was originally called 
“Traditional educational goals”), “Orientation on authority and discipline”, “Striving for 
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general appreciation” and “Emphasizing students’ individuality”. The high mean scores on 
each of the scales first of all show that teachers valued all four educational goals. Not only 
are the mean scores quite high, the scale means are also ordered in the same way from low to 
high in 1998 and 2009. Teachers put most emphasis on students’ individuality. Not 
surprisingly, it is particularly important for teachers to establish a trusting relationship with 
the students, to encourage their self-reliance, independence, self-esteem, self-confidence, 
creativity and imaginative behaviour, as well as educating the students to a critical attitude, 
compassion, helpfulness and honesty, and avoiding creating anxiety among the students. The 
teachers largely agreed on this point. However, also the general educational goals, like 
sticking to curriculum requirements, striving for objectivity in assessing the students’ 
performance, encouraging motivation, idealism and commitment, as well as educating 
students to systematic reasoning, appear to be well valued by teachers. Of course, factors like 
“educating students to systematic reasoning” and “encouraging motivation” may be 
considered as being relevant for all students. Especially the latter goal may be of particular 
importance for students with learning difficulties who often show decreased motivation due 
to repeated failure in learning (Hessels, Hessels-Schlatter, Bosson, and Balli 2009). Such 
goals are thus likely to be endorsed by many teachers at both time points and in various 
settings. The orientation on authority or discipline, e.g., maintaining discipline and preserving 
authority, is ranked third. Last, but still with relatively high values, is striving for general 
appreciation. Apparently, it is important for teachers to be appreciated by their students, but 
also to be respected and valued by colleagues and parents. Thus, it can be concluded that all 
four goals are highly relevant for teachers.  

Secondly, the analyses of variance showed that the mean values of all four educational goals 
have increased over time. In contrast to our expectations, the largest increase (with the largest 
effect size) was observed for “Orientation on authority and discipline”. It was presumed that, 
in the context of an increasingly inclusive education system in Austria, the orientation on 
authority and discipline would have decreased. The increasing mean score could be explained 
in different ways. First of all, it might be attributed to the inclusion of students with 
behaviour disorders. Students with challenging behaviours may put a high strain on the 
teachers and authority and discipline might be seen as strongly needed to cope with these 
students in the classroom.  Secondly, the increased student diversity and the increasing 
demand for individuality (corroborated by the increased importance of “Emphasizing 
students’ individuality”) might have forced teachers to pay more attention to discipline in the 
classroom, in order to be able to implement individualised teaching. In this sense it might be 
argued that increasingly inclusive settings automatically create an increased need for 
maintaining discipline in order to teach effectively. However, as the orientation on authority 
and discipline was more pronounced among primary school teachers in schools without 
inclusion than among teachers in inclusive classes, one could argue that authority and 
discipline have become more important for all. In the research literature, too, school 
discipline seems to be an important topic (see e.g., MacAllister 2014). MacAllister even 
argues that school discipline should again become an important educational concept. 

Also in contrast to our assumption, the “General educational goals” appeared to have become 
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more important in 2009. This might be explained by the fact that, under the current renewed 
emphasis on educational standards and increasing school comparisons (such as PISA, PIRLS 
and TIMSS), teachers feel more and more personally evaluated and more and more pressure 
to perform (e.g., Barksdale-Ladd and Thomas, 2000; Moon, Brighton, Jarvis, and Hall 2007). 
The demands on teachers and school settings are constantly growing (see Reynolds 2001). In 
this sense teachers are required to show themselves confident that their goals are important. 
This might also explain why the means of all four educational goals increased over time.  

In line with our hypothesis, the emphasis on students’ individuality increased. Indeed, 
inclusive education has to secure successful learning for all students. The heterogeneous 
conditions for learning do not allow for learning processes that advance at the same pace for 
all students. Moreover, the primary goal of participation is achieved through individualization 
of instruction and differentiation within the classroom (Feyerer and Prammer 2003).  

As might have been predicted, the importance of “Striving for general appreciation” also 
increased. Indeed, inclusive teaching requires close cooperation of teacher teams and such 
factors as receiving respect and appreciation from colleagues undeniably influence 
collaboration (see e.g. Gebhardt, et al. 2013).  

It was further analysed whether pedagogical goals differ between the five groups of teachers. 
The comparisons showed that teachers in schools without inclusion more pursued the General 
educational goals than teachers working in inclusive settings. Furthermore, as already 
discussed, the orientation on authority and discipline was more pronounced among primary 
school teachers in schools without inclusion than among teachers in inclusive classes. Neither 
“Emphasizing the students’ individuality”, nor “Striving for general appreciation” showed 
any differences between the groups of teachers.  

Lastly, the correlational analyses showed that the attitudes of teachers towards inclusive 
education and their pedagogical values orientations were completely unrelated in 1998. 
However, this has changed ten years later. In 2009 “Orientation on authority and discipline” 
was negatively related to four of the teachers’ attitudes. The two correlations relating to the 
inclusion of a child with physical disabilities were not significant, but showed the same 
tendency. Furthermore, “Emphasizing students’ individuality” now was positively related 
with all of the teachers’ attitude scales. These results concur with the idea that increasing 
inclusion brings about a (positive) change in the pedagogical value orientations of teachers. 
Numerous studies underline the importance of these attitudes for their practical pedagogical 
work (see also e.g. Bless 1995; Butler 2012; de Boer et al. 2011; Eberwein and Knauer 2009). 
Also, as Jordan et al. (2008) rightly point out, teachers’ inclusionary efficacy depends upon 
their beliefs about disabilities and their roles in working with students with special needs. The 
more they believe that these students are their responsibility, the more they are effective. 

Summarising, it can be stated that the results of this study indicate that the advances with 
regard to inclusion in the Austrian school system over the past decade have been 
accompanied by a change in teachers’ attitudes and especially that the relevance of 
pedagogical value orientations has increased during this period. Of course, we cannot make 
any causal inferences as many changes, both nationally and internationally, have taken place 
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between 1998 and 2009 that may have influenced teachers’ goals. We had, e.g., no 
information about the quality and the professional development received by those involved in 
inclusive classrooms. After all, in the 1990s, many studies warned of the need to prepare 
teachers professionally for inclusion (e.g., Rouse 2008; Schumm and Vaughn 1995a, 1995b). 
The special issue Preparing teachers to work in ‘schools for all’ (Florian 2009) further 
endorsed this by expressing the need to ensure that social and educational inclusion is 
included in teacher training (see also Florian and Rouse 2009). Even though our recent study 
on inclusive practices of general and special needs teachers (Schwab, Holzinger, Krammer, 
Gebhardt, and  Hessels, submitted) showed that Austrian teachers hardly experience a need 
for training (except for training in dealing with challenging behaviour which seems to be the 
aspect that is most preoccupant for teachers), objectively speaking, teacher education in 
Austria does not (yet) fully prepare teachers for teaching students with special educational 
needs (see Abbott, McConkey, and Dobbins 2011; Sharma, Forlin, and Loreman 2008). 
Nevertheless, some of the results regarding educational goals and teachers’ attitudes lead us 
to believe that a positive change can be observed. 
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