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Abstract 

For a long time, inclusion or inclusive education (IE) has been high on the agenda both internationally 

and in Sweden, not least since the signing of the Salamanca Declaration in 1994 and the ratification of 

the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities in 2006. These call for 

inclusion to be the norm and are guided by the principle that all pupils, regardless of needs, feel that 

their social, emotional and academic needs are being met. Since the introduction of Lgr11 (2011), the 

most recent Swedish curriculum, special educational needs (SEN) should be seen as arising out of 

educational environments and methods that are not adapted enough to be accessible to a wide diversity 

of pupils. Despite a significant body of research into inclusive education, several researchers raised that 

few studies focused on the pupil perspective, few were collaborative and few focused on all pupils, that 

is to say, their focus lies only on pupils with SEN. Arguably, selecting certain groups to investigate goes 

against the ethos of inclusion and risks missing information from pupils experiencing difficulties that 

are not yet identified.  When considering factors impacting feelings of inclusion, many studies have 

raised the importance of socio-emotional functioning alongside academic self-concept. This 

collaborative study looks at how included pupils in a free school in Stockholm feel, with a focus on 

whether there is a difference between the pupils’ perception of inclusion depending on whether they 

have self-reported SEN or not, what grade they are in and their gender. This is measured using a new 

instrument, the ‘Perception of Inclusion Questionnaire (PIQ) - student version’, which is also being 

validated as a tool for measuring inclusion in Sweden. Results indicate clearly that pupils with SEN feel 

significantly less included than their typically-developing peers across all three scales, emotional 

inclusion, social inclusion and academic self-concept. In addition, grade has an impact, with pupils in 

Grade 8 having lower feelings of emotional inclusion, social inclusion and academic self-concept than 

in Grade 5. This difference was apparent for all pupils but the effect was greater in pupils with SEN. 

Gender returned insignificant results on all three scales. Another interesting result is that more pupils 

self-report actual or suspected SEN than the school reports, indicating that there are a number of pupils 

with difficulties who would be overlooked in studies that do not include all pupils. The Swedish version 

of the PIQ for Students has been validated.  

Keywords  

inclusion, inclusive education, student perspective, special educational needs (SEN), perception of 

inclusion (PIQ) 
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Introduction 

For a long time, inclusion or inclusive education (IE) has been high on the agenda internationally and 

especially in Sweden. Prior to the 1960s, there was one school system for pupils1 with special 

educational needs (SEN) and one for mainstream pupils in Sweden. The move towards IE began in the 

1960s with the introduction of ‘En skola för alla’ or ‘A school for everyone’ where pupils with SEN 

would be placed in and receive their support in the regular classroom. (Eriksson, Göransson & Nilholm, 

2011; Brodin & Lindstrand, 2010). In 1969, a new curriculum2, Lgr69, was introduced which supported 

such integration and in the years that have followed, this integration has gradually changed focus to 

inclusion, which incorporates more than merely placement (see below). This study will look at how 

included pupils in a free school in Stockholm feel, with a focus on whether there is a difference between 

the pupils’ perception of inclusion depending on whether they have self-reported SEN(s) or not, what 

grade they are in and their gender. In addition, the validity of the ‘Perception of Inclusion (PIQ)’ 

instrument as a tool for measuring inclusion in Sweden will be investigated. The PIQ is an instrument 

constructed in Switzerland by Venetz, Zurbriggen, Eckhart, Schwab & Hessels (2015) that aims to 

measure inclusion across three subcategories: emotional inclusion, social inclusion and academic self-

concept in pupils from Grade 3 through to Grade 9. There are three versions: pupil, parent/guardian and 

teacher. Here the pupil version will be used. 

What is Meant by Inclusion? 

When measuring inclusion, it is important to define what the term means, not least because it has been 

defined in many ways over the years. Nilholm & Göransson (2014, 2017) refer to the fact that there are 

no set definitions of either the term ‘integration’ or ‘inclusion’. In their 2014 study, they identified four 

different definitions of ‘inclusion’ where the first category pertains exclusively to the placement of the 

pupil in a mainstream class, something that was previously referred to as integration or mainstreaming. 

The next three levels of inclusion include varying degrees of social and/or academic participation on the 

part of the pupil and forms what many educators now refer to as ‘inclusion’.  

Nilholm & Göransson (2017) carried out an analysis of European and American journals to investigate 

what is meant by inclusion in research today. Their study highlighted that “the whole research field is 

at times defined in terms of inclusion or similar concepts … [but] that there is a lack of reviews that map 

                                                

1 This study uses the term ‘pupils’, the British English term that refers to those who attend school, not university/college. Where school 
children are referred to in other studies, the term ‘student’ has been maintained. 
2 The Swedish läroplan, or curriculum, being referred to is for what is called ‘grundskolan’. That equates to a curriculum that stretches 
across both the primary and secondary school in the UK. 
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and analyse what is meant by inclusion in research in order to discern different definitions and patterns 

of use.” (p437). According to Nilholm & Göransson (a.a.), special schools were the “archetypal sort of 

segregated solution that is firmly distinguished from the mainstream system.” (p438). During the 1960s,  

when the importance of merging these two systems arose, ‘integration’ was the buzzword and it referred 

predominantly to the physical placement of pupils (Nilholm & Göransson, a.a.). Integration refers to the 

move away from segregation, a move initiated by demands from the handicap associations who believed 

strongly that all children with disabilities should have the same right to education as other children. 

Alongside this movement, Sweden also established the law for compulsory education for all children 

from age 7 to 16 (Riksarkivet, accessed 1/2/2019).  

Despite best intentions, segregated education was well-established and the move away from it proved 

difficult to achieve and consequently criticism of the system grew over the next two decades. It became 

clear that integration was a purely organisational action and that the pupils ‘integrated’ into mainstream 

classes were required to adapt to these no matter what difficulties they experienced (Eriksson et al, 

2011). During this period, educational difficulties were defined in more medical terms and the pupil 

themself was the carrier of difficulties when they were not able to learn in the same way as the majority. 

The school itself did not adapt (Eriksson et al, 2011). 

Historical Background 

Towards the late 1980s, amidst increasing criticism, a move towards inclusion rather than integration 

begins to take shape. Inclusion as referred to here, incorporates aspects related to participation and 

accessibility and not only to physical placement as implied by integration (Nilholm & Göransson, 2014, 

2017). That means that pupils should not simply be placed in a mainstream class but should also be 

supported with materials and an environment that makes it possible for them to be fully active 

participants in the class and in learning (Eriksson et al, 2011). It was a move towards ensuring all pupils, 

regardless of difficulties experienced, were stimulated and encouraged in class and given equal 

opportunities to be a part of the class and school community (Persson & Persson, 2012). The term 

‘inclusion’ initially appeared in the 1950s in America in connection with civil rights movements related 

to racial discrimination before eventually being adopted within the educational field in many nations 

(Persson & Persson, a.a.). Len Barton (in Persson & Persson, a.a., p19), a British researcher and advocate 

of a more democratic education system, describes IE as being : 

“... about responding to diversity; it is about listening to unfamiliar voices, being open, 

empowering all members and about celebrating ‘difference’ in dignified ways. (Barton, 

1997, p234)”  
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The movement for more inclusive education continued to grow and in 1994, the Salamanca Declaration 

was signed by 92 governments and 25 international organisations, including Sweden. This declaration 

is a statement about the education of all disabled children and calls for inclusion to be the norm. The 

guiding principle is that no physical, intellectual, social, emotional or other condition should prevent a 

child from attending the local school they would attend if they had no disability. To a great extent, this 

appears to be the pivotal point where inclusive education truly begins to take shape:  

“The fundamental principle of the inclusive school is that all children should learn 

together, whenever possible, regardless of any difficulties or differences they may have. 

Inclusive schools must recognize and respond to the diverse needs of their students, 

accommodating both different styles and rates of learning ...” (The Salamanca 

Declaration, 1994, p 11). 

With the adoption of the new term, inclusion, there is a change in focus on the ownership of pupil 

difficulties, that is to say that there is a shift towards pupil difficulties being seen as deriving more from 

environmental factors than medical ones. Eriksson et al (2011) note that as a result of this change in 

focus, a change of terminology from ‘elever med särskilda behov3’ (pupils with special needs) to ‘elever 

i behov av särskild stöd4’ (pupils in need of special support) was proposed by two government 

committees in Sweden during the 1990s. This terminology was subsequently adopted and now forms 

the official term in legal documents pertaining to education. 

In 2007, Sweden ratified the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities 

(CRDP) (United Nations, 2007). This Convention is a “benchmark document that works to ensure the 

enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms by persons with disabilities” (UN Disability, 

accessed 1/2/2019). There were initially 82 signatory nations to the convention, giving it the highest 

number of signatories in history on its opening day. Ten years later, in 2016,  it had 160 signatories5. 

(UN, a.a.). The intention of this UN convention is to act as a human rights instrument with an “explicit 

social development dimension” (UN, a.a.). Its focus lies on changing the view of persons with 

disabilities from ‘objects’, incapable of making decisions for themselves, into ‘subjects’ who can claim 

their human rights and become active members of society. It supports governments, charities and other 

organisations in making the changes required for this to occur. 

                                                
3 SOU 1997:121 

4 SOU 1998:66 

5 See Appendix 9 
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The adoption of the Salamanca Declaration together with the ratification of the UN CRPD further 

strengthened Sweden’s quest for IE. Despite that, however, the term inclusion was not used in the new 

curricula that were developed in 1997 and 2011 (Eriksson et al., 2011; Persson & Persson, 2012), nor 

does it appear in the Swedish Skollag (Education Law). The reality is also that in many situations, IE 

manifests similarly to integration in practical terms, that is to say that it often presents merely as a 

physical placement measure, i.e. with participation and accessibility aspects lacking (Nilholm, 2006; 

Eriksson et al, 2011).  

The Swedish Perspective 

The most recent Swedish curriculum, Lgr11, introduced in 2011, nevertheless fully advocates IE 

through its aims. Special educational needs should now be seen as arising out of educational 

environments and methods that are not adapted enough to be accessible to a wide diversity of pupils. 

The most recent Swedish School Law, SFS 2010:800, (Ch.1, §4) states that pupils6 should receive 

support to develop as far as possible whatever their needs, that schools should promote development 

and learning for all pupils and consideration must be given to pupils’ varying needs. Skolverket7 

establishes guidelines for schools based on this legislation and schools are, for example, required to 

provide early and adequate support through additional adjustments8, altering teaching methods or the 

school/class environment to make it more accessible, thus reducing difficulties experienced by some 

pupils and enabling them to reach their goals. Included in the accessibility aspect is also the need for 

gifted pupils to be accommodated. According to SFS 2010:800, such practices should also be based on 

scientific research.  

Bremberg (2015) carried out a study into mental health problems amongst adolescents in the Nordic 

countries and The Netherlands between 1990-2010. The results indicate that there were only small 

changes in mental health problems in the countries studied but that in Sweden, there was a rising trend 

in mental health problems amongst adolescents. Bremberg (a.a.) also noted that Sweden has more issues 

with school achievement and unemployment rates than the other countries studied. Despite the law, 

school curriculum and guidelines, IE continues to be an area of discussion, both in Sweden and 

internationally and much research into school difficulties is defined as research into inclusion (Nilholm 

& Göransson in Vetenskapsrådets Rapporter, 2015; Nilholm & Göransson, 2017).  Clearly there is a 

continued need for more work to be done on inclusive education in order to determine how pupils are 

                                                
6 The Swedish School Law refers to “barn och elever”, literally ‘children and pupils’. Here, ‘pupils’ encompasses both categories. 

7 Skolverket is the Swedish Schools Authority 

8 Known as ‘extra anpassningar’ in Swedish 
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feeling at school in order for schools to be able to work more proactively, using research to guide 

practice. 

In Sweden, any pupil not reaching the academic goals is entitled to support, as set out in law (SFS 

2010:800, Ch.3, §8). Initially, this takes the form of additional adjustments such as larger fonts, 

simplified texts, alternative instructions, adapted tasks, etc. Where the support need is greater, it may 

include specialist materials, adjusted timetables, small groups9, etc. For the purpose of this study, I will 

use the term SEN to denote all pupils with a need for additional support, encompassing those requiring 

everything from basic additional support to those with significant disabilities, as Göransson & Nilholm 

(2014) do10. 

This study will look at the perceived levels of social and emotional inclusion and academic self-concept 

of pupils in a free school in Stockholm, in Grades 5 and 8, drawing comparisons between Grade level, 

gender and between those pupils with self-reported special educational needs and their typically-

developing peers. 

  

                                                
9 Known as ‘särskilda undervisningsgrupper’ in Swedish 

10 “Vi kommer i det här arbetet att referera till denna grupp som ”elever i svårigheter”. Detta är en heterogen grupp och innefattar allt 
från elever som erhåller extra stöd vid läsinlärningen till elever med omfattande funktionsnedsättningar.” (Göransson & Nilholm i Tre 
Forskningsöversikter inom området specialpedagogik/inkludering, p180) 
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Prior Research 

According to SCB11, approximately 1 in 10 pupils in year 5 receive support which is greater than that 

which can readily be provided in the classroom. This is a significant reduction given the statistic was 2 

in 10 in 1994 (SCB, 2016). The question is whether this is because pupils feel more included and better 

able to cope because of altered practice and environment or due to other factors. 

Inclusion & Gaps in the Research 

There is a significant body of research into IE both in Sweden and internationally, focusing on various 

themes such as teachers’ attitudes to inclusion, factors that improve inclusive practices, literature 

reviews to name but a few. The area of interest for this particular study is inclusion from a pupil 

perspective and studies with such a theme are far scarcer. Using peer-reviewed analyses of research into 

IE and peer-reviewed literature reviews from 2000 onwards, four particularly interesting articles were 

identified and are discussed below. The aim of focusing on more recent literature was an attempt to 

locate studies concerned with inclusion seen as a placement aspect with social and academic 

perspectives included, not simply a placement aspect. Such a perspective reflects the explicit goals as 

expressed in political and legal circles, for example in the UN documentation and in the Swedish school 

curriculum, Lgr11. However, Messiou (2017), like Nilholm & Göransson (2014, 2017), flag that the 

term ‘inclusion’ has different definitions and that “... these conceptualisations highlight the fact that 

inclusive education can be understood in different ways, and that different emphases can be given by 

different authors and stakeholders” (p147). In other words, researchers adopt varying views of what is 

meant by the terms ‘inclusive education’ and ‘inclusion’. Nilholm & Göransson (a.a.) also highlight that 

researchers do not always clearly define their definition of the terms. It seems as a result that inclusion 

as clearly defined in political documents such as the CRPD and the Salamanca Declaration, does not 

always correlate with inclusion as interpreted and studied by some researchers. 

van Meighem, Verschueren, Petry & Struyf (2018) analysed existing reviews of IE in order to identify 

which themes had been studied, what could be learned from these reviews and what gaps there were in 

the research. They conducted a thematic analysis of 26 reviews of IE, each with explicated search 

methods, identified articles being mentioned and focused on IE in mainstream primary and/or secondary 

education. From that, they identified five main themes within these reviews: attitudes towards IE, 

teachers’ professional development in IE, IE practices, student participation and critical reflections on 

IE research. Of the resulting 26 reviews, 8 describe practices that foster IE, 8 referred to the social 

                                                
11 Statistiska centralbyrån, Sweden’s official statistical agency 
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participation of SEN pupils and 2 referred to the academic participation of SEN pupils. Based on their 

results, they suggested that further research be carried out from a pupil perspective, including all pupils, 

and that this should ideally also include information about the academic participation of the pupils.  

Loreman, Forlin & Sharma (2014) extended their prior international review of outcomes for inclusive 

education in order to update with new international literature and include studies from both developing 

countries and multilateral agencies. 79 articles were finally included, all primarily concerned with IE 

and focused on measurement, assessment, evaluation or indicators of progress and all carried out 

between 2001-2013. Through this, the authors identified 13 themes they deemed needed to be 

considered in the development of a set of indicators to measure IE. These themes were further broken 

down into inputs (e.g. policy, staff development, leadership), processes (e.g. school and classroom 

practices, support to individuals and collaborative or shared responsibility) and outcomes (e.g. 

participation, student achievement and post-school outcomes). The authors also identified what they call 

the ‘European Approach’, which looks at the micro, meso and macro levels to education. The micro 

level is concerned with the individual and the classroom, the meso level with the school and the context 

it functions in and the macro level with local and national government policies and actions. They 

identified that the European approach is widely accepted by national governments and agencies, 

particularly in Sweden, and indeed this is reflected in the work that Special Educators undertake when 

mapping the needs of pupils not reaching their goals where Skolverket advise that this should always be 

undertaken from individual, group and whole school perspectives (Skolverket, 2014).  

Göransson & Nilholm (2014) focused on looking at research on what makes classrooms more inclusive, 

through which they categorised IE into four categories: relating to placement, meeting the social and 

academic needs of pupils with SEN, meeting the social and academic needs of all pupils and a 

community with special characteristics. It can be seen here that the first level, relating to placement, 

reflects what was originally referred to as ‘integration’. Each of the four levels that Göransson and 

Nilholm defined builds on the one before. Therefore, the third level, ‘meeting the social and academic 

needs of all pupils’ implies both that pupils are placed in mainstream classes (level one) and that the 

social and academic needs of pupils with SEN (level two) are also satisfied. They concluded that “... the 

operative meaning of inclusion in reviews and empirical research should be much more clearly defined 

and that new types of studies are needed.” (p265). In addition, they concluded that very little research 

was found that reliably identified factors that result in inclusive processes. This correlates with research 

carried out by Loreman et al (2008) in their efforts to develop an instrument for measuring student 

perspectives of their inclusive school environment in Canada. 
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Messiou (2016) carried out a review of articles about IE as published between 2005-2015 in The 

International Journal of inclusive Education, it being the only peer-reviewed journal with the term 

‘inclusive education’ in its title. He found a total of 640 articles which he then analysed by looking at 

the topics of focus and type of methodology used. He discovered that 82% of the articles were focused 

on a particular group or category, indicating that only 8% of the articles referred to studies that focus on 

all children. He further discovered that of the 640 articles, 38% were qualitative and 12% quantitative 

studies and only 3% were collaborative, that is to say “studies that employ elements of active 

participation of participants at various levels, from the design of the study through to data collection and 

analysis” (p150). 27% of the articles were literature-based. This is important since it indicates that there 

are extremely few studies involving the pupils, the very people who are at the ‘experiencing’ end of 

inclusive practices. Both Messiou (a.a.) and van Meighem et al (2018) flag these gaps in the research. 

Messiou (a.a.) argues that the mere act of selecting certain groups to carry research out on singles these 

out as different, the antithesis of what inclusion is about. He further argues that doing so can potentially 

lead to a large number of learners being overlooked, those who are not categorised/diagnosed but who 

nonetheless experience difficulties. van Meighem et al. (2018) highlight that the attitude of SEN pupils 

towards IE had not been reported nor had voices of all pupils, i.e. those with and without SEN, been 

researched. In 2015, Vetenskapsrådet12 published a report containing three analyses of research on 

special education and IE. In it, Göransson & Nilholm (a.a.) also highlight the lack of research on pupil 

perspectives on inclusion. The same report notes that 14% of pupils in grundskolan13 in 2012/13 had a 

specific action plan14, the majority receiving their support within the regular classroom. Simultaneously, 

the number of pupils placed in alternative teaching groups and schools specialising in SEN pupils was 

also on the rise. In other words, a significant number of pupils are impacted by the policies of inclusive 

education, be they pupils with or without SEN. Göransson & Nilholm also refer to their 2010 research 

indicating that the aim of diversity being celebrated, as is the intention of IE according to the Salamanca 

Declaration, seemed hard to achieve. Brought together, not involving the pupils and not including all 

pupils raises potential validity issues regarding research and statistical results.    

Both Messiou (a.a.) and Göransson & Nilholm (a.a.) discuss the definition of IE and its implication on 

research and practice. By comparison to Göransson & Nilholm, Messiou names four core concepts: 

human rights, a response to children with SEN, a response to marginalised groups and focus on 

transforming an educational system. It is clear from just these two examples that IE is an ambiguous 

                                                
12 The Swedish Science Council 

13 Grundskolan comprises years 1-9 

14 Known as ‘åtgärdsprogram’ in Swedish 
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term and that as Göransson & Nilholm (a.a.) claim, the operative definition of any given context must 

be explicit. For the purpose of this paper, IE/inclusion refers to the situation where all pupils, regardless 

of needs, feel that their social, emotional and academic needs are being met. 

Measuring Inclusion 

The above studies also identified some areas of particular interest such as what factors should be 

included in an instrument for measuring inclusion and measuring inclusion from pupils’ perception, 

both of which informed the wider look into research into IE and in particular from a pupil perspective. 

Over 160 countries have ratified the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. 

Zurbriggen et al. (2017) discuss recent studies (Oh-Young & Filler, 2015; Ruijs & Peetsma, 2009)  that 

have found that IE practices appear to have positive effects on the academic outcomes of pupils with 

SEN and neutral effects on those without SEN, but that it leads to pupils with SEN having lower 

academic self-concept (perception of one’s own school competencies) and feeling lonelier and less 

accepted by their classmates. This has raised the question of the importance of socio-emotional 

functioning to inclusion. Given the large number of studies on IE, few examine the concept from a pupil 

perspective and, arguably, only the pupils themselves can truly know if inclusion has been achieved. 

Loreman et al. (2008) attempted to develop a succinct, cross-age questionnaire to measure pupil views 

on IE. This highlighted the need for questions that were easily understood across age groups and by all 

pupils, not just those with SEN. This research came on the back of numerous studies (Lackaye & 

Margalit, 2006; Marsh & O’Mara, 2008) lifting aspects impacting pupils’ feelings of inclusion and the 

fact that studies seemed to focus on achievement rather than socio-emotional aspects of inclusion. For 

example, they refer to Lackaye & Margalit’s (a.a.) study which found that pupils with SEN experienced 

significantly lower levels of positive mood, sense of coherence, hope for the future and that they felt 

lonelier. Lackaye & Margalit (a.a.) further found that “... the joint impact of specific and general feelings 

of efficacy and the experience of loneliness and social dissatisfaction were related to the levels of hope” 

(p15) and that despite the pupils with SEN receiving a lot of different types of support and 

accommodations, they continued to experience lower levels of achievement and hope. Loreman et al. 

(a.a.) also refer to a study by Klassen & Lynch (2007) that found that teachers believed pupils with SEN 

overestimated their academic abilities whereas the pupils themselves put their lack of achievement down 

to a lack of effort. With such a discrepancy, measuring academic self-concept becomes crucial when 

looking at inclusion.  If the amount of accommodations and the level of support given does not 

accurately reflect pupils’ experiences nor their perception of inclusion, clearly it is vital to find out which 

factors are impacting them, social, emotional or academic self-concept, and to do this regularly since 

different pupils will have different experiences and perceptions based on their past experiences and 
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personal status. In their 2014 literature study, Loreman et al. found a clear need for the development of 

internationally recognised indicators to inclusion in order for schools to be able to map progress towards 

IE.  

In 2014, Venetz et al. published a report about a short self-report questionnaire, now known as the 

Perceptions of Inclusion Questionnaire (PIQ), they had developed based on the highly reliable FDI15, a 

longer, German “questionnaire measuring educational integration of pupils from an emotional, social, 

and motivational perspective” (p99). The purpose of this new, shorter questionnaire was to make 

assessment of inclusion quick, financially accessible and not too demanding on those who are to 

complete it, especially if they have a learning disability.  As opposed to the FDI, it has also been 

developed to measure the perception of inclusion of all pupils and not only those with SEN. Although 

the longer questionnaires may seem to provide more accurate results, Schweizer (2011) found that 

shorter questionnaires with answers in multiple response formats (as opposed to binary ones) are 

expected to show a higher degree of homogeneity. “... more categories mean an increase in accuracy 

and a decrease in the error of measurement. A decrease in error is in turn associated with an increase in 

reliability.” (p71). The PIQ questionnaire contains 12 items on 3 subscales that measure emotional well-

being in school, social relationships with other pupils and academic self-concept.  

Why is it Important to Measure Inclusion? 

Looking more closely at whether pupils feel included at school, there are numerous studies that confirm 

that pupils with SEN feel socially and emotionally excluded (Banks, McCoy & Frawley, 2017; Bossaert, 

Colpin, Pijl & Petry, 2013; Prince & Hadwin, 2013), are at risk of lower academic self-concept (Huang, 

2011; Li, Tam & Man, 2006; Wei & Marder, 2010) and that social, emotional and academic inclusion 

at school can reduce negative risks faced, e.g. bullying, fewer friends, higher risk of mental illness and 

greater risk of poor academic outcomes (Grütter, Gasser & Malti, 2017; Schwab, 2017). Avramidis 

(2010) found that pupils with SEN faced greater prejudice at school and a study by Avramidis, Avgeri 

& Strogilos (2018) found that “students with SEN were found to be less socially accepted and had fewer 

friendships than their typically developing peers … [and] that the students with SEN had fewer 

interactions with peers than their counterparts without SEN.” (p228). 

Academic self-concept refers to how a pupil views their own academic capabilities. Huang (a.a.) 

concluded that high self-concept leads to high academic performance and vice-versa. Wei & Marder 

(2010) looked more specifically at self-concept for pupils with learning difficulties and found that these 

                                                
15 Fragebogen zur Erfassung der Dimensionen der Integration von Schülern“ (FDI 4-6; Haeberlin, Moser, Bless & Klaghofer, 1989). 



Maria Trygger          

 11 

were lower on average by comparison to regular pupils although they followed the same developmental 

trajectory. Given that academic self-concept appears to play an important role on academic achievement, 

it is important to determine how the pupils in a supposedly inclusive school rate their own self-concept 

since this may not be immediately evident.  

Looking at the socio-emotional aspects of inclusion, Ruijs & Peetsma (2009) concluded that there 

appears to be a positive social effect of including children with more severe special educational needs 

within the mainstream classroom. Their review found that pupils in inclusive classrooms had fewer 

prejudices about pupils with SEN and that they developed a more positive attitude towards them. Despite 

this, they also concluded that pupils with SEN are less well accepted by their peers without SEN. For 

pupils with milder SEN, this was not as apparent. Grütter, Gasser & Malti (2017) found that cross-group 

friendships seemed to increase inclusive attitudes in pupils without SEN towards those with SEN, even 

when the pupils were adolescents and in a sensitive stage of development in terms of peer group identity. 

“Consequently, in order to promote positive attitudes in inclusive classrooms, professionals working in 

education may provide opportunities for friendship formation between students with and without SEN” 

(p145). Socio-emotional well-being is an important aspect to human beings feeling good both about 

themselves and others and forms part of the psychological aspects of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, it 

being a precursor to self-esteem and self-actualisation or, in other words, to having a positive self-

concept and being able to achieve one’s goals. Maslow’s theory states that as lower down needs are 

increasingly met, the motivation to reach the higher ones increases (Simplepsychology.org, accessed 

5/3/2019). This also reflects Göransson & Nilholm’s (2014) fourth level of inclusion: ‘a community 

with special characteristics’, which resonates with the Swedish curricular focus on education reflecting 

and strengthening society and upholding values such as equal rights for all (Skollag Ch.1, 4§; Ch.1, 5§). 

The Perception of Inclusion Questionnaire 

The PIQ also incorporates different questionnaires for pupils, guardians and teachers, so it is possible 

to measure inclusion from several perspectives. For the purpose of this study, only the pupil version is 

considered.  To assess the reliability and validity of this shorter questionnaire, Zurbriggen et al. (2017) 

collected data from 744 pupils and compared this to data from the original FDI study carried out on the 

same pupils. They carried out a psychometric analysis of the PIQ student version in which they conclude 

that it provides “an economical screening instrument for [the] three central dimensions of school 

inclusion…” (p8) and that it is “a reliable, valid, and highly economical instrument ...” (p99). Zurbriggen 

et al (a.a.) also raise the linguistic simplicity of the PIQ student version and conclude that it would make 

an easy-to-use instrument for school-wide screening of pupils’ perception of inclusion. 
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DeVries, Voß & Gebhardt (2018) conducted a study comparing the PIQ and the Strength and Difficulties 

(SDQ) questionnaire in order to compare results on gender, grade level and SEN. The SDQ is an 

instrument that was established in the 1990s and which is often used by child and adolescent mental 

health clinics as part of their initial evaluation of conduct problems (SDQinfo.org, accessed 5/3/2019). 

The SDQ is a well-established instrument, translated into over 80 languages. It does not, unlike the PIQ, 

look at aspects connected to academic self-concept nor specifically to inclusion. De Vries et al (a.a.) 

also evaluated the applicability of both instruments for measuring inclusion of pupils both with and 

without SEN. They conclude that “the PIQ scale is valid for making comparisons across gender, grade 

level and SEN” (p17). This study was carried out in ‘inclusive classrooms’ although no specific details 

are given on how that is measured; the schools in Germany in which the study was carried out fall under 

a national directive guiding inclusive education. The study also showed some significant differences for 

pupils with SEN in the inclusive classroom in comparison to pupils without SEN. Using the SDQ to 

obtain data on self-reported socioemotional problems, they carried our correlations tests with data from 

the PIQ. This indicated that pupils scoring higher on the SDQ for peer, emotional and conduct problems 

and pupils with SEN perceived themselves as less included in the classroom, which demonstrated in the 

PIQ as lower levels of academic self-concept and emotional inclusion and was a novel interaction, 

unaccounted for in previous research. These results are interesting given that most research on inclusion 

focuses on pupils with SEN (van Meighem et al, 2018; Messiou, 2017) which could make it difficult to 

see such differences in comparison to pupils without SEN.  

Why Investigate Across Age and Gender? 

As children develop, there are significant changes that take place socially, emotionally and physically, 

not least when they enter puberty and become adolescents. Alongside these changes, peer identity is 

also said to gain importance. Azeez (2015) conducted a study concerned with a psychosocial 

intervention carried out through life skill education among adolescents, who were having psychosocial 

problems as per the school counseling records. Results indicated that the adolescents psychological well-

being and self-esteem improved as a result of the intervention, both said to have a significant influence 

on their mental health. Because of the amount of changes that occur as children grow into adolescents, 

looking at pupils’ feelings of emotional inclusion, social inclusion and academic self-concept between 

two year groups is important. In this context, Grade 5 pupils represent the ‘children’ whereas the Grade 

8 pupils represent the ‘adolescents’, thus enabling comparisons to be made. Understanding differences 

between the grades could enable schools to target interventions or focus on different aspects in different 

age groups. 
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There is research that indicates that certain learning difficulties, e.g. ADHD, manifest very differently 

between the genders. Babinski (2013) refers to studies16 that show that preadolescent girls with ADHD 

experience some gender-specific difficulties such as higher rates of relational aggression as well as 

higher levels of depression, anxiety, self-esteem and body image problems, which can cause greater 

social difficulties for them than for males. Riksförbund Attention17, flag that it can be more difficult to 

recognise symptoms of neuropsychiatric disorders in girls. They describe that girls many girls with such 

learning difficulties manage to contain their outbursts until they are at home, for example, which results 

in their symptoms being overlooked, whereas such symptoms are generally more apparent amongst 

boys. Due to this, there may be an imbalance between the number of males and females who are 

identified as having an SEN, in other words, one gender may have more hidden SEN.   

A meta-analysis by Voyer & Voyer (2014) published in the American Psychological Association looked 

at differences in academic results across genders. Using information from three hundred studies across 

numerous countries and spanning almost 100 years, the results indicate that girls outperform boys at 

school across all subjects, but particularly across language courses. Given this was deemed to be a stable 

result, that is to say that it has been the case right the way through the 100 years investigated, looking 

at the effect of gender on pupils’ feelings of inclusion is also important. 

With so many aspects that can impact pupils’ feelings of well-being and academic performance at 

school, clearly, establishing whether all pupils feel socially and emotionally included in the classroom 

is vital, social inclusion describing connectedness to others (e.g. friends) and emotional inclusion 

referring to a sense of well-being at school. 

  

                                                
16 Relational aggression (Zalecki & Hinshaw, 2004) and mental health issues (Mikami, Hinshaw, Patterson, & Lee, 2008) 
17 An organisation in Sweden with a particular focus on neuropsychiatric disorders such as ADHD, Autism, Tourettes and 
Language Disorder. 
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Research Question 

Previous studies have indicated that there is a need to measure how included all pupils and not just those 

with SEN feel in schools that claim to be inclusive. There is need to further examine the differences 

between pupils with SEN and those without across gender, age and type of SEN.  The PIQ is a new tool 

which was developed to measure inclusion from various perspectives, including the pupil perspective, 

and according to Zurbriggen et al (2017), it has the potential to measure inclusion across differing SEN.  

Researchers at The University of Applied Sciences in Special Needs Education, Zurich, Switzerland, 

have an on-going project18 that is focusing on in-depth analyses of the psychometric properties of the 

PIQ, in particular regarding convergent and discriminant validity of the PIQ; stability of the 

characteristics over time; measurement equivalence of different versions and language versions; special 

education-relevant subgroups; and standardisation. To this end, they are continuing to examine their 

research questions through cooperation with other researchers in Switzerland and internationally (e.g. 

DeVries et al, 2018; Koskela, Knickenberg, Sinkkonen, 2018; Schwab et al, 2018) and this study will 

contribute to the Swedish version’s validation which has not yet been done. 

The PIQ is an instrument that has been developed to be used internationally to measure inclusion from 

various stakeholder perspectives, including that of pupils. It is based upon a wide body of recent research 

into factors impacting inclusion and is designed to be used with pupils of varying ages and linguistic 

abilities. Using the PIQ to measure the pupils’ perception of inclusion allows for a collaborative study, 

that is to say it allows for pupil participation, something that Messiou (2017) found to be lacking across 

a majority of studies. In addition, it allows input from all pupils, thus ensuring that those who may 

otherwise be overlooked have the opportunity to be heard and considered. For these reasons, it was 

chosen as the instrument to measure the pupils’ perception of inclusion in the current study. 

My research question will examine pupils’ perception of inclusion in a free school in Stockholm, with 

a particular focus on pupils with self-reported SEN, with the aim of answering the following questions: 

➔ What factors affect pupils’ perception of inclusion within the classroom? Does this differ 

between pupils with SEN and those without? 

➔ Which factors impacting the pupil’s perception of inclusion differ between Year 5 and Year 8? 

                                                

18 Research project link:  

https://www.hfh.ch/en/research/projects/hfh_projects/perceptions_of_inclusion_questionnaire_piq_validation_studies 
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➔ Which factors impacting the pupil’s perception of inclusion differ between genders? 

In seeking to answer these research questions,  I will close off by discussing the validity of the PIQ as a 

tool for measuring inclusion in Sweden. 
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Methodology 

Data Collection 

Quantitative studies enable the researcher to examine the relationship between variables, both in terms 

of whether or not they are connected and in terms of effect size. The results are often more generalisable 

to the wider population given they are objective. The PIQ was designed as a quantitative tool to measure 

perception of inclusion across a large number of participants, in this case the pupils from 8 different 

classes. For that reason, this is a quantitative study of data collected from all pupils in Years 5 and 8 in 

a free school in an urban area of Sweden. The data was collected through the Swedish PIQ Student 

version19 and a secondary self-reporting questionnaire20 on the presence or suspected presence of various 

categories of SEN was added to the PIQ in order to enable the results to be compared across four main 

types of SEN: reading and writing difficulties, concentration difficulties, difficulties related to the autism 

spectrum and hearing and/or vision difficulties. This method is similar to that used by Zurbriggen et al. 

(2017) and DeVries et al. (2018) which gave significant results and which enabled further validation of 

the instrument. The first step in the process was to discuss the research with the Principal of the school 

and obtain consent to carry out the study. The Principal was given the basic outline of the study, 

including the information mentioned below that formed part of the informed consent process with pupils 

and guardians. 

UNICEF (2002) advise that respondents (and their guardians if respondents are under 15) are fully 

informed about the research for ethical reasons, which are described later in the study. Although 

technically not necessary due to their age, the pupils in this study were fully informed about all ethical 

aspects by the researcher who visited their class. The pupils had the opportunity to ask questions and 

once the researcher was satisfied that they had understood, they were given the opportunity to provide 

informed consent. The purpose of obtaining pupil consent was for the entire process to be transparent 

and inclusive for them:  if obtaining the pupils’ views on factors affecting their feeling of inclusion at 

school, the researcher felt this was of key importance. Further to this, an information letter21 and 

informed consent form22 were sent to guardians, initially via their child23 and the pupils were encouraged 

to discuss the study at home. The information about the study was also published to all participating 

                                                
19 See Appendix 2 (Appendix 1 shows the English version for ease of understanding of this paper) 

20 See Appendix 3 & 4 

21 See Appendix 5 & 6 

22 See Appendix 7 & 8 

23 Experience is that this is the most effective way to receive a reply back at this particular school 
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pupils and guardians via SchoolSoft, the administrative program used by the school. All guardians who 

did not return the completed consent form were contacted by phone by the researcher in order to obtain 

consent verbally. Those guardians who could not be reached were phoned a second time and if that was 

still not successful, a personal email was sent to the guardians with the information and asking for 

consent.  

Once all the guardians and pupils had been contacted and consent/no consent registered, a suitable time 

for the data collection was established such that the impact on lessons was minimised. The researcher 

carried out the data collection class by class. At the time of data collection, pupils were once more 

advised about the purpose of the study and informed about their ability to choose whether or not to 

participate. The researcher demonstrated how the pupils should tackle the completion of the 

questionnaire to ensure there was no confusion and any questions were answered. After that, the pupils 

were handed out a hard copy24 of the questionnaire, in Swedish, to complete. Once the questionnaires 

had been completed and collected from all 8 classes, they were randomly numbered from 1-195, such 

that anonymity was safeguarded whilst still enabling the researcher to double check data entries should 

that be required.  

Population 

Researchers from both Bielefeld University and Technische Universität Dortmund confirmed that a 

sample size of 120 pupils was sufficient for carrying out the planned MANOVA (Multivariate Analysis 

of Variance) analyses but that a sample size of around 200 was preferable in order to check the 

invariance of each question in the Swedish version and to run a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to 

check the factor structure of the instrument. To ensure sufficient data, a stratified sample was used: two 

year groups of four classes each, grade 5 and grade 8. Due to pupil absence when the data was collected, 

the sample size was 195, which represents 88.24% of the pupils in those year groups. Using all the pupils 

ensures no-one is singled out (Messiou, 2017) and that it encompasses a wide range of pupils (Bryman, 

2018). The choice of these particular grades was made because they have fewer burdens (e.g. exams) 

and represent pupils with a marked age difference to enable comparison across ages. In addition, the 

younger pupils’ language was sufficiently developed for them to, by and large, comprehend the 

questions. This choice also meant that focus was not placed on any particular teacher since the teachers 

of these classes make up approximately 67% of the teaching staff.  

                                                
24 The published versions have a ‘name’ section. This is where the number will be inserted and the pupils will not write their name on the 
document. 
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Data Analysis  

The study includes both descriptive statistics, to present the raw data in a format that is easier to 

understand (The Open University, UK), and inferential statistics, to compare groups (CIRT). The data 

was analysed using the SPSS Statistics program as recommended by the PIQ developers, Zurbriggen et 

al, Bielefeld University, with the variables set up as per the instructions on the scoring instructions 

provided. Once this was complete, all the data was manually entered and double-checked for accuracy. 

Data entry accuracy was also checked using the recommendations in the SPSS tutorials. 

Correlation between the three subscales was calculated after which a simple mean-score analysis was 

carried out on each class and grade level using the guidelines to calculate the three scores (emotional 

inclusion, social inclusion, academic self-concept), which was then compared using MANOVA. This 

compared the effects of grade level, gender and presence of SEN onto the three different outcome 

variables.  

In collaboration with DeVries25, the data was analysed to check the invariance of each question in the 

Swedish version of the PIQ and to run a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), a multivariate statistical 

procedure used to test how well the measured variables represent the number of constructs 

(Statisticsolutions.com). That will check the structure of the Swedish version of the PIQ instrument, to 

verify that it matches the findings from other versions of the test. 

Ethical Considerations 

There are four fundamental requirements as stated by Vetenskapsrådet26 (2010): information, consent, 

confidentiality and usage. Where the respondents are under 15, it is essential that guardians and pupils 

consent to pupils taking part in the study. All parties must receive full information regarding the purpose 

of the study: what information will be gathered, for what purpose, by whom, when and how. They must 

be ensured confidentiality and anonymity such that no-one will be identifiable at any stage and that all 

the data collected will only be used for the stated purpose. Informed consent was obtained in writing 

where possible and participants and guardians were advised that they could withdraw consent at any 

point prior to the data being gathered. After that point, it was not possible to locate a particular 

individual’s response and hence withdrawal was no longer possible.  

                                                
25 Jeffrey DeVries, M.A., M.Ed.. Technische Universität Dortmund, Fakultät Rehabilitationswissenschaften, Germany 
26 The Swedish Science Council 



Maria Trygger          

 19 

It was essential that all members of the school community were confident that the data and subsequent 

analyses would not single out any particular child, teacher, class or even the school itself as the 

researcher is known to both pupils and staff. This meant that careful consideration was given to ensure 

that the pupils did not feel coerced to participate and that the researcher did not influence the respondents 

in any way that could have impacted their answers (Dalen, 2015). Using the PIQ, a questionnaire pre-

formed and tested elsewhere facilitated this. 

Selecting all pupils and asking them to self-report SEN ensured higher confidentiality since neither the 

researcher nor other respondents could identify any of the pupils with SEN. The school itself supplied 

data regarding the number of pupils with diagnoses in each of the categories in each year group. No 

further details on this was obtained. 

A very prominent ethical consideration was the fact that the study was being carried out at a school 

where the researcher was known to the pupils. As it happened, this turned out to be extremely beneficial 

in terms of gathering informed consent from both pupils and guardians. Gathering consent from the 

guardians of this particular population of pupils was difficult. Firstly, there was a language barrier and 

secondly, the return of written permission slips was low. When the researcher contacted the guardians 

by phone, it soon became evident that for many guardians, the information needed to be given in a very 

simplified and explicit manner due to language barriers. Once the guardians had understood the purpose 

of the study, that it was being conducted for the purposes of the researcher’s further education, that the 

researcher was known at the school and that the pupils were fully informed and had also consented, the 

majority of the guardians were very reassured and gladly gave their consent. For the majority, the 

guardians comments indicated that had the study been carried out by a third person, unknown to the 

school and their child, they would not have provided consent for their child to participate. Given this 

ethical dilemma, the researcher was pedantic about raising the principal ethical requirements as set out 

by Vetenskapsrådet and mentioned above when communicating with the guardians even when they 

seemed disinterested in this. 

Prior to the research being carried out, permission for the study was obtained from the Principal of the 

school and from the person responsible for the Specialpedagog program at Linköping University.  
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Results 

When conducting a MANOVA, there are nine assumptions that need to be satisfied, one being that data 

is exclusive, that is to say that it appears in only one category. During the data collection, the pupils 

were asked to self-report SEN across four main categories: concentration difficulties (e.g. ADHD, 

ADD), reading and writing difficulties (e.g. dyslexia), difficulties connected to being on the autism 

spectrum and difficulties with sight (e.g. blindness or impaired vision) and/or hearing (e.g. deafness, 

severe tinnitus). The results of this clearly indicated that there were several pupils who self-reported 

SEN in more than one category. In addition, the category ‘sight or hearing difficulties’ resulted in a high 

number of self-reported cases. These two facts resulted in an adjustment to the originally planned study 

as follows.  

Firstly, the category ‘sight and/or hearing difficulties’ was discounted, that is to say that the data from 

it was not included in the study. The reason for this is that the school report that there are no pupils who 

have sight difficulties that results in any special adjustments being required. The same is true of pupils 

with hearing difficulties. That, coupled with the fact that many pupils asked the researcher at the time 

of data collection if this category included them wearing glasses, the researcher concluded that many, if 

not all, of the self-reported SEN in that particular category refer to pupils needing to wear glasses. 

Secondly, given that the MANOVA could not be carried out if pupils have self-reported SEN in more 

than one category, the remaining three categories were combined to form a new category: pupils with 

self-reported SEN. The resulting SEN variable thus reflects those pupils who have self-reported that 

they have, or suspect they may have, learning difficulties as a result of reading and/or writing difficulties, 

concentration difficulties or difficulties as a result of being on the autism spectrum.  

Frequencies 

Table 1: Number of participants 

  Gender Grade 

Self-reported 
any reading or 

writing 
difficulties 

Self-reported 
concentration 

difficulties 

Self-reported 
being on the 

autism 
spectrum 

Do the pupils 
have a self-

reported SEN? 

N Valid 195 195 195 195 193 195 

Missing 0 0 0 0 2 0 

        

The sample size was 195, making it suitable for both the MANOVA and the validation analyses. 



Maria Trygger          

 21 

Table 2: Number of participants, by gender 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 10 Male 99 50.8 50.8 50.8 

11 female 96 49.2 49.2 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   

      

The distribution between genders in the sample was very even. 

 

Table 3: Number of participants, by grade 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 5 Year 5 97 49.7 49.7 49.7 

8 Year 8 98 50.3 50.3 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   

      

The distribution of respondents was even across the two grade levels. 
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Table 4: Number of participants with diagnosed SEN, by category and grade as registered by the school 

Type of Special Educational Need (SEN) Number of 
pupils  

Grade 5 

Number of 
pupils 

Grade 8 

Total 

Reading and writing difficulties, e.g. dyslexia, language disorder, etc. 14 21 35 

Difficulties with concentration, e.g. ADHD, ADD, etc. 3 13 16 

On the autism spectrum, incl. Asperger’s27 0 7 7 

Sight or hearing deficiencies, e.g. blindness, partial blindness, deafness, 
reduced hearing ability, etc. 

0 0 0 

The school statistics indicate that there are more pupils with identified SEN in Grade 8 than in Grade 5. 

 

Table 5: Number of participants with SEN (suspected and diagnosed), by category and grade as self-reported 

by the participating pupils 

Type of Self-reported SEN Number of pupils who 
think they may have 

this SEN 

Number of pupils 
reporting a diagnosis 

of this SEN 

Total by grade 

 

Total 

Grade 5 Grade 8 Grade 5 Grade 8 Grade 5 Grade 8  

Reading and writing difficulties, e.g. 
dyslexia, language disorder, etc. 

9 13 9 11 18 24 42 

Difficulties with concentration, e.g. 
ADHD, ADD, etc. 

19 26 6 10 25 36 61 

On the autism spectrum, incl. 
Asperger’s 

5 2 0 5 5 7 12 

Sight or hearing deficiencies, e.g. 
blindness, partial blindness, deafness, 
reduced hearing ability, etc. 

6 5 7 10 13 15 28 

                                                
27 Asperger’s is now considered as part of the Autism spectrum and is not always defined in a diagnosis, however, this is a fairly recent 
change and earlier diagnostic documents often refer to it specifically. (National Health Service, UK, accessed 9 April, 2019) 
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The number of pupils who reported having learning difficulties, whether these are diagnosed or 

suspected, constitutes 41.5% of the total number of participants. It is evident in the above frequency 

tables that there is a difference in the number of self-reported SEN (n=143 including sight/hearing 

difficulties; n=115 excluding sight/hearing difficulties) compared to the number of SEN registered by 

the school (n=58 including sight/hearing difficulties; n=58 excluding sight/hearing difficulties). 

Looking more closely category by category, this discrepancy persists with one exception. The number 

of pupils who self-reported a diagnosis of concentration difficulties such as ADHD, ADD is equal to 

the number of pupils for whom the school has registered such a diagnosis although the distribution 

between grades still differs. With regards to reading and writing difficulties such as dyslexia, 20 pupils 

self-reported having received a diagnosis whilst the school has a record of 35 diagnosed pupils. Looking 

at the number of pupils who believe that they may have such difficulties and bearing in mind that some 

pupils may not be aware of their diagnosis, there remains a discrepancy of 7 pupils. With regards to the 

category ‘autism spectra’, the school reports that 7 pupils are registered with a diagnosis, whereas only 

5 pupils have self-reported having received a diagnosis and a further 7 suspecting they may be on the 

spectrum. Finally, looking at the number of pupils with registered sight or hearing deficiencies that can 

impact their ability to learn and feel included, the school reports 0 registered pupils, whereas the 17 

pupils report diagnosed difficulties and 11 suspected difficulties.  

MANOVA 

The effects of gender, grade and SEN were examined using a MANOVA, with each subscale (emotional 

inclusion, social inclusion and academic self-concept) as a dependent variable. 

Correlations 

In order to examine the relationship between the three aspects of inclusion: emotional inclusion, social 

inclusion and academic self-concept, the mean scores were compared in a correlation matrix. 
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Table 6: Correlation matrix of subscales of the Perception of Inclusion Questionnaire: 

 Emotional 
Inclusion (semi2) 

Social Inclusion 
(ssoi2) 

Academic Self-
concept (sasc2) 

semi2     Pearson Correlation 

               Sig. (2-tailed) 

               N 

ssoi2     Pearson Correlation 

               Sig. (2-tailed) 

               N 

sasc2     Pearson Correlation 

               Sig. (2-tailed) 

               N 

1 

 

195 

.371** 

.000 

195 

.333** 

.000 

195 

.371** 

.000 

195 

1 

 

195 

.207** 

.004 

195 

.333** 

.000 

195 

.207** 

.004 

195 

1 

 

195 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

All the correlations were significant and positive. Social inclusion had a weak to moderate correlation 

with emotional inclusion (r = .371) but a weak correlation with academic self-concept (r = .207). 

Academic self-concept had a weak correlation with emotional inclusion (r = .333) although the 

correlation is slightly stronger than with social inclusion. 

Grade Level, Special Educational Needs and Gender 

Output from the MANOVA can be found in Appendix 11.  

Emotional Inclusion 

Table 7: MANOVA results from between-subject effects - Emotional inclusion 

 F Significance Partial ETA 
Squared 

Gender .084 .772 .000 

Grade 5.042 .026 .026 

SEN 13.560 .000 .068 

 

From the above table of results, it can be seen that grade has an effect on emotional inclusion (p = .026) 

The partial ETA squared (η² = .026) indicates that this is a small effect. The effect of SEN on emotional 
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inclusion is significant at p﹥.001. The partial ETA squared (η² = .068) indicates that SEN has a medium-

sized effect on emotional inclusion. Gender was not significant, p﹥.05. This shows that emotional 

inclusion is affected by the pupils’ grade and whether or not they have self-reported SEN; it was not 

affected by gender.  

There was a significant difference between Grade 5 and Grade 8 when considered jointly on the 

variables: emotional inclusion, social inclusion and academic self-concept, Wilks’ Lambda = .945, F(3, 

185) = 3.62, p =.014, partial eta squared = .055. This is a medium-sized effect, with Grade 5 pupils (M 

= 12.15, SD = 2.84) scoring higher than Grade 8 pupils (M = 11.19, SD = 2.94) on emotional inclusion. 

This indicates that there is a noticeable difference in the Grade 5 pupils’ perception of inclusion in 

comparison to that of the Grade 8 pupils when all three inclusion subscales are considered. It is the 

emotional inclusion aspect that appears to have the largest effect here.  

The multivariate tests showed a significant difference between pupils with SEN and those without when 

considered jointly on the variables: emotional inclusion, social inclusion and academic self-concept, 

Wilks’ Lambda = .823, F(3, 185) = 13.281, p =.000, partial eta squared = .177. This is a fairly strong 

effect. The means for pupils with SEN is lower than for those without, as well as being lower in Grade 

8 than Grade 5. For emotional inclusion, the mean for pupils with no self-reported SEN drops by .46 

points whereas for pupils with self-reported SEN it drops by 1.42 points from Grade 5 to Grade 8. This 

indicates that pupils with self-reported SEN feel significantly less emotional inclusion than their 

typically-developing peers across both grades, with the larger impact being seen in Grade 8.  

Social Inclusion 

Table 8: MANOVA results from between-subject effects - Social inclusion 

 F Significance Partial ETA 
Squared 

Gender 3.034 .083 .016 

Grade 8.160 .005 .042 

SEN 5.498 .020 .029 

Grade*SEN 4.165 .043 .022 
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Results for grade were significant (p = .005) with the partial ETA squared indicating a small to medium 

effect of grade on social inclusion (η² = .042). The effect of SEN on social inclusion gave significant 

results (p = .020). The partial ETA squared is small (η² = .029), indicating that grade has a greater effect 

on social inclusion than the presence of SEN does. Gender was not significant, p﹥.05, indicating that it 

does not impact the feeling of social inclusion. 

When considered jointly on the variables: emotional inclusion, social inclusion and academic self-

concept, a medium-size effect was observed as mentioned above, with Grade 5 pupils (M = 14.36, SD 

= 1.83) scoring higher than Grade 8 pupils (M = 13.58, SD = 2.26) on social inclusion. This indicates 

that Grade 5 pupils feel more socially included than Grade 8 pupils. 

As mentioned, the multivariate tests showed a significant difference between pupils with SEN and those 

without when considered jointly on the variables. For social inclusion, the mean for pupils with no self-

reported SEN drops by .25 points whereas for pupils with self-reported SEN it drops by 1.41 points from 

Grade 5 to Grade 8. This indicates that all pupils feel less socially included in Grade 8 than in Grade 5 

but that for pupils with self-reported SEN,  feelings of socially inclusion drop more than for their 

typically-developing peers.  

Academic Self-Concept 

Table 8: MANOVA results from between-subject effects - Academic self-concept 

 F Significance Partial ETA 
Squared 

Gender .641 .424 .003 

Grade 2.270 .134 .012 

SEN 33.549 .000 .152 

 

The effect of presence of SEN on academic self-concept was significant (p = .000). The partial ETA 

squared (η² = .152) indicates that this is a large effect. Gender and grade did not show significant results, 

p﹥.05. This indicates that pupils with SEN have a lower academic self-concept than their typically-

developing peers but that gender and grade did not impact the feeling of academic self-concept. 

When considered jointly on the variables: emotional inclusion, social inclusion and academic self-

concept, a medium-size effect was observed as mentioned above, with Grade 5 pupils (M = 12.09, SD 
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= 2.59) scoring higher than Grade 8 pupils (M = 11.49, SD = 2.56) on academic self-concept. This 

indicates that pupils in Grade 5 have a higher academic self-concept than pupils in Grade 8. 

The multivariate tests showed, as mentioned, a significant difference between pupils with SEN and those 

without when considered jointly on the variables. In regards to academic self-concept, the mean for 

pupils with no self-reported SEN drops by .11 points whereas for pupils with self-reported SEN it drops 

by .97 points from Grade 5 to Grade 8. This indicates that pupils with SEN feel lower academic self-

concept than their typically-developing peers. 

Table 7: Means by Grade Level and SEN for the 3 PIQ subscales of inclusion 

  Grade 5 Grade 8 Total 

Emotional Inclusion No reported SEN 

Reported SEN 

12.5500 

11.5135 

12.0926 

10.0909 

12.3333 

10.7407 

Social Inclusion No reported SEN 

Reported SEN 

14.4167 

14.2703 

14.1667 

12.8636 

14.2982 

13.5062 

Academic Self-
Concept 

No reported SEN 

Reported SEN 

12.7000 

11.1081 

12.5926 

10.1364 

12.6491 

10.5802 

 

Validation of the PIQ Student Version in Swedish 

The analyses required to validate the PIQ Student Version in Swedish were undertaken by Jeffrey 

DeVries, Technische Universität Dortmund. The preliminary results are given below. Further analyses 

are being carried out, however, due to the time constraints of this study, are not available for publishing 

here.  

The 3-factor model from the original PIQ analyses was tested via a confirmatory factor structure 

analysis. A robust maximum likelihood estimator was used. Mplus 7.4 was used for the analysis. A fit 

was considered acceptable when RMSEA < .08 and CFI > .90, and it was considered good when 

RMSEA < .05 and CFI > .95. The 3-factor structure fit the data adequately, with RMSEA = .06 and CFI 

= .94. A good fit was also produced with only a single modification cross-loading item 7 onto social 

inclusion as well as emotional inclusion, RMSEA = .04, CFI = .98. Therefore, it can be concluded that 

the factor structure was sufficiently similar to previous versions and samples. However, the issue of the 

cross loading of item 7 should be investigated in future work. 
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The PIQ Student Version in Swedish was validated for use in measuring inclusion across the three 

subscales: emotional inclusion, social inclusion and academic self-concept. 

Results Summary 

The descriptive statistics indicate that more pupils self-reported having, or suspecting they may have, 

learning difficulties than the school is aware of.  

Emotional inclusion is affected by grade and presence of SEN. It is not affected by gender. All Grade 8 

pupils feel less emotionally included than Grade 5 pupils. The presence of SEN results in emotional 

inclusion being lower than for typically-developing peers and a larger decrease in from Grade 5 to Grade 

8. 

Social inclusion is affected by grade and presence of SEN. The effect of grade is greater than presence 

of SEN. It is not affected by gender. All pupils feel less socially included in Grade 8 than in Grade 5, 

with the decrease being larger for pupils with SEN. 

Academic self-concept is affected by the presence of SEN. It is not affected by grade or gender. All 

pupils in Grade 8 have lower academic self-concept than in Grade 5, with the decrease being larger for 

pupils with SEN. 
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Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to examine pupils’ perception of inclusion in a free school in Stockholm, 

with the aim of looking at the effects of gender, grade level and special educational needs on the 

perception of inclusion, as well as to ascertain how well the Swedish version of the PIQ functions as a 

tool for measuring inclusion in Sweden. 

The study asked the pupils to self-report any SEN, whether diagnosed or suspected (suspected here 

referring to whether the pupil themself perceived that their schooling was being affected by some sort 

of learning difficulty that had not yet been investigated further) such that a comparison could be made 

across the inclusion subscales: emotional inclusion, social inclusion and academic self-concept between 

pupils with SEN and those without.  

Frequencies 

The first point of interest was the frequencies. Across all four categories of SEN - reading and writing 

difficulties, concentration difficulties, autism spectrum and sight and/or hearing difficulties - there was 

a discrepancy between what the pupils reported and what the school reported, the school reporting a 

total of 58 pupils with a diagnosis or suspected learning difficulties and the pupils self-reporting 115 

diagnoses or suspected learning difficulties, not including sight/hearing difficulties. The school’s 

statistics constitute information registered by the special education department at the school and includes 

all pupils with registered official diagnoses and all pupils who have been referred for further 

investigations because of suspected learning difficulties. For both autism spectrum and reading and 

writing difficulties, the school reports more pupils with diagnoses than the pupils self-report. This raises 

the question of whether the pupils are unaware of their diagnosis/diagnoses, whether they did not wish 

to report their SEN for some reason or whether they simply do not perceive it as a learning difficulty. 

In regards to concentration difficulties, the pupils with an official diagnosis appear to be aware and to 

have reported this since the number of self-reports tallied with the number of diagnoses registered by 

the school although the distribution varied a bit. However, a notable number of pupils (n = 45) report 

that they suspect they have such difficulties. Given the school’s data already includes pupils who are 

under investigation, this suggests that there are a large number of pupils who feel their difficulties have 

not been recognised and who may be in need of additional support.  

When considering sight and/or hearing difficulties, the school had no pupils with officially reported 

difficulties but many pupils self-reported such difficulties. For the purpose of this study, this information 

was discounted from the analysis since it was known that at least some of the pupils self-reported 

because they wear glasses, which is not generally classed as SEN. This could, however, be a false 
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assumption since some pupils who wear glasses may in fact experience difficulties that hamper their 

education. The classroom environment, for example if the pupil is seated far back in the classroom, 

might affect the pupil to the extent that their sight and/or hearing difficulties could be considered a SEN. 

Equally, it is possible that there are pupils whose hearing and/or sight difficulties have gone unnoticed 

and hence have not been officially diagnosed. Pupils with concentration difficulties such as ADHD or 

ADD, as well as pupils on the autism spectrum, are also known to often have sensitised hearing, which 

the pupil themself might report as ‘sight and/or hearing difficulties’. Additionally, acoustics in the 

classroom may compromise the pupil’s hearing to such an extent that it causes hearing difficulties in the 

classroom. Further studies may, therefore, wish to define sight/hearing difficulties into two or more 

categories in order to ascertain what exactly the pupils are self-reporting.  

The differences in self-reported and school-registered SEN suggests, and as Messiou (2017) concluded, 

that research into inclusive education should include all pupils and not only those with known SEN since 

there may be many pupils whose needs are otherwise overlooked. Van Meighem (2018) and Messiou 

(a.a.) raised the issue of collaborative studies, that is to say studies where the pupils are active 

participants. DeVries et al (2018), highlight that self-reports from pupils may differ from teacher-rated 

data and Messiou (a.a.) found that only 3% of research articles were collaborative and that the majority 

of studies are carried out on pupils with SEN, not all pupils. Given that a notable number of pupils self-

report suspected difficulties, collaborative work would appear to be of importance since these pupils 

would not be included in most studies otherwise, with the follow-on effect that research results may not 

reflect the actual situation in the classroom or school. 

Pupils’ Perception of Inclusion 

The MANOVA results indicate that the pupils in this sample scored most highly on social inclusion (M 

= 13.97, SD = 2.09). The mean scores for both emotional inclusion and academic self-concept were 

lower and fairly similar to one another (M = 11.67, SD = 2.92 and M = 11.79, SD = 2.59 respectively). 

The prevalence of SEN had a significant impact on all three subscales of inclusion, with the mean scores 

being lower in all cases, which is in line with findings from other studies (deVries et al, 2018; Schwab 

et al, 2018), which also found that pupils with SEN had a lower perceived level of inclusion.  

Impact of Grade 

Overall, there was a decline in the perception of inclusion across all three subscales from Grade 5 to 

Grade 8, with the greatest differences appearing in emotional inclusion and social inclusion. For pupils 

with SEN, the differences were greater. Schwab (2015) found that “... students with special educational 

needs in inclusive classes felt significantly lonelier than students without special educational needs in 
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inclusive classes.” (p257), which may be one reason for the perceived levels of emotional and social 

inclusion being lower for the older pupils. At that stage in their emotional and physical development, 

friendship and a sense of belonging becomes greater at the same time as academic pressures are on the 

rise. This also reflects results from previous studies measuring social inclusion which found a lower 

overall level of social inclusion in pupils with SEN (Bossaert et al, 2013; Schwab et al, 2013). Bossaert 

et al (a.a.) highlight that mere physical integration of pupils with SEN in regular classes is not sufficient 

for ensuring that they feel included. Instead, they conclude that teachers have to actively work with 

pupils to develop good social relations between pupils with SEN and their typically developing peers. 

In Sweden, pupils finish compulsory school in Grade 9, at which point grades are very important as they 

dictate eligibility to further education at gymnasium28. At a stage in their education when increasing 

focus is being placed on academic achievement, it is possible that teachers focus less on social and 

emotional aspects in favour of academics. These results are in contrast to those obtained by deVries et 

al (2018), which found that pupils with SEN improved on perceptions of emotional inclusion, social 

inclusion or academic self-concept from Grade 6 to Grade 7, something they felt may have been 

connected to pupils in Grade 6 having had an “artificially lowered self-concept” (p16) due to a transition 

in school levels from elementary to middle school. Such a transition does not exist in Sweden in the 

grades studied. 

Academic Self-Concept 

Although academic self-concept also declined, the decline was lower than for the other two subscales 

of inclusion. Pupils in Sweden generally attend the same school from Grade 4 to Grade 9. As a result, it 

is possible that the pupils understand the system and know their teachers such that the drop in academic 

self-concept pertains more to the higher academic demands in Grade 8, that is to say that the pupils feel 

they are not able to perform to the same level they had been because the work is harder. Göransson & 

Nilholm (2014) as well as Goldan & Schwab (2018) refer to the fact that pupils have reported ‘double 

standards’ in teachers, that is to say that the pupils perceive a difference between how teachers interact 

and work with pupils with SEN compared to those with no SEN. Pupils in higher grades may be more 

aware of such differences as the level of support needed by pupils with SEN in higher grades is likely 

to be greater due to pressures of more difficult work and striving for higher grades. That means that 

what teachers are actively doing may become more apparent, more explicit whilst at the same time, “The 

students might not be aware that differentiation is necessary for teachers to provide all students with the 

best chance to learn and that teachers have to use more individualised teaching practices in more 

                                                
28 Gymnasium covers Grades 10-12 (equivalent to 5th and 6th form in the UK system) and is not compulsory. 
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heterogeneous classes, especially in inclusive education.”(Schwab, 2018, p584). In addition, the mere 

fact of pupils being identified as having a SEN, potentially leads to inadvertent stigmatisation since this 

highlights their need for additional support to other pupils. If pupils determine their academic self-

concept through the level of support they require to be successful learners, that is to say reaching the 

academic goals they want or are expected to get, it seems logical that their academic self-concept would 

be lower than in Grade 5, especially where pupils with SEN are concerned.  

Impact of Presence of SEN 

For pupils with self-reported SEN, both social inclusion and emotional inclusion diminish between 

Grade 5 and Grade 8, both by a similar amount. For pupils with no reported SEN, not only are the drops 

smaller, but the drop in social inclusion is smaller than for emotional inclusion. Allodi (2010) found that 

classroom climate and social climate are often seen as opposite to goals for obtaining good results. The 

results in this study thus reinforce the idea that the focus in Grade 8 lies more on grades to the detriment 

of social and emotional factors, resulting in pupils’ feeling less socially and emotionally included in the 

higher grade, particularly for pupils with SEN, as teachers have less time to actively work on helping 

the pupils with their friendships and social relations.  

Previous studies (Avramidis, 2010; Avramidis et al, 2018; Schwab et al, 2018; Banks et al, 2017) have 

shown that even in inclusive classrooms, pupils with SEN were less socially accepted by their typically 

developing peers and had fewer interactions than them across the school day. This was even more 

apparent for pupils with behavioural disorders compared to those with physical disabilities. This may 

account for the fact that social and emotional inclusion levels for pupils with SEN show a greater 

deterioration from Grade 5 to Grade 8 compared to typically-developing peers. Connecting this to the 

fourth level of inclusion as defined by Göransson & Nilholm (a.a.), that of a ‘community with special 

characteristics’ (which also encompasses placement and meeting the social and academic needs to all 

pupils), it is possible that teachers in lower grades dedicate more time to social and emotional factors, 

which support the inclusive aspect of the ‘community’ in comparison to teachers in the higher grades 

where academics take precedence and that as a result pupils, particularly those with SEN, feel that the 

same type of community is no longer present. In addition, peer to peer support may also alter as pupils 

focus increasingly on their own futures; they may be less willing to dedicate time to support others when 

they have limited time to maximise their grades and their chance of studying their course of choice at 

their gymnasium of choice. This is also suggested by Pijl, Frostad & Mjaavatn (2014), who found that, 

over time, the support of teachers becomes less important while the relevance of the support of peers 

increases in the subsample of students with SEN. Banks et al (a.a.) found that pupils with SEN reported 

having fewer friends than their typically-developing peers. Using a broad definition of SEN, diagnoses 
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which commonly include communication difficulties (e.g. ADHD, autism) were included alongside 

learning difficulties such as reading and writing difficulties in this study. It is likely that a number of 

these pupils have fewer friends than their typically-developing peers right the way through school, 

partially as a result of these communicative difficulties. This could make them more vulnerable to 

feeling lonely if their friends turn their focus more towards their own studies in higher grades.  

Impact of Gender 

Interestingly, gender did not affect the pupils’ feelings of inclusion on any of the three subscales. 

Babinski (2013) raises the issue that identifying girls with learning difficulties is often harder than 

identifying boys with similar difficulties. As a result, there are generally more girls whose needs are not 

being met than there are boys. That being the case, it would be expected that these ‘hidden’ pupils have 

lower perceived levels of inclusion on at least some of the three subscales. In this study, pupils were 

asked to self-report learning difficulties or suspected learning difficulties. It is possible that doing so has 

eliminated any imbalance that would appear should a study only be done on pupils with SEN. It is also 

interesting to note that gender did not have an effect on academic self-concept despite Voyer & Voyer 

(2014) reporting that girls persistently outperform boys in all subjects. For pupils who consistently 

perform better than others, there would be an expectation for academic self-concept to be higher, 

however, it may be that girls measure themselves more against other girls with the result that they do 

not perceive a difference which might be more apparent if they measured themselves against boys, for 

example. Since this study did not look at academic results, it is not possible to draw any real conclusions 

about why gender did not affect any of the three types of inclusion, emotional inclusion, social inclusion 

and academic self-concept.  

Validation of the PIQ and Future Uses 

The results of the analyses to validate the Swedish version of the PIQ Student instrument indicate that 

the factor structure is sufficiently similar to previous versions and samples that have been investigated, 

thus validating the instrument (results supplied by DeVries 14/5/2019). Given this means that the 

Swedish version of the PIQ Student instrument works as expected, its wider use to measure inclusion 

would be justified and could potentially replace the annual questionnaires used by schools across 

Sweden currently. The current questionnaires differ from local council area to local council area and to 

some degree across schools. Free schools, for example, seem to use their own questionnaire and not 

their local council one. It could be argued that using an instrument that has been researched in several 

countries and across varying students ought to provide more reliable data than a questionnaire prepared 

by an individual school, or local council, since the latter is likely not to have undergone such rigorous 

assessment. Using the same instrument in many schools would also enable more direct comparisons to 
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be made year on year as well as across geographical locations, which might enable more targeted work 

to ensure levels of inclusion are improved or maintained at a high level. It is important to note here that 

this study has not actively studied annual questionnaires currently in use and that this aspect of the 

discussion consequently does not take into consideration other aspects that schools may be investigating. 

Rather, it reflects the author’s desire for pupil inclusion to be measured across all pupils annually such 

that pupils can feel that their views are important and are guiding a process that concerns them and their 

well-being on a social, emotional and academic level. 

Generalising the Results 

The sample consisted of all pupils in Grades 5 and 8 in one school in an urban location. The pupils were 

from diverse backgrounds and cultures and the school’s demographics encompass various 

socioeconomic statuses from low to high, although weighted on low to middle. In terms of generalising 

the results, the small sample size and the fact that the data was collected from one school speaks against 

generalisation. However, the use of all pupils across two year groups in a school with pupils from 

ethnically and socioeconomically diverse areas counteracts this to some extent as the study did not 

collect data from a group of pupils all with similar characteristics, which could skew results. The results 

were similar to those of previous studies which were based on data from larger sample sizes and from 

different countries and the PIQ Student Version in Swedish was validated for use in measuring inclusion. 

Both these aspects add to the generalisability of the results.  

Limitations 

There are some limitations to this study. Firstly, it was carried out at a free school in Stockholm which, 

although it follows the national curriculum, does not fall under local council directives. The management 

of such schools has the potential to directly impact the amount of resources available to pupils. The 

location of the school meant that the pupil population is not necessarily representative of a larger pupil 

population in Sweden due to the high number of pupils with culturally and ethnically diverse 

backgrounds. Only the Swedish language version of the PIQ instrument was tested.  

Classroom procedures and environmental factors were not explicitly compared to those in other studies. 

Despite the fact that these might look different in different schools, this author would argue that 

inclusion can nevertheless be measured and discussed since it pertains to the subjective feeling of each 

individual pupil at that time, which in turn relates to their own experiences. A pupil used to one 

environment may not feel at all included if moved to a second environment, even if teachers, school 

management and parents deem the second environment to be better, for example, quieter classes, smaller 

classes, dual teachers, etc. It may still be that the pupil feels uncomfortable because they had adapted to 
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the original environment and consequently felt more secure there. A pupils’ perception of inclusion 

could also change from term to term or year to year as the pupil grows and develops as a person, as their 

peers grow and develop as people, as changes in curricular, social and emotional demands occur, and 

so on. As a result, what becomes important is finding out how the pupils feel academically, socially and 

emotionally such that teachers and school management can work proactively with these factors year on 

year, even adapting to the inclusion needs identified across the three subscales on a class by class basis. 

At that stage, factors affecting inclusion in each particular class would need to be identified.  

Further Research 

In Sweden, all schools ask pupils, guardians and staff to complete a questionnaire each year, these 

ostensibly to measure the quality of the schools’ work from different perspectives such that it guides the 

direction of the following year’s focus. If the Swedish version of the PIQ can be validated, it’s use in 

longitudinal studies on the pupils’ perception of inclusion can be examined, as can its replacement of 

the current school questionnaires if it provides data of a higher quality through researched and validated 

questions. 

A study that collects data from both pupils and teachers using the PIQ (student version and teacher 

version respectively) to compare results would be interesting. Given the discrepancy between self-

reported and school-registered learning difficulties, including both self-reporting by pupils as well as 

information on known and suspected difficulties from a teacher perspective would highlight whether 

pupils with ‘unregistered’ SEN are seen and accommodated or whether they are ‘hidden’ pupils whose 

needs are not being fully met. Goldan & Schwab (2018) have developed a tool for measuring pupil and 

teacher perceptions of resources in inclusive education, the PRQ. A further study might include this 

aspect alongside the measurement of perception of inclusion using the PIQ, either at pupil level or at 

pupil and teacher levels since they concluded that “the perception of resource provision is regarded as a 

central determinant to the successful implementation of inclusive education.” (p8).  

Given the large number of pupils who reported suspected concentration difficulties or sight/hearing 

difficulties, further investigation into environmental factors in the inclusive classroom would be worth 

investigating alongside measuring inclusion using the PIQ. It would also be of interest to look more 

closely at the types of special educational needs and how these affect the perception of inclusion, 

something that this study was unable to do because of the overlap of groupings. 
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Conclusion 

“Positive emotions and interactions are neither subordinate to nor inimical of  

learning processes, but they are conditions of it.” (Allodi, 2010, p101) 

 

The results of the data analysis showed clear differences in the pupils’ perception of inclusion between 

Grade levels, with Grade 5 pupils having a higher perception of inclusion across all three subcategories, 

emotional inclusion, social inclusion and academic self-concept. The greatest differences appeared in 

measurements of emotional inclusion and social inclusion. These results are in contrast to those obtained 

by deVries et al (2018), who found that pupils in the higher grade had higher academic self-concept, 

possibly caused by the lower grade they measured being a transition year resulting in an artificially 

lowered self-concept. 

SEN had a significant impact on the pupils’ perception of inclusion across all three subscales, with 

emotional inclusion and academic self-concept scoring lower than social inclusion, which is in line with 

results from previous studies (deVries et al, 2018; Schwab et al, 2018; Bossaert et al, 2013).  

Gender did not have a significant impact on the pupils’ perception of inclusion.  

The number of pupils self-reporting SEN or suspected SEN was higher than the number of pupils 

reported by the school (which also included pupils currently under investigation for SEN). This confirms 

that there are pupils experiencing difficulties at school who would not be included in studies on inclusion 

if these focus only on pupils with reported SEN as many previous studies have done. Consequently, 

collecting data from all pupils appears to be beneficial. 

The PIQ Student version in Swedish was validated as the factor structure analyses were sufficiently 

similar to previous versions and samples. 
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Appendix 1: Perception of Inclusion Questionnaire (PIQ) Student Version in English 

Note that pupils will not be asked to give their name in this study. 
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Appendix 2: Perception of Inclusion Questionnaire Student Version in Swedish 

 
Vilket år är du född? ……………. 

Jag är:         pojke  ⭖        flicka  ⭖    Årskurs: ……………….. 

 
Vad tycker du om skolan? Läs varje mening noggrant och sätt ett kryss i rutan på det som stämmer för 
dig. Svara på alla frågorna. Tack! 

 Stämer inte 
alls 

Stämmer 
ganska dåligt 

Stämmer till 
viss del 

Stämmer helt 
och hållet 

1. Jag gillar att gå i skolan. ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

2. Jag har många vänner i min klass. ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

3. Jag lär mig snabbt. ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

4. Jag har ingen lust att gå i skolan. ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

5. Jag trivs jättebra med mina klasskompisar. ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

6. Jag kan lösa väldigt svåra uppgifter. ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

7. Jag trivs på skolan. ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

8. Jag känner mig ensam i min klass. ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

9. Jag lyckas bra i mitt skolarbete. ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

10. Det är roligt med skola. ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

11. Jag har bra relationer med mina klasskamrater. ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

12. Många saker på skolan är för svåra för mig. ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 
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Appendix 3: Self-reported Difficulties Questionnaire - English 

13. Read each question and place an X in the box that applies to you. 

    Answer all the questions. Thank you! 

 No I think that I may have 
some of these difficulties 

I have been diagnosed 
with such difficulties 

I have reading & writing difficulties,  

eg. dyslexia, language disorder, etc. 
⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

I have ADHD or ADD 

 
⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

I have autism or Asperger’s 

 
⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

I have hearing or sight difficulties ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

 

14. If you have any other information you think might be important, please write it here. 
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Appendix 4: Self-reported Difficulties Questionnaire - Swedish 

13. Läs varje fråga och sätt ett kryss i rutan på det som stämmer för dig.  

    Svara på alla frågorna. Tack! 

 Nej Jag misstänker att jag kan 
ha någon av dessa 
svårigheter 

Ja, jag har fått en diagnos 

Jag har läs- och skrivsvårigheter, t.ex. 
dyslexi, språkstörning, ... 

⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

Jag har ADHD, ADD 
 

⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

Jag har autism eller Asperger’s 

 
⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

Jag har en hörsel- eller synnedsättning ⭖ ⭖ ⭖ 

 

14. Om du vill ge mera information som du anser kan vara viktigt, skriv det här. 
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Appendix 5: Information Letter in English  - Guardians  

 

Hello! 

My name is Maria Trygger. Over the past 3 years I have been studying at Linköping University and 

during the Spring Term 2019, I am conducting a research project that will conclude my studies to 

become a Specialpedagog. 

I will be investigating how pupils in years 5 and 8 experience their schooling and to that extent, I need 

to ask the pupils some questions, with your consent. 

I will be using a questionnaire where the pupils place a cross to indicate their answer. The questionnaire 

will be done during lesson time and is expected to take approximately 30 minutes. In order that the 

pupils cannot be identified, the questionnaires will be numbered, that is to say that the pupil’s name will 

not appear. The answers will be completely anonymous. I will be conducting the questionnaires. 

Each pupil can decide, together with their guardian, if they wish to participate in the research project. 

My hope is that everyone will participate since that would give me better and more reliable information 

to work with. Each participant can withdraw consent to participate up until the questionnaires have been 

handed in. After that it will not be possible to identify your child’s answers. 

Both guardians and pupils will be informed about the results of the study when it is complete (expected 

to be June 2019). 

Information gathered from the pupils will solely be used in my study. 

If you consent to your child participating in the study,  I kindly ask that you sign the attached form and 

return it either to their mentor or to me. 

If you have any questions, you can reach me at maria.trygger.XXXX@XXXX.se or on 0XXX XXX 

XXX. 

Thank you in advance. 

 

Maria Trygger 

Specialpedagog 
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Appendix 6: Information Letter in Swedish  - Guardians (English version overleaf) 

Hej! 

Jag heter Maria Trygger. Under nästan 3 år har jag studerat på Linköpings universitet och under 

vårterminen 2019 ska jag utföra en forskningsstudie som avslutar min utbildning till Specialpedagog. 

Jag ska undersöka hur eleverna i årskurs 5 och årskurs 8 tycker att deras skolgång går och därför behöver 

jag ställa några frågor till barnen, med ert tillstånd. 

Jag kommer att använda mig av en enkät där eleverna ska sätta kryss för de svar de vill ge. Enkäten görs 

under lektionstid och beräknas ta cirka 30 minuter. Så att elevernas svar inte kan identifieras är enkäterna 

numrerade, det vill säga att elevernas namn inte finns med. Enkätsvaren blir helt anonyma. Det är jag 

som kommer att utföra enkäten med eleverna. 

Varje elev får bestämma själv tillsammans med sina vårdnadshavare om de vill delta i 

forskningsprojektet och jag hoppas att alla i varje klass vill delta eftersom det ger mig bättre och mer 

pålitlig information till studien. Vill man sluta att delta i studien går det bra fram tills dess att enkäten 

är inlämnad. Därefter finns ingen möjlighet att hitta just ditt barns svar. 

Både vårdnadshavare och elever kommer att informeras om resultaten av studien när den är klar, vilket 

blir i juni 2019. 

Information som samlas från eleverna kommer enbart att användas i min studie.  

Om ni godkänner att ert barn deltar i studien ber jag er att skriva på blanketten som medföljer och lämna 

tillbaka den till barnets mentor eller mig. 

Vid frågor kan ni nå mig på maria.trygger.XXXX@XXXX.se eller på 0XXX XXX XXX. 

Tack på förhand. 

 

 

Maria Trygger 

Specialpedagog  
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Appendix 7: Informed Consent Form in English - Parents 

 

Pupil’s Name: ______________________________ Class: ________________ 

Pupil’s ID Number: ______________________ 

 

● I accept that my child participates in a questionnaire survey as part of a study about how they 

experience their schooling. 

● I understand that my child can decide not to participate, which would end our collaboration. 

● I understand that all information given is anonymous and that my child can not be identified. 

● I understand that all information gathered in will only be used for this particular research project. 

● I understand that the results (which are derived from the answers of all participating pupils) of 

the project may be published. 

 

Guardian’s Signature: _________________________________________ 

Guardian’s Name: ____________________________________ 

Date: _______________ 

 

  



Maria Trygger          

 49 

Appendix 8: Informed Consent Form in Swedish – Parents 

 

Elevens namn: ______________________________ Klass: ________________ 

Elevens personnummer: ______________________ 

 

● Jag godkänner att mitt barn deltar i en enkät som del av en studie kring vad eleverna tycker om 

sin skolgång. 

● Jag förstår att mitt barn kan bestämma sig att inte delta i insamlingen och därmed avslutas 

samarbetet. 

● Jag förstår att all information är anonym och att mitt barn inte kan identifieras. 

● Jag förstår att information som samlas in enbart används i den här studien. 

● Jag förstår att studiens resultat (som kommer utifrån alla elevers svar) kan komma att publiceras. 

 

Vårdnadshavares underskrift: _________________________________________ 

Vårdnadshavares namn förtydligat: ____________________________________ 

Datum: ______________ 
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Appendix 9: CRPD and Optional Protocol Signatures and Ratifications in 2016 
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Appendix 10: SPSS Syntax Document 

* Encoding: UTF-8. 

 

FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Gender Grade Read_write Concentration AST SEN 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

 

*Set 99 as user missing value. 

missing values spiq1 to spiq12 (99). 

 

frequencies spiq1 to spiq12 

 

frequencies SEN to SEN2 

 

CORRELATIONS 

  /VARIABLES=semi2 ssoi2 sasc2 

  /PRINT=TWOTAIL NOSIG 

  /MISSING=PAIRWISE. 

 

GLM semi2 ssoi2 sasc2 BY Gender Grade SEN 

  /METHOD=SSTYPE(3) 

  /INTERCEPT=INCLUDE 

  /PLOT=PROFILE(Gender*Grade Gender*SEN Grade*SEN) TYPE=LINE ERRORBAR=NO MEANREFERENCE=NO 

YAXIS=AUTO     

  /PRINT=DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER HOMOGENEITY 

  /CRITERIA=ALPHA(.05) 

  /DESIGN= Gender Grade SEN Gender*Grade Gender*SEN Grade*SEN Gender*Grade*SEN. 
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Appendix 11: Output from the MANOVA 

Log - March 26, 2019 

* Encoding: UTF-8. 

FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Gender Grade Read_write Concentration AST SEN 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

 

Frequencies - Statistics  

  Gender Grade 

Self-reported 

any reading or 
writing 

difficulties 

Self-reported 
concentration 

difficulties 

Self-reported 

being on the 
autism 

spectrum 

Do the pupils 

have a self-
reported 

SEN? 

N Valid 195 195 195 195 193 195 

Missing 0 0 0 0 2 0 

        

Frequency Table - Gender  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 10 Male 99 50.8 50.8 50.8 

11 female 96 49.2 49.2 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   

      

 

 



Maria Trygger          

 53 

Frequency Table - Grade  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 5 Year 5 97 49.7 49.7 49.7 

8 Year 8 98 50.3 50.3 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   

      

Frequency Table - Self-reported any reading or writing difficulties 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0 No self-reported reading 
and/or writing difficulties 153 78.5 78.5 78.5 

1 The pupil self-reports they 

think they may have reading 

and/or writing difficulties. 
21 10.8 10.8 89.2 

2 The pupil self-reports a 

diagnosis of reading and/or 
writing difficulties. 

21 10.8 10.8 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   
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Frequency Table - Self-reported concentration difficulties 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0 The pupil has not self-reported 

concentration difficulties. 
134 68.7 68.7 68.7 

1 The pupil self-reported that 
they suspect they may have 

concentration difficulties. 
45 23.1 23.1 91.8 

2 The pupil has self-reported a 

diagnosis of concentration 

difficulties. 
16 8.2 8.2 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   

      

Frequency Table - Self-reported being on the autism spectrum  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0 The pupil has not self-reported 

being on the autism spectrum. 181 92.8 93.8 93.8 

1 The pupil has self-reported 

that they suspect they may be on 
the autism spectrum. 

8 4.1 4.1 97.9 

2 The pupil has self-reported an 
AST-spectrum diagnosis. 4 2.1 2.1 100.0 

Total 193 99.0 100.0   

Missing 99 2 1.0     

Total 195 100.0     
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Frequency Table - Do the pupils have a self-reported SEN? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0 Pupil self-reported no 

SEN 
114 58.5 58.5 58.5 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 81 41.5 41.5 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   

      

LOG 

frequencies spiq1 to spiq12. 

 

Frequencies - Statistics  

  

Jag 

gillar 

att gå i 

skolan

/I like 

going 

to 

school

. 

Jag 

har 

många 

vänner 

i min 

klass/I 

have a 

lot of 

friends 

in my 

class 

Jag lär 

mig 

snabbt

/I learn 

fast 

Jag 

har 

ingen 

lust att 

gå i 

skolan

/I have 

no 

desire 

to go 

to 

school 

Jag 

trivs 

jätte 

bra 

med 

mina 

klassk

ompis

ar/I get 

on 

really 

with 

with 

my 

class 

mates 

Jag 

kan 

lösa 

väldigt 

svåra 

uppgift

er/I 

can 

solve 

very 

difficult 

tasks 

Jag 

trivs 

på 

skolan

/I like it 

in 

school 

Jag 

känner 

mig 

ensam

men i 

min 

klass/I 

feel 

lonely 

in my 

class 

Jag 

lyckas 

bra i 

mitt 

skolar

bete/I 

do well 

in my 

school

work 

Det är 

roligt 

med 

skola/

School 

is fun 

Jag 

har 

bra 

relatio

ner 

med 

mina 

klassk

amrate

r/I 

have 

very 

good 

relatio

nships 

with 

my 

classm

ates 

Många 

saker 

på 

skolan 

är för 

svåra 

för mig 

/Many 

things 

in 

school 

are too 

difficult 

for me 

N Valid 195 194 195 193 194 195 194 194 195 194 195 195 

Missing 0 1 0 2 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 
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Frequency Table - Jag gillar att gå i skolan/I like going to school.  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1 stämmer inte alls 15 7.7 7.7 7.7 

2 stämmer ganska dåligt 33 16.9 16.9 24.6 

3 stämmer till viss del 95 48.7 48.7 73.3 

4 stämmer helt och hållet 52 26.7 26.7 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   

      

Frequency Table - Jag har många vänner i min klass/I have a lot of friends in my 

class  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1 stämmer inte alls 3 1.5 1.5 1.5 

2 stämmer ganska dåligt 10 5.1 5.2 6.7 

3 stämmer till viss del 51 26.2 26.3 33.0 

4 stämmer helt och hållet 130 66.7 67.0 100.0 

Total 194 99.5 100.0   

Missing 99 1 .5     

Total 195 100.0     
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Frequency Table - Jag lär mig snabbt/I learn fast 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1 stämmer inte alls 10 5.1 5.1 5.1 

2 stämmer ganska dåligt 40 20.5 20.5 25.6 

3 stämmer till viss del 100 51.3 51.3 76.9 

4 stämmer helt och hållet 45 23.1 23.1 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   

      

Frequency Table - Jag har ingen lust att gå i skolan/I have no desire to go to school  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1 stämmer inte alls 54 27.7 28.0 28.0 

2 stämmer ganska dåligt 56 28.7 29.0 57.0 

3 stämmer till viss del 57 29.2 29.5 86.5 

4 stämmer helt och hållet 26 13.3 13.5 100.0 

Total 193 99.0 100.0   

Missing 99 2 1.0     

Total 195 100.0     
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Frequency Table - Jag trivs jättebra med mina klasskompisar/I get on really with 

with my classmates  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1 stämmer inte alls 4 2.1 2.1 2.1 

2 stämmer ganska dåligt 9 4.6 4.6 6.7 

3 stämmer till viss del 76 39.0 39.2 45.9 

4 stämmer helt och hållet 105 53.8 54.1 100.0 

Total 194 99.5 100.0   

Missing 99 1 .5     

Total 195 100.0     

      

Frequency Table - Jag kan lösa väldigt svåra uppgifter/I can solve very difficult 

tasks  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1 stämmer inte alls 18 9.2 9.2 9.2 

2 stämmer ganska dåligt 44 22.6 22.6 31.8 

3 stämmer till viss del 98 50.3 50.3 82.1 

4 stämmer helt och hållet 35 17.9 17.9 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   
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Frequency Table - Jag trivs på skolan/I like it in school 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1 stämmer inte alls 7 3.6 3.6 3.6 

2 stämmer ganska dåligt 21 10.8 10.8 14.4 

3 stämmer till viss del 71 36.4 36.6 51.0 

4 stämmer helt och hållet 95 48.7 49.0 100.0 

Total 194 99.5 100.0   

Missing 99 1 .5     

Total 195 100.0     

      

Frequency Table - Jag känner mig ensammen i min klass/I feel lonely in my class 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1 stämmer inte alls 137 70.3 70.6 70.6 

2 stämmer ganska dåligt 36 18.5 18.6 89.2 

3 stämmer till viss del 16 8.2 8.2 97.4 

4 stämmer helt och hållet 5 2.6 2.6 100.0 

Total 194 99.5 100.0   

Missing 99 1 .5     

Total 195 100.0     
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Frequency Table - Jag lyckas bra i mitt skolarbete/I do well in my schoolwork 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1 stämmer inte alls 3 1.5 1.5 1.5 

2 stämmer ganska dåligt 22 11.3 11.3 12.8 

3 stämmer till viss del 101 51.8 51.8 64.6 

4 stämmer helt och hållet 69 35.4 35.4 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   

      

Frequency Table - Det är roligt med skola/School is fun 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1 stämmer inte alls 32 16.4 16.5 16.5 

2 stämmer ganska dåligt 43 22.1 22.2 38.7 

3 stämmer till viss del 72 36.9 37.1 75.8 

4 stämmer helt och hållet 47 24.1 24.2 100.0 

Total 194 99.5 100.0   

Missing 99 1 .5     

Total 195 100.0     
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Frequency Table - Jag har bra relationer med mina klasskamrater/I have very 

good relationships with my classmates 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1 stämmer inte alls 4 2.1 2.1 2.1 

2 stämmer ganska dåligt 15 7.7 7.7 9.7 

3 stämmer till viss del 83 42.6 42.6 52.3 

4 stämmer helt och hållet 93 47.7 47.7 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   

      

Frequency Table - Många saker på skolan är för svåra för mig /Many things in 

school are too difficult for me 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1 stämmer inte alls 58 29.7 29.7 29.7 

2 stämmer ganska dåligt 73 37.4 37.4 67.2 

3 stämmer till viss del 48 24.6 24.6 91.8 

4 stämmer helt och hållet 16 8.2 8.2 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   

      

Log 

frequencies SEN to SEN2. 
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Frequencies - Statistics 

  

Do the 
pupils 

have a 

self-
reported 

SEN? 

Do the pupils have a 

self-reported SEN, 
sight/hearing 

difficulties included? 

N Valid 195 195 

Missing 0 0 

    

Frequency Table - Do the pupils have a self-reported SEN? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0 Pupil self-reported no 

SEN 114 58.5 58.5 58.5 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 81 41.5 41.5 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   

      

Frequency Table - Do the pupils have a self-reported SEN, sight/hearing 

difficulties included? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0 98 50.3 50.3 50.3 

1 97 49.7 49.7 100.0 

Total 195 100.0 100.0   
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Log 

CORRELATIONS 

  /VARIABLES=semi2 ssoi2 sasc2 

  /PRINT=TWOTAIL NOSIG 

  /MISSING=PAIRWISE. 

 

Correlations - Correlations 

  semi2 ssoi2 sasc2  

semi2 Pearson 

Correlation 
1 .371** .333**  

Sig. (2-

tailed)   .000 .000  

N 195 195 195  

ssoi2 Pearson 

Correlation 
.371** 1 .207**  

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
.000   .004  

N 195 195 195  

sasc2 Pearson 

Correlation 
.333** .207** 1  

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
.000 .004    

N 195 195 195  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   



Maria Trygger          

 64 

Log 

GLM semi2 ssoi2 sasc2 BY Gender Grade SEN 

  /METHOD=SSTYPE(3) 

  /INTERCEPT=INCLUDE 

  /PLOT=PROFILE(Gender*Grade Gender*SEN Grade*SEN) TYPE=LINE ERRORBAR=NO 

MEANREFERENCE=NO YAXIS=AUTO 

  /PRINT=DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER HOMOGENEITY 

  /CRITERIA=ALPHA(.05) 

  /DESIGN= Gender Grade SEN Gender*Grade Gender*SEN Grade*SEN 

Gender*Grade*SEN. 

 

General Linear Model - Between-Subjects Factors 

  Value Label N 

Gender 10 Male 99 

11 female 96 

Grade 5 Year 5 97 

8 Year 8 98 

Do the pupils have a self-
reported SEN? 

0 Pupil self-
reported no SEN 114 

1 Pupil Self-

reported SEN 81 
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General Linear Model - Descriptive Statistics  

  Gender Grade 
Do the pupils have a self-
reported SEN? Mean Std. Deviation N 

semi2 10 Male 5 Year 5 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.6970 2.74414 33 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 11.2353 2.70484 17 

Total 12.2000 2.79212 50 

8 Year 8 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.3214 2.01942 28 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 10.1905 2.92607 21 

Total 11.4082 2.64511 49 

Total 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.5246 2.42629 61 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 10.6579 2.84060 38 

Total 11.8081 2.73554 99 

11 female 5 Year 5 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.3704 2.85749 27 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 11.7500 3.02403 20 

Total 12.1064 2.91349 47 

8 Year 8 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 11.8462 3.18361 26 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 10.0000 3.04512 23 

Total 10.9796 3.22419 49 

Total 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.1132 3.00423 53 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 10.8140 3.12635 43 
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Total 11.5312 3.11179 96 

Total 5 Year 5 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.5500 2.77657 60 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 11.5135 2.85406 37 

Total 12.1546 2.83703 97 

8 Year 8 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.0926 2.62979 54 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 10.0909 2.95563 44 

Total 11.1939 2.94155 98 

Total 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.3333 2.70583 114 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 10.7407 2.97816 81 

Total 11.6718 2.92253 195 

ssoi2 10 Male 5 Year 5 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 14.6364 1.53741 33 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 14.7059 2.20127 17 

Total 14.6600 1.76832 50 

8 Year 8 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 14.5357 1.81521 28 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 12.8571 2.43487 21 

Total 13.8163 2.24233 49 

Total 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 14.5902 1.65708 61 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 13.6842 2.48352 38 

Total 14.2424 2.05084 99 
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11 female 5 Year 5 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 14.1481 1.72546 27 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 13.9000 2.04939 20 

Total 14.0426 1.85282 47 

8 Year 8 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 13.7692 2.12241 26 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 12.8696 2.39895 23 

Total 13.3469 2.27808 49 

Total 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 13.9623 1.92116 53 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 13.3488 2.27705 43 

Total 13.6875 2.09919 96 

Total 5 Year 5 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 14.4167 1.62910 60 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 14.2703 2.12980 37 

Total 14.3608 1.82680 97 

8 Year 8 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 14.1667 1.98817 54 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 12.8636 2.38787 44 

Total 13.5816 2.26093 98 

Total 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 14.2982 1.80427 114 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 13.5062 2.36708 81 

Total 13.9692 2.08803 195 

sasc2 10 Male 5 Year 5 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.7576 2.37211 33 
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1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 10.8235 2.78916 17 

Total 12.1000 2.65922 50 

8 Year 8 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.9643 1.83550 28 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 10.5238 2.61952 21 

Total 11.9184 2.49864 49 

Total 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.8525 2.12788 61 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 10.6579 2.66384 38 

Total 12.0101 2.56942 99 

11 female 5 Year 5 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.6296 2.25573 27 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 11.3500 2.79614 20 

Total 12.0851 2.55232 47 

8 Year 8 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.1923 2.33271 26 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 9.7826 2.25543 23 

Total 11.0612 2.57721 49 

Total 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.4151 2.28232 53 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 10.5116 2.61290 43 

Total 11.5625 2.60288 96 

Total 5 Year 5 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.7000 2.30180 60 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 11.1081 2.76670 37 



Maria Trygger          

 69 

Total 12.0928 2.59439 97 

8 Year 8 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.5926 2.10586 54 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 10.1364 2.43607 44 

Total 11.4898 2.56159 98 

Total 0 Pupil self-reported no SEN 12.6491 2.20210 114 

1 Pupil Self-reported SEN 10.5802 2.62137 81 

Total 11.7897 2.58901 195 

       

General Linear Model - Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices 

Box's M 37.225 

F .837 

df1 42 

df2 44229.495 

Sig. .763 

Tests the null hypothesis that the 

observed covariance matrices of 

the dependent variables are equal 
across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + Gender + 
Grade + SEN + Gender * Grade + 

Gender * SEN + Grade * SEN + 

Gender * Grade * SEN 
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General Linear Model - Multivariate Tests 

Effect Value F 

Hypothes

is df Error df Sig. 

Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observed 

Powerc 

 

Intercept Pillai's 

Trace .985 
4085.16

1b 3.000 185.000 .000 .985 12255.482 1.000  

Wilks' 

Lambda .015 
4085.16

1b 3.000 185.000 .000 .985 12255.482 1.000  

Hotelling's 

Trace 
66.24

6 
4085.16

1b 3.000 185.000 .000 .985 12255.482 1.000  

Roy's 

Largest 

Root 

66.24

6 
4085.16

1b 
3.000 185.000 .000 .985 12255.482 1.000 

 

Gender Pillai's 

Trace 
.019 1.173b 3.000 185.000 .321 .019 3.519 .312  

Wilks' 

Lambda 
.981 1.173b 3.000 185.000 .321 .019 3.519 .312  

Hotelling's 

Trace 
.019 1.173b 3.000 185.000 .321 .019 3.519 .312  

Roy's 

Largest 

Root 

.019 1.173b 3.000 185.000 .321 .019 3.519 .312 
 

Grade Pillai's 

Trace 
.055 3.624b 3.000 185.000 .014 .055 10.871 .789  

Wilks' 

Lambda 
.945 3.624b 3.000 185.000 .014 .055 10.871 .789  

Hotelling's 

Trace 
.059 3.624b 3.000 185.000 .014 .055 10.871 .789  
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Roy's 

Largest 

Root 

.059 3.624b 3.000 185.000 .014 .055 10.871 .789 
 

SEN Pillai's 

Trace 
.177 13.281b 3.000 185.000 .000 .177 39.843 1.000  

Wilks' 

Lambda 
.823 13.281b 3.000 185.000 .000 .177 39.843 1.000  

Hotelling's 

Trace 
.215 13.281b 3.000 185.000 .000 .177 39.843 1.000  

Roy's 

Largest 

Root 

.215 13.281b 3.000 185.000 .000 .177 39.843 1.000 
 

Gender * 

Grade 

Pillai's 

Trace 
.013 .805b 3.000 185.000 .492 .013 2.416 .222  

Wilks' 

Lambda 
.987 .805b 3.000 185.000 .492 .013 2.416 .222  

Hotelling's 

Trace 
.013 .805b 3.000 185.000 .492 .013 2.416 .222  

Roy's 

Largest 

Root 

.013 .805b 3.000 185.000 .492 .013 2.416 .222 
 

Gender * 

SEN 

Pillai's 

Trace 
.003 .202b 3.000 185.000 .895 .003 .607 .087  

Wilks' 

Lambda 
.997 .202b 3.000 185.000 .895 .003 .607 .087  

Hotelling's 

Trace 
.003 .202b 3.000 185.000 .895 .003 .607 .087  

Roy's 

Largest 

Root 

.003 .202b 3.000 185.000 .895 .003 .607 .087 
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Grade * 

SEN 

Pillai's 

Trace 
.027 1.706b 3.000 185.000 .167 .027 5.117 .441  

Wilks' 

Lambda 
.973 1.706b 3.000 185.000 .167 .027 5.117 .441  

Hotelling's 

Trace 
.028 1.706b 3.000 185.000 .167 .027 5.117 .441  

Roy's 

Largest 

Root 

.028 1.706b 3.000 185.000 .167 .027 5.117 .441 
 

Gender * 

Grade * 

SEN 

Pillai's 

Trace 
.008 .494b 3.000 185.000 .687 .008 1.482 .149  

Wilks' 

Lambda 
.992 .494b 3.000 185.000 .687 .008 1.482 .149  

Hotelling's 

Trace 
.008 .494b 3.000 185.000 .687 .008 1.482 .149  

Roy's 

Largest 

Root 

.008 .494b 3.000 185.000 .687 .008 1.482 .149 
 

a. Design: Intercept + Gender + Grade + SEN + Gender * Grade + Gender * SEN + Grade * SEN + Gender * Grade * 

SEN   

b. Exact statistic 
  

c. Computed using alpha = 
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General Linear Model - Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances  

  
Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

semi2 Based on Mean .707 7 187 .666 

Based on Median .669 7 187 .698 

Based on Median 
and with adjusted df .669 7 171.741 .698 

Based on trimmed 

mean 
.690 7 187 .681 

ssoi2 Based on Mean .859 7 187 .540 

Based on Median .652 7 187 .713 

Based on Median 
and with adjusted df .652 7 130.765 .712 

Based on trimmed 
mean 

.765 7 187 .617 

sasc2 Based on Mean .543 7 187 .801 

Based on Median .396 7 187 .904 

Based on Median 

and with adjusted df .396 7 179.785 .904 
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Based on trimmed 
mean 

.555 7 187 .791 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + Gender + Grade + SEN + Gender * Grade + Gender * SEN + Grade * SEN + Gender * 

Grade * SEN 

      

General Linear Model - Tests of Between-Subjects Effects - March 26, 2019 

Source 

Depend

ent 

Variabl

e 

Type III 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Paramete

r 

Obser-

ved 

Power
d 

 

Corrected Model semi2 174.190a 7 24.884 3.138 .004 .105 21.968 .943  

ssoi2 88.682b 7 12.669 3.129 .004 .105 21.903 .942  

sasc2 238.848c 7 34.121 6.011 .000 .184 42.076 .999  

Intercept semi2 
25011.182 1 

25011.18

2 
3154.219 .000 .944 3154.219 1.000  

ssoi2 
36360.683 1 

36360.68

3 
8980.520 .000 .980 8980.520 1.000  

sasc2 
25344.132 1 

25344.13

2 
4464.637 .000 .960 4464.637 1.000  

Gender semi2 .668 1 .668 .084 .772 .000 .084 .060  

ssoi2 12.286 1 12.286 3.034 .083 .016 3.034 .410  

sasc2 3.639 1 3.639 .641 .424 .003 .641 .125  
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Grade semi2 39.978 1 39.978 5.042 .026 .026 5.042 .608  

ssoi2 33.040 1 33.040 8.160 .005 .042 8.160 .811  

sasc2 12.888 1 12.888 2.270 .134 .012 2.270 .323  

SEN semi2 107.526 1 107.526 13.560 .000 .068 13.560 .956  

ssoi2 22.260 1 22.260 5.498 .020 .029 5.498 .645  

sasc2 190.447 1 190.447 33.549 .000 .152 33.549 1.000  

Gender * Grade semi2 2.135 1 2.135 .269 .604 .001 .269 .081  

ssoi2 .854 1 .854 .211 .647 .001 .211 .074  

sasc2 10.704 1 10.704 1.886 .171 .010 1.886 .277  

Gender * SEN semi2 3.714 1 3.714 .468 .495 .002 .468 .105  

ssoi2 .623 1 .623 .154 .695 .001 .154 .068  

sasc2 1.375 1 1.375 .242 .623 .001 .242 .078  

Grade * SEN semi2 10.518 1 10.518 1.326 .251 .007 1.326 .209  

ssoi2 16.864 1 16.864 4.165 .043 .022 4.165 .528  

sasc2 7.844 1 7.844 1.382 .241 .007 1.382 .215  

semi2 .907 1 .907 .114 .736 .001 .114 .063  
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Gender * Grade * 

SEN 

ssoi2 3.522 1 3.522 .870 .352 .005 .870 .153  

sasc2 1.139 1 1.139 .201 .655 .001 .201 .073  

Error semi2 1482.805 187 7.929            

ssoi2 757.133 187 4.049            

sasc2 1061.531 187 5.677            

Total semi2 28222.000 195              

ssoi2 38898.000 195              

sasc2 28405.000 195              

Corrected Total semi2 1656.995 194              

ssoi2 845.815 194              

sasc2 1300.379 194              

a. R Squared = .105 (Adjusted R Squared = .072)   

b. R Squared = .105 (Adjusted R Squared = .071)   

c. R Squared = .184 (Adjusted R Squared = .153)   

d. Computed using alpha =   
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Semi2 - emotional inclusion - Gender * Grade 

 

 

semi2 - emotional inclusion - Gender * Do the pupils have a self-reported SEN? 
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semi2 - emotional inclusion - Grade * Do the pupils have a self-reported SEN?

 

 

ssoi2 - social inclusion - Gender * Grade
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ssoi2 - social inclusion - Gender * Do the pupils have a self-reported SEN? 

 

 

ssoi2 - social inclusion - Grade * Do the pupils have a self-reported SEN?
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sasc2 - academic self-concept - Gender * Grade

 

sasc2 - academic self-concept - Gender * Do the pupils have a self-reported SEN? 
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sasc2 - academic self-concept - Grade * Do the pupils have a self-reported SEN?

 

 


