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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate the different support systems used by teachers in

compulsory education. Class and subject teachers and special educators from Finland (N = 57) and

Sweden (N = 57) participated in the study, in which both qualitative and quantitative methods were

used. Participants completed an electronic questionnaire to identify various ways of pupils who

have special educational needs. The findings indicate both similarities and differences between the

two countries. One of the most common forms of support was individualization, including

pedagogical modifications. Methods of supporting academic skills such as reading differed from

those used to support behavioral issues. Positive pedagogy and structuring the environment were

used ways of supporting pupils with behavioral challenges. Results for both countries are compared

and support needs are discussed.
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Finland and Sweden, as well as many other countries, aim to achieve inclusion in the field of

education (Finnish Ministry of Education, 2007; Nilholm & Göransson, 2013; United Nations

Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization [UNESCO], 2017). The focus on inclusion

emphasises that all children should be part of a single education system, wherein they are all able to

learn successfully (Florian, 2010). Pupils who previously studied in segregated settings, for

example, special schools, are now increasingly attending local schools, where they are entitled to

receive additional support. However, inclusion does not only concern pupils; it concerns the entire

education system – educational policy, teacher education and school organisation (Hausstätter,

2013; Rose, Barahona, & Muro, 2017; Schwab, Holzinger, Krammer, Gebhart, & Hessels, 2015).

This can prove problematic, since not all teachers are trained to provide additional support. Indeed,

there is evidence to indicate that children with social, emotional and behavioural difficulties do not

receive sufficient support at school (Botha & Kourkoutas, 2016; Giota & Lundborg, 2007; Lane,

2007; Persson, 2004). Other studies have reported that children who experience difficulties with

regards to reading and writing also move through their school careers without receiving adequate

support (e.g. Author, 2015). In terms of students who experience difficulties with mathematics,

there is currently a lack of evidence concerning the effectiveness of teachers’ efforts (Engström,

2016). In this article, we study how teachers in Finland and Sweden consider that they support their

pupils and, relatedly, how they render their schools inclusive.

There is currently a lack of both knowledge and skills in relation to how best to create an inclusive

school, as well as how to adjust the practice of classroom education so that all learners can benefit

from it (Biamba, 2016; Lakkala, Uusiautti, & Määttä, 2016; Meynert, 2014). When creating an

inclusive environment, the support on offer can be divided into support for learning and support for

participation. If all pupils are to be included, both types of support are required (Morningstar,

Shogren, Lee, & Born, 2015; Nilholm & Alm, 2010). While teachers’ theoretical knowledge

regarding teaching and pedagogics in general can be quite good, they are often unable to identify

special needs or make the necessary adaptations or modifications in practice (Fullerton, Rube,

McBride, & Bert, 2011; López-Torrijo & Mengual-Andrés, 2015; Shin, Lee, & McKenna, 2016). In

order to identify key practices that meet the needs of all students, McLeskey, Waldron and Redd

(2014) studied one highly effective, inclusive elementary school. They identified practices related to

student support and instructional quality, such as meeting the needs of all students, providing high-

quality instruction and providing teachers with immersive professional development opportunities.

The researchers noted the importance of providing teachers with high-quality professional

development in their local school context. Several forms of support and different intervention
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programmes exist, all of which aim to both render the school inclusive and promote pupils’ well-

being. An intervention method intended to combat bullying, which is known as the KIVA school

(kiva = nice), has been developed and used a lot in Finland (Haataja, Sainio, Turtonen, &

Salmivalli, 2016). The intervention can prevent social and emotional challenges (see also Kimber,

2011). Another tool for providing pupils with support is known as ART (aggression replacement

training). ART provides cognitive, affective and behavioural interventions. It is effective in terms of

increasing social skills and decreasing problem behaviour (Amendola & Oliver, 2013). A method

available for tackling challenges related to reading comprehension involves the use of reading

strategies (Meniado, 2016). In fact, several methods exist – it is simply a matter of ensuring that

they are appropriately used.

Comparing Finland and Sweden

The decision to compare data from Finland and Sweden, two neighbouring social democratic

countries (Lundahl, 2016), was based on the idea that specifically researching similar countries can

reveal fine-grained differences and, therefore, perhaps aid in identifying things that are otherwise

taken for granted (Landman, 2000). Finland and Sweden exhibit both similarities and differences.

For instance, both countries offer free education for all and have similar goals for achieving

inclusion and equality in education. According to current Finnish and Swedish educational

documents – for example, education acts (Finnish Basic Education Act, 1998; Finnish Basic

Education Act, 2010; Swedish Education Act, 1985; Swedish Education Act, 2010), national

curricula (Finnish National Board of Education, 2016; Swedish National Agency for Education,

2011) and national education strategies (Finnish Ministry of Education, 2007; Swedish National

Agency for Education, 2011) – every pupil should be supported with regards to learning well and

enabled in relation to achieving their educational goals, with all teachers being expected to provide

support. Education in Finland and in Sweden differs, however, in terms of school results, at least as

they are measured in the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) evaluations, with

Finland being among the top performers, while Sweden lags some way behind (Organisation for

Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2015; Vettenranta et al., 2016). Education in

Finland, when compared to the situation in other Scandinavian countries, is more highly valued and

stronger confidence is seen among teachers (Simola, 2005).

Giving and Receiving Support in Finnish and Swedish Schools
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Mainstream schools in Finland and Sweden employ special educators in addition to regular

teachers. In Finland, the special education offered in mainstream schools is either full time in

separate special classes or schools, or part time with one or several special education teachers

providing support for those who need it. In the case of part-time special education, no statement is

required in order to receive support. However, where a need arises for regular special support, an

individual educational plan (IEP) must, by law, be written for the pupil in question (Finnish Basic

Education Act, 1998; Finnish Basic Education Act, 2010). Since 2010, three forms of support have

been offered in Finnish schools, namely general, intensified and special support (Jahnukainen &

Itkonen, 2015; Finnish Basic Education Act, 2010; Finnish Ministry of Education, 2007). While

general and intensified support are mainly offered in classrooms by class and/or subject teachers,

special support (and, sometimes, intensified support) can be provided in classrooms, although it is

mostly provided in a separate room within the same school by a special educator. It is also available

in special schools. Special educators play quite a large role in Finnish schools; therefore, class and

subject teachers may feel that providing support is the job of only the special educator, meaning that

it is not the responsibility of class or subject teachers.

In Sweden, mainstream schools employ one or several special teachers or special pedagogues

(sometimes both). Special pedagogues (special education co-ordinates, or SENCOs) mainly co-

ordinate special needs. According to the relevant education policy (Swedish Education Act, 2010;

Swedish National Agency for Education, 2014), all pupils who attend Swedish schools are offered

guidance and support in the regular classroom. Additional support is provided at two levels, namely

extra adaptations and special needs support, which can both be provided in the regular classroom.

Special needs support requires an IEP as well as an official decision by the head of the school.

Special needs support is only given when the pupil is unable to achieve educational goals despite

receiving extra adaptations (Swedish Education Act, 2010; Swedish National Agency for

Education, 2014).

In addition, schools in both Finland and Sweden have extended welfare teams comprising a school

psychologist, a social worker, a nurse and a medical doctor, who provide consultation and medical

services as and when required (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2017; Hjörne, 2004).

Teachers work in cooperation with these teams to either prevent problems or address problems

when they occur (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2017; National Board of Health and

Welfare & Swedish National Agency for Education, 2016; Swedish Education Act, 2010). Schools

in both countries hence employ several experts dedicated to providing pupils with extra support.
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However, although the two countries’ education policies state that support for pupils is not

conditional on, for example, a medical diagnosis, research shows that in practice a diagnosis is often

required for the provision of support during everyday schooling (Finnish Basic Education Act,

1998; Finnish Basic Education Act, 2010; Göransson, Nilholm, & Karlsson, 2011; Hjörne, 2016;

Pulkkinen & Jahnukainen, 2016). According to Finnish law (Finnish Basic Education Act, 2010, §

17), a pedagogical statement can be complemented by a statement from a medical expert when

considered necessary.

In Finland, the system for keeping statistics regarding pupils who have special educational needs

(SEN) changed in 2010. Prior to that change, it was possible to identify the reason behind special

education provisions. In primary education, the most common reasons were reading and writing

difficulties, followed by mathematics challenges and challenges related to language development.

At the secondary level, the top two needs were the same, while the third was challenges related to

foreign languages (Official Statistics Finland [OSF], 2010). During the 2014–2015 school year,

some 22.7% of pupils in Finland received part-time special educational support (OSF, 2016a).

Further, 7.3% of school-aged pupils received special support and, as such, had an IEP in 2016 in

Finland (OSF, 2016b).

While it is difficult to specify the exact number of pupils in Sweden who receive special education

(or the reasons for such educational provision), an IEP must be written when a pupil requires

support. It is known that 12% of all pupils had IEPs during the 2013–2014 school year, when

compared to only 5.6% during the 2015–2016 school year. The reason for this decrease is likely the

change in the School Act (Swedish Education Act, 2010) implemented in 2014, which allowed

schools to provide support without producing any written action plans. IEPs are written more

frequently for boys than for girls, and most IEPs are related to pupils in the 9th grade. However, the

reasons behind IEPs remain unknown, since no statistics are collected in Sweden (Hjörne, 2016;

Swedish National Agency for Education, 2015, 2016). Still, it has been established that an

increasing number of pupils are being diagnosed with neuropsychiatric disorders, apparently

representing a group increasingly excluded from mainstream education (Hjörne, 2016).

Inclusive Teaching and Education

The exact meaning of inclusive education is not easy to define. According to Allan (2014, p. 511), it

is “a troubled, problematic and contested field” in which some researchers argue that all children

should be educated in mainstream schools, while others argue in favour of the retention of special

education. Florian (2010) and Thomazet (2009), for example, have stated that the fundamental
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principle of inclusive education is that schools should provide education for all pupils and, further,

that they should adapt that education to existing needs so all children are part of a single educational

system. In this way, barriers to learning and participation are reduced for all students, not only those

with impairments or those who are categorised as having special educational needs (also Booth &

Ainscow, 2002).

Hausstätter (2013) described inclusion as an unfinished process. When inclusion is seen as being

unfinished, it steers the focus towards the ongoing process of school development, which is

connected to issues such as democracy and freedom of speech (Hausstätter, 2013; Nilholm, 2006).

The social environment within an educational institution needs to be developed in such a way that

pupils feel they belong to the school community (Movkebayeva, Oralkanova, Mazhinov,

Beisenova, & Belenko, 2016; Yuval-Davies, 2006).

In practice, inclusion has often been interpreted as meaning that pupils are kept in one group and

not taught outside their own classroom. However, that is only one, narrow view of inclusion.

Inclusion can be achieved in many ways, since it is not dependent on the place of teaching,

especially in the modern digital age and with open learning spaces (Halinen & Järvinen, 2008;

Rose, Barahona, & Muro, 2017; Schwab, Holzinger, Krammer, Gebhart, & Hessels, 2015; Smith,

2015). We understand that inclusion is not just a structural issue concerning how best to organise or

change the different aspects of the school, but also an ethical concept (Reindal, 2010). In line with

the approach of Nilholm and Göransson (2013) and Morningstar et al. (2015), we consider that

support, in order to be truly inclusive, needs to include support for both learning and participation.

Aim of the Study and Research Questions

The aim of the present study is to focus on the various support needs perceived by teachers in

Finnish and Swedish inclusive classrooms, which feature diverse pupils. Hence, our research

questions are as follows. 1) What types of student support needs do teachers perceive? 2) What kind

of support do teachers provide students who are experiencing difficulties with reading and writing,

mathematics, and socio-emotional development? 3) How do teachers address the concept of

inclusion in relation to supporting students?

Method

For the purposes of this survey-based study, an electronic questionnaire was sent to several schools

in both Finland and Sweden. More specifically, it was sent to schools in two large southern cities
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and two large northern cities in both countries. The items included in the questionnaire were based

on those used in a previous study (Author, 2008), which outlined the essence of the chosen areas of

support (reading and writing, mathematics and behavioural issues). In all four cities, permission to

conduct the study was received from the relevant Educational Board. The link to the questionnaire

was sent to the schools’ head teachers (both primary and secondary), and the head teachers then

forwarded the link to the teachers. The one criterion for selecting schools was to approach both

primary and secondary schools. The questionnaire was sent to 80 schools, and one reminder was

sent to all the head teachers. However, the schools were very busy, and only 14 schools in Finland

and 16 schools in Sweden agreed to respond to the questionnaire. The teachers themselves decided

whether or not to respond. In addition, special education teaching students at one university in each

country (all of whom already had teaching degrees and experience as teachers) were sent the link to

the questionnaire.

Participants

In total, we received 114 responses, 57 from Finland and 57 from Sweden (see Table 1). Of these,

six respondents from Finland and eight from Sweden were special teacher/pedagogue students. Of

the Finnish students, two worked as subject teachers, two as class teachers and two as special

teachers during their studies. Half the Swedish teachers worked as special educators and half as

class teachers. The mean age of the Finnish teachers was 41 years (range = 24–56 years, SD = 8),

while the mean age of Swedish teachers was 44 years (range 26–60 years, SD = 9). Some teachers

held double qualifications. For example, seven teachers in Finland and nine in Sweden also had

special education degrees, although they were currently working as class or subject teachers. The

data can be split on this basis (i.e. holding a special education degree or not).

**** Table 1. Respondents’ profession during the current academic year ABOUT HERE***

For the Finnish teachers, the mean number of working years was 11 (range = 4–25 years, SD = 7),

while for the Swedish teachers, the mean number of working years was 15 (range = 1–34 years, SD

= 7). The respondents came from all stages of the compulsory education system (Table 2). Nine of

the Finnish respondents and five of the Swedish respondents were male.



8

***** Table 2. In which stage are you working now? ABOUT HERE ****

Data Collection and Analysis

We used a mixed-methods approach during the analysis of the data. The electronic questionnaire

included both open-ended and closed questions, and some questions involved Likert-type graded

responses. In total, there were 32 questions. For our present purposes, we will focus on those

questions related to support needs and types, as well as to inclusion (see Appendix). The Likert-type

questions (graded from 1 to 4) have been dichotomised in order to render these complex data more

accessible. The quantitative data include frequencies.

The open-ended questions were analysed using conventional and summative content analysis

(Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Kondracki & Wellman, 2002). The former was used to condense the data,

while the latter was used to quantify the qualitative data where relevant. The responses were always

read by two researchers, who first made an independent content analysis. This was performed by

relating the data to the literature concerning support services (directed approach; see Hsieh &

Shannon, 2005). Several subcategories were identified, which were then independently condensed

to offer a suggestion of the main categories by each researcher. After this was done, the two

researchers discussed and compared all the categories. Following the discussions, the final main

categories were compiled (see also MacLure, 2014). The aim during the last phase was to reach an

abstract level of understanding so that it was possible to proceed towards theoretical concepts.

Results

Current Support Needs

Separately, we asked the teachers to identify the four most common problems requiring support

from teachers, with two questions concerning 1) general support needs and 2) support needs,

especially during the current academic year. The top three identified support needs were the same in

both countries, with only the order changing, depending on whether the response related to only the

current academic year or to their whole teaching career. Focusing on current needs, the top three

challenges identified in Finland were related to mathematics, reading and writing and behaviour. In

Sweden, the top three were reading and writing, attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD)

and behavioural challenges (see Table 3). When constructing Table 3, the Likert alternatives a lot
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and quite a lot were counted together. Overall, the support needs identified in both countries proved

to be quite similar, as did the division of categories.

**** Table 3. Respondents’ perceived support needs for the current academic year. ABOUT

HERE****

Support needs in three common areas

Open-ended questions were used in relation to the three challenges assumed in advance to be most

common, namely reading and writing, mathematics and socio-emotional development (Author,

2008). The teachers were asked to describe the kinds of adaptations or support systems used with

pupils facing such challenges. Using conventional content analysis, the teachers’ responses were

condensed into main categories, which are discussed below as well as presented in Tables 4, 5 and

6.

Support for reading and writing difficulties. In terms of the support provided for pupils facing

reading and/or writing challenges, six areas of support were identified, and they were compressed

into three main categories: Individualisation, Cooperation and Mental support (Table 4).

Individualisation involves three subcategories: individual tasks; more time, practice or teaching;

and technical devices. The individual tasks include issues such as adaptations and modifications,

where teachers provide pupils with individually tailored tasks, exercises and teaching. The tasks

were fewer and easier, and readymade notes were supplied along with oral options during exams.

This result was the same in both countries. Interestingly, the option to complete tasks and exams

orally was mentioned many times (more than ten) in the Swedish data, but only a few times in the

Finnish data. Other measures included choosing texts that would interest pupils, summarising the

text for pupils, practicing phonological awareness and echo-reading. A small component of this

individualisation involved metacognitive strategies, which were taught in both countries, albeit not

extensively (less than ten mentions).

In the Finnish data, the second subcategory of individualisation (Table 4) was more time, practice

or teaching for pupils. The pupils required a peaceful tempo in order to manage their tasks, and

extra teaching was available in support lessons or during breaks. Allowing more time to complete
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tasks was a very common means of supporting pupils. Extra time is also an option in Finnish

matriculation exams if a student has reading and writing difficulties that have been tested (see

Finnish Matriculation Examination, 2017). This subcategory came third in the Swedish data.

The second subcategory in the Swedish data, namely technical support (third in the Finnish data),

refers to support mainly involving the use of a computer or some other device in order to produce or

record the voice, including audiobooks. Interestingly, computers were seldom mentioned in the

Finnish data, although there is evidence to suggest that they are used a lot (Panula, 2013). The

remaining two main categories, namely cooperation and mental support, are small yet important.

Cooperation includes various forms of small-scale cooperation with other teachers or parents, as

well as bigger-scale cooperation on an organisational level (e.g. ability groups, co-teaching,

homework clubs or small groups). Finally, mental support refers to things such as praise or

discussion with the pupil.

****Table 4. Respondents’ approaches to supporting pupils with reading and writing difficulties.

ABOUT HERE ****

The biggest difference between the two countries was the more frequent use of technical devices

(such as speaking keyboards or audio-recorded material) among Swedish teachers when compared

to their Finnish counterparts. Another different was that the Finnish teachers more frequently

mentioned the need for more time/teaching/practice than the Swedish teachers. These differences

are difficult to explain and could partly be due to our classification. Some Finnish teachers may not

have considered that “using something more” included the use of technical devices. Another

possibility is that Swedish schools have greater access to technical devices. Nevertheless, the

content of individualisation requires further research.

Support for mathematical difficulties. In terms of mathematics (Table 5), three main categories

were identified. The first main category was, again, individualisation. It was formed from four

subcategories, which were the same in both the Finnish and Swedish data. The first subcategory,

concrete materials, tools and equipment, involves using things such as pearls, dice, bricks and

pictures; drawing maths and the use of videos were also counted here. In both countries, the second

subcategory was more time, teaching or practice. The third most frequently mentioned subcategory

was individual tasks, including modifications and adaptations, such as drills, repetition, modelling,

wording of tasks and individual exams. The fourth subcategory within individualisation was the use

of technical equipment, which was more commonly mentioned in the Swedish data than in the
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Finnish data. The second main category in the Finnish and Swedish data was cooperation. This

included working with adults, such as other teachers, parents and the school welfare team, as well

as experts from outside the school. In both countries, the third main category was related to the

various forms of organisational support involved in teaching, including the use of the services of a

special teacher or teaching in smaller groups, as well as planning the schedule so that it was

possible to implement ability grouping.

 **** Table 5. Respondents’ approaches to supporting pupils with mathematical difficulties.

ABOUT HERE ****

Again, the biggest difference between the two countries concerned the use of technical equipment,

with their approaches otherwise being surprisingly similar.

Support for behavioural challenges. In terms of the third area of support, namely behavioural

challenges, four main categories were identified (see Table 6). The most common provision in

Finland was positive social support in some form or other. This included “endless” (in the teachers’

words) discussions with the pupil, talking about what had happened and trying to understand the

consequences, as well as providing clear hints about appropriate behaviour and listening to pupils.

Abundant positive feedback was provided whenever possible, including rewards, praise, small

prizes (e.g. stickers) and hints about positive behaviour. This theme came third in the Swedish data,

where the first main category was individualisation. It included issues such as individual tasks,

where teachers reported adapting tasks, tests and exams to facilitate pupils’ learning, allowing more

time for tasks, tests and exams, and ensuring shorter work periods with breaks. During lessons, the

teachers focused on issues such as drama pedagogy, clear instructions, structured lessons, individual

tasks, incremental tasks, clear goals and picture timetables. Structuring the physical environment,

which included issues such as creating small “walls” to separate pupils, using masking tape to mark

areas, providing opportunities to move and making the environment clear and comprehensible for

pupils, also fell within this main category. Individualisation was the second main category in the

Finnish data.

The second most common means of supporting pupils in Sweden was cooperation with different

stakeholders, which mostly included paraprofessional staff, student assistants and teacher assistants.
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The teachers also cooperated with the school welfare team, although only one teacher mentioned

cooperation with the school principal or the special pedagogue. Cooperation was the third main

category in the Finnish data.

The final main category in both countries, namely behaviour regulation (or, as some teachers

referred to it, discipline), included requiring the pupil to leave the class, calling for help, raising

issues with the pupil or simply maintaining tight discipline. In such cases, the focus was strongly on

the pupil rather than on the school as a system. To this category, we added programmes intended to

change pupils’ behaviour. Only two Finnish teachers mentioned systematic programmes developed

to support social and emotional well-being, such as the KIVA school programme (see Salmivalli,

Kärnä, & Poskiparta, 2011) and the Friends programme (Barrett, 2007). In the equivalent Swedish

category, the teachers described using elements of structural manual-based programmes, such as

ART (National Board of Health and Welfare, 2017a), SET (social and emotional training) (Kimber,

Sandell, & Bremberg, 2008) and low affect treatment (Hejlskov Elvén, 2014), social stories and

emotional maps. All these programmes were named by the special educators. The teachers also

reported the use of promotional and preventive strategies during transfer situations (e.g. being the

first person to leave the classroom, support during breaks and avoiding queues) in this category.

**** Table 6. Respondents’ approaches to supporting pupils with behavioural challenges ABOUT

HERE****

Positive approach, co-operation and individualisation were most commonly used to address

behavioural challenges in both countries.

Summary of the Main Approaches to Various Difficulties

In summarising Tables 4, 5 and 6, we can state that the issues mentioned by the teachers were quite

similar in both countries. The categories of support used in inclusive settings identified by Buli-

Holmberg and Jeyaprathaban (2016) were represented in the methods used to support reading and

writing, mathematical and behavioural challenges. In that study, the crucial elements were

characterised as interaction, support and adaptation, and these can all be found in our data. One

less frequently mentioned area of support, as stressed by McLeskey et al. (2014) in their study of

inclusive education, is organisational issues, which includes support provision for diverse settings
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as well as the responsibilities of school and municipality leaders. The teachers seldom referred to

the head teachers or to other school authorities, instead focusing on their personal actions. In

relation to academic challenges such as reading, writing and mathematics, the approaches adopted

in the two countries were broadly similar. Individualisation was a key issue, as was the subcategory

of more time and practice. Indeed, when learning reading and mathematics, one needs to practice

and to be given sufficient time to complete the tasks. However, the approaches to behavioural issues

differed from those applied in the context of academic issues, since the two are seen to demand

entirely different skills.

We also compared the number of words included in the teachers’ written responses regarding

reading and writing issues, which all the teachers encountered (in contrast, for instance, to

mathematics issues). The average number of words written by the Finnish subject teachers was

12.8, while the mean for the class teachers was 10.9, as compared to 20.7 words among the special

teachers. In the Swedish data, the subject teachers wrote 10.3 words on average, while the class

teachers wrote 14.2 and the special educators wrote 22.1. In both the Finnish and Swedish data, the

special teachers/special pedagogues referred to the greatest number of support approaches.

In-service training needs

The questionnaire included one question concerning the teachers’ in-service needs. The areas where

the Finnish teachers felt a need for training related to emotional, neuropsychiatric and behavioural

challenges (Table 7). The Swedish teachers reported that they needed training in issues related to

challenges in language development, behavioural challenges and autism and/or ADHD.

*** Table 7. Skills the respondents perceived themselves to need in order to provide support.

ABOUT HERE ***

The observed difference in the need for training with regards to language development challenges is

interesting and invites further research. The issues related to emotional problems, behavioural

challenges and ADHD referred to similar features, such as norm-breaking behaviour. The teachers

indicated a need for more skills in order to deal with situations in which a child’s behaviour

transgresses the norm.
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Inclusive perspectives

We also asked the teachers about where support is provided to the pupil—individually outside the

classroom, in a small group outside the classroom, in the regular classroom, or at some other

place—as well as what form it takes in each case. The majority of Swedish teachers said that

support was provided in class (40 mentions, which accounted for 70% of respondents). In the

Finnish responses, the same places were mentioned, although three separate questions were used—

one for each form of support. In Finland, general support was provided in the regular classroom

according to the majority of teachers (n = 44, 77%), intensified support was provided in a small

group outside the classroom (n = 33, 60%) and special support was provided in a small group

outside the classroom (n = 38, 67%).

In addition, we asked who was principally responsible for SEN pupils. In total, 25 (55%) of the

Swedish teachers said all teachers who teach this pupil, followed by the special educator (n = 16,

27%). However, the Finnish teachers said that the special teacher had the most responsibility (n =

22, 39%), while the option all teachers teaching this pupil accounted for only 18% (n = 10) of

responses. On that basis, it can cautiously be said that the Swedish schools involved in this study

seemed more inclusive, while they made less use of the pull-out model (see Rose et al., 2017),

taking pupils out of the class to small groups. However, the questions were very general, and hence

further investigation is required.

Discussion

This questionnaire study involving teachers from Finland (N = 57) and Sweden (N = 57) confirmed

that class and subject teachers, as well as special educators, know and use a range of approaches to

support SEN pupils in the classroom. However, special educators were found to have more methods

in their repertoires for dealing with such pupils than class or subject teachers. Class and subject

teachers can support pupils who experience general challenges, although they require more

knowledge and skills to deal with diverse and specific challenges, such as emotional challenges.

Nevertheless, no significant differences were found between the two countries.

Support for Reading and Writing, Mathematics and Behaviour

According to the respondent teachers, the most support is needed for reading and writing and

mathematics in Finland, while in Sweden the most support is needed for reading and writing and

ADHD challenges. Based on our small data set, these results are simply indicative, and there is
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hence a need to collect more data in order to draw clear conclusions. However, we could question,

why mathematics in Finland? Mathematical learning difficulties have become more common over

the years, according to both official statistics (OSF, 2010) and recent Finnish research (Kyttälä,

Aunio, Lepola, & Hautamäki 2014; Kyttälä, Kanerva, & Kroesbergen, 2015; Mononen & Aunio,

2016). In addition, online services for learning difficulties involving reading and mathematical

difficulties have been established (LukiMat, 2017). The amount of recent research that has been

conducted, as well as the many services available, might have directed the focus more towards

mathematical difficulties in Finland, causing teachers to become more aware of them, although this

notion requires further research.

Both Finnish and Swedish teachers prioritised reading and writing, since such skills are so central in

education. There has also been an increase in the practice of measuring students through national

testing in Sweden. However, various means of international testing, such as TIMSS (International

Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement [IEA], 2017) and PISA (OECD, 2015),

are used in both countries. One reason for our results could be the specific investment made by the

Swedish government since 2012 in terms of in-service courses directed towards reading, writing

and mathematics. The government provides grants to teachers who teach these courses (Swedish

National Agency for Education, 2017a, 2017b). Another factor could be the possibility for teachers

to specialise in mathematics challenges during their special teacher studies (Göransson et al., 2015).

It is possible that mathematical challenges are seen as more the responsibility of special education

experts and, therefore, are not at the top of the Swedish list. Nevertheless, the small data set means

that such conclusions should be interpreted with caution.

How can the high ranking of ADHD in Sweden be explained? One reason could be that during the

last decade, neuropsychiatric diagnoses (e.g. ADHD and autism) have played an increasing and

significant role in explaining children’s school-related problems, a development that implicates

increased individualisation and medicalisation (e.g. Eriksson-Gustavsson, Göransson, & Nilholm,

2011; Evaldsson & Velasquez, 2012; Hjörne & Säljö, 2008). Additionally, the number of

prescriptions made for ADHD drugs for children continues to increase in Sweden (National Board

of Health and Welfare, 2017b). However, the policy documents state that special needs support

should be provided to these students in mainstream schools (Giota & Emanuelsson, 2011). Another

reason could be that there were more special educators in the Swedish sample than in the Finnish

sample, and again, we thus require further research involving a larger data set.

The most common ways of supporting pupils with challenges regarding reading and writing and

mathematics were individualised tasks and exams, allowing more time and tailored exercises.
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Cooperation with various stakeholders was not common in such cases, although it was often used in

addressing behavioural challenges. In Finland, the most common means of supporting behavioural

challenges was positive social support and discussions, while in Sweden, it was individualisation

(which was second in the Finnish data).

The positive approach could represent a counter reaction to seeing a problem in a child, as in the

case of the medical model (see Reindal, 2010). Positive pedagogy is also something that has

recently been written about and studied a great deal (Seligman, 2011; Uusitalo-Malmivaara &

Lehto, 2016). It could be seen as a new, modern and politically acceptable way to talk about, and to

approach, behavioural challenges.

Training for Inclusion

The majority of teachers in both countries identified in-service training needs related to behavioural

challenges. In addition, the Swedish teachers wanted training to support language development,

while the Finnish teachers needed training in working with emotional challenges. With regards to

inclusion, support in Sweden was more often provided to pupils in the classroom, while the Finnish

teachers reported more education being delivered in small groups outside the classroom. The results

show that teachers in both Finland and Sweden have the means necessary to support their pupils’

learning. However, while the Swedish teachers assigned more responsibility to all teachers, the

Finnish respondents assigned more responsibility to special teachers. Interestingly, co-teaching as a

means of providing support was rarely mentioned, even though it appears to be an effective way to

support pupils (Rytivaara, 2012). A similar meagre use of co-teaching has been reported elsewhere

(see Kilanowski-Press, Foote, & Rinaldo, 2010). In addition, peer assistance with learning was not

mentioned, which is interesting, since this has also previously been found to be beneficial

(Bowman-Perrot, Davis, Vannest, & Williams, 2013; Dion, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2007; Winokur, Cobb,

& Dugan, 2007).

Limitations

Although the findings support the view that Finnish and Swedish teachers have ways of supporting

pupils with special needs, the present study has a number of limitations that must be borne in mind.

First, the study was based on a limited sample of teachers in both countries. The overall response

rate was low, so more extensive data are needed to confirm these findings. In addition, as the
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teachers were all volunteers, there may have been some bias in the data, while a district-wide cohort

of teachers would provide more significant insights. There were also more special educators in the

Swedish sample than in the Finnish sample. The categories used here may not be replicated in a

large-scale study. The results offer a general view of support needs and the available methods of

support, but their specific pertinence at the primary and/or secondary levels remains unclear, and

further research involving more respondents is thus needed. As the questionnaire was a little long, it

may have reduced the teachers’ motivation to respond. However, the results do resemble those

obtained elsewhere (Andreou et al., 2015; Shippen et al., 2011), while the credibility and

dependability of the qualitative analysis can be assumed to be high, since several researchers read

the data independently (see also Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Conclusion

The four values of inclusion – valuing learner diversity, supporting all learners, working with others

and personal professional development (Watkins & Donnelly, 2016) – were present in the data,

albeit not strongly. Both the Finnish and Swedish teachers had skills and knowledge to support the

learning of pupils with SEN, although tools to support participation were less frequently mentioned

(see also Morningstar et al., 2015). Yet, those with special education training had the most skills. In

our study, individualisation was seen to be one of the core issues in terms of providing support. The

teachers made significant use of it; they gave more time, individual instruction and tailor-made

tasks in order to help pupils achieve their goals. This seems positive, since individualisation can

contribute to equity. However, individualisation can also have negative impacts. It can lead to lower

knowledge standards, to unclear goals and to a lack of evaluation (Francia, 2013). We also

understand the focus on individualisation to be an effect of the neo-liberal trend of measuring

individual students’ results and thereby drawing conclusions about how different schools, and even

countries, perform (Apple, 2004; Author, 2016; Ball, 2003).

Looking at the approaches to supporting mathematics and reading and writing, the focus was

mainly on academic issues, with only a few isolated remarks about discussions with pupils or

offering praise. However, these types of support were more commonly used in addressing

behavioural issues. The teachers in our study reported struggling with behaviour-related issues. To

achieve success in school, excellent teaching is needed. One element of this is a high rate of

performance-specific praise for students (Hattie, 2009), while another is cooperation (Buli-

Holmberg & Jeyaprathaban, 2016). Botha and Kourkoutas (2016) recommended a model they
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characterised as a community of practice, which includes all stakeholders and emphasises their

cooperation in providing a school for all. Similar results were reported by Pijl (2010), who noted

that teachers working in teams with experienced staff members seems to represent a good solution

for supporting SEN pupils. At the beginning of this article, we claimed that class and subject

teachers are not very well trained in terms of supporting pupils, since such support has generally

been considered to be the remit of special educators. However, several methods of support were

found. Therefore, it appears that pupils in Finland and in Sweden receive at least some support in

class.

The small differences between the Finnish and Swedish teachers’ ways of supporting pupils may, in

part, derive from their positions within the school. In Finnish schools, the special teacher holds

considerable status (Author, 2017), and other teachers commonly lean on their expertise and

delegate support issues to them. However, in this small data set, they can be seen as examples of

special educators’ work. In order to identify clear differences, more data and mixed methods, such

as observation and interviews, might be needed. Our data show that individual teachers do provide

support to pupils. However, no systematic use of support programmes or cooperative procedures for

supporting pupils was reported. In Finland, special teachers could take part in classes more often,

and all teachers could cooperate more. In both countries, organisational support requires further

development. Support for pupils exists, but it requires development in both countries. Nevertheless,

the present findings highlight several ways of supporting pupils that are found in all the teachers’

repertoires in both countries.

Acknowledgments

We are grateful to the teachers in both countries, who generously gave their time to respond to our

questions.

Authors’ Note

The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not necessarily represent the official

views of the University of xxx, University of xxx, xxx University or xxx University.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The authors declare that there are no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research,

authorship, and/or publication of this article.



19

References

Allan, J. (2014). Inclusive education and the arts. Cambridge Journal of Education, 44(4), 511–523.

Amendola, A. M., & Oliver, R. W. (2013). Aggression replacement training and childhood trauma.

Reclaiming Children and Youth, 22(2), 56–61.

Author. (2008). Details removed for peer review.

Author. (2015). Details removed for peer review.

Author. (2016). Details removed for peer review.

Author. (2017). Details removed for peer review.

Andreou, T. E., McIntosh, K., Ross, S. W., & Kahn, J. D. (2015). Critical incidents in the

sustainability of school-wide positive behavioral interventions and supports. Journal of

Special Education, 49, 157–167.

Apple, M. (2004). Creating difference: Neo-liberalism, neo-conservatism, and the politics of

educational reform. Educational Policy, 18(1), 12–44.

Ball, S. J. (2003). The teacher’s soul and the terrors of performativity. Journal of Education Policy,

18(2), 215–228.

Barrett, P. (2007). Introduction to FRIENDS. Retrieved from

http://www.friendsinfo.net/downloads/FRIENDSintrobooklet.pdf

Biamba, C. (2016). Inclusion and classroom practices in a Swedish school: A case study of a school

in Stockholm. Journal of Education and Practice, 7, 119–124.

Booth, T., & Ainscow, M. (2002). Index for inclusion. Developing learning and participation in

schools. Bristol, UK: Centre for Studies on Inclusive Education. Retrieved from

http://www.eenet.org.uk/resources/docs/Index%20English.pdf

Botha, J., & Kourkoutas, E. (2016). A community of practice as an inclusive model to support

children with social, emotional and behavioural difficulties in school contexts. International

Journal of Inclusive Education, 20, 784–799.

Bowman-Perrott, L., Davis, H., Vannest, K., & Williams, L. (2013). Academic benefits of peer

tutoring: A meta-analytic review of single-case research. School Psychology Review, 42, 39–

55.



20

Buli-Holmberg, J., & Jeyaprathaban, S. (2016). Effective practice in inclusive and special needs

education. International Journal of Special Education, 31, 119–134.

Dion, E., Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, L. S. (2007). Peer-mediated programs to strengthen classroom

instruction: Cooperative learning, reciprocal teaching, classwide peer tutoring and peer-

assisted learning strategies. In L. Florian (Ed.), The Sage handbook of special education (pp.

450–459). London: Sage Publications.

Engström, A. (2016). Från dyskalkyli till låga prestationer i matematik [From dyscalculia to low

performance in mathematics]. Karlstad: Karlstads Universitet.

Eriksson-Gustavsson, A.-L., Göransson, K., & Nilholm, C. (2011). Specialpedagogisk verksamhet i

grundskolan [Special educational practice in elementary school]. Lund: Studentlitteratur.

Evaldsson, A.-C., & Velasquez, A. (2012). “Impulskontroll nada”. Maskulina iscensättningar och

sociala kategoriseringar i en ADHD grupp. [“Impulse control nada”. Masculine staging and

social categories in an ADHD group]. Utbildning & Demokrati, 21, 13–33.

Finnish Basic Education Act. (1998). Perusopetuslaki 628/1998. [Finnish Basic Education Act].

Retrieved from http://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/ajantasa/1998/19980628

Finnish Basic Education Act. (2010). Perusopetuslain muutokset 642/2010. [Amendments to the

Finnish Basic Education Act]. Retrieved from

http://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/alkup/2010/20100642

Finnish Matriculation Examination. (2017). Special arrangements. Retrieved from

https://www.ylioppilastutkinto.fi/maaraykset/erityisjarjestelyt

Finnish Ministry of Education. (2007). Erityisopetuksen strategia [Strategy for special education].

Retrieved from

https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/79498/tr47.pdf?sequence=1

Finnish National Agency for Education. (2017). Support in basic education. Retrieved from

http://www.oph.fi/english/education_system/support_for_pupils_and_students/support_in_bas

ic_education

Florian, L. (2010). Special education in the era of inclusion: The end of special education or a new

beginning? The Psychology of Education Review, 2, 22–29.

C:///%5C%5CUsers%5C%5Cadmin%5C%5CDesktop%5C%5CRetrieved%20from%20https:%5C%5Cwww.ylioppilastutkinto.fi%5C%5Cmaaraykset%5C%5Cerityisjarjestelyt
C:///%5C%5CUsers%5C%5Cadmin%5C%5CDesktop%5C%5CRetrieved%20from%20https:%5C%5Cwww.ylioppilastutkinto.fi%5C%5Cmaaraykset%5C%5Cerityisjarjestelyt


21

Francia, G. (2013). The impacts of individualization on equity educational policies. Journal of New

Approaches in Educational Research, 2, 17–22.

Fullerton, A., Rube, B., McBride, S., & Bert, S. (2011). Evaluation of a merged secondary and

special education program. Teacher Education Quarterly, 38, 45–60.

Giota, J., & Emanuelsson, I. (2011). Special pedagogisk stöd, till vem och hur? Rektorers hantering

av policyfrågor kring stöd i kommunala och fristående skolor [Special need support, to whom

and how? Principals handling policy questions about special need support in municipality

and charter schools]. Rapport från institutionen pedagogik och specialpedagogik, nr 1.

University of Gothenburg.

Giota, J., & Lundborg, O. (2007). Specialpedagogiskt stöd i grundskolan. Omfattning, former och

konsekvenser [Special needs support. Extent, form and consequences]. IDP-rapport 2007:03,

University of Gothenburg.

Göransson, K., Lindqvist, G., Klang, N., Magnusson, G., & Nilholm, C. (2015). Speciella yrken?

Specialpedagogers och speciallärares arbete och utbildning. En enkätstudie. [Special

professions? Special education and special education teachers – A survey study]. Karlstad:

Karlstad University Studies.

Göransson, K., Nilholm, C., & Karlsson, K. (2011). Inclusive education in Sweden? A critical

analysis. International Journal of Inclusive Education, 5, 541–555.

Haataja, A., Sainio, M., Turtonen, M., & Salmivalli, C. (2016). Implementing the KiVa antibullying

program: Recognition of stable victims. Educational Psychology. An International Journal of

Experimental Educational Psychology, 3, 595–611. doi:10.1080/01443410.2015.1066758.

Halinen, I., & Järvinen, R. (2008). Towards inclusive education: The case of Finland. Prospects, 38,

77–97.

Hattie, J. A. C. (2009). Visible learning: A synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relating to

achievement. New York: Routledge Press.

Hausstätter, R. S. (2013). In support of unfinished inclusion. Scandinavian Journal of Educational

Research, 58, 424–434.

Hejlskov Elvén, B. (2014). Beteendeproblem i skolan [Behavior problems in school]. Stockholm:

Natur & Kultur.



22

Hjörne, E. (2004). Excluding for inclusion? Negotiating school careers and identities in pupil

welfare settings in the Swedish school (Doctoral dissertation). University of Gothenburg,

Gothenburg.

Hjörne, E. (2016). The narrative of special education in Sweden: History and trends in policy and

practice. Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 37, 540–552.

Hjörne, E., & Säljö, R. (2008). Att platsa i en skola för alla. Elevhälsa och förhandling om

normalitet i den svenska skolan [To fit into a school for all. Student welfare and negotiations

of normality in the Swedish school]. Stockholm: Norstedts.

Hsieh, H.-F., & Shannon, S. E. (2005). Three approaches to qualitative content analysis. Qualitative

Health Research, 15, 1277–1288.

International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA). (2017). TIMSS.

Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study. Retrieved from

http://www.iea.nl/timss

Jahnukainen, M., & Itkonen, T. (2015). Tiered intervention: History and trends in Finland and the

United States. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 31, 140–150.

Kilanowski-Press, L., Foote, C. J., & Rinaldo, V. (2010). Inclusion classrooms and teachers: A

survey of current practices. International Journal of Special Education, 25, 43–56.

Kimber, B. (2011). Primary prevention of mental health problems among children and adolescents

through social and emotional training in school (Doctoral dissertation). Karolinska Institutet,

Stockholm.

Kimber, B., Sandell, R., & Bremberg, S. (2008). Social and emotional training in Swedish

classrooms for the promotion of mental health. Results from an effectiveness study in

Sweden. Health Promotion International, 23, 134–143.

Kondracki, N. L., & Wellman, N. (2002). Content analysis: Review of methods and their

applications in nutrition education. Journal of Nutrition Education and Behavior, 34, 224–

230.

Kyttälä, M., Aunio, P., Lepola, J., & Hautamäki, J. (2014). The role of the working memory and

language skills in the prediction of word problem solving in 4- to 7-year-old children.

Educational Psychology, 34, 674–696.

https://tuhat.helsinki.fi/portal/en/persons/minna-annukka-kytta%28f52acca7-839d-490f-9897-46c7d1dc1bec%29.html
https://tuhat.helsinki.fi/portal/en/persons/pirjo-aunio%28564503cb-b7d2-4c58-a8ad-762597e7a618%29.html
https://tuhat.helsinki.fi/portal/en/persons/jarkko-hautamaki%28bda465a4-528e-4ff0-8946-5e8a44f474b0%29.html
https://tuhat.helsinki.fi/portal/en/publications/the-role-of-the-wor%28ea8c9279-09d7-4fa9-be52-5cf0de4cc556%29.html
https://tuhat.helsinki.fi/portal/en/publications/the-role-of-the-wor%28ea8c9279-09d7-4fa9-be52-5cf0de4cc556%29.html


23

Kyttälä, M., Kanerva, K., & Kroesbergen, E. (2015). Training counting skills and working memory

in preschool. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 56, 363–370.

Lakkala, S., Uusiautti, S., & Mättä, K. (2016). How to make the neighbourhood school a school for

all? Finnish teachers’ perceptions of educational reform aiming towards inclusion. Journal of

Research in Special Educational Needs, 16(1), 46–56.

Landman, T. (2000). Issues and methods in comparative politics: An introduction. London and New

York: Routledge.

Lane, K. L. (2007). Identifying and supporting students at risk for emotional and behavioral

disorders within multi-level models: Data driven approaches to conducting secondary

interventions with an academic emphasis. Education & Treatment of Children, 30, 135–164.

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.

López-Torrijo, M., & Mengual-Andrés, S. (2015). An attack on inclusive education in secondary

education. Limitations in initial teacher training in Spain. Journal of New Approaches in

Educational Research, 4, 9–17.

LukiMat. (2017). Web-based service for learning difficulties in reading and mathematical

difficulties. Retrieved from http://www.lukimat.fi/lukimat-en?set_language=en

Lundahl, L. (2016). Equality, inclusion and marketization of Nordic education: Introductory notes.

Research in Comparative & International Education, 11, 1–10.

MacLure, M. (2014). Classification or wonder? Coding as an analytic practice in qualitative

research. In R. Coleman & J. Ringrose (Eds.), Deleuze and research methodologies (pp. 164–

183). Edinburgh, UK: Edinburgh University Press.

McLeskey, J., Waldron, N. L., & Redd, L. (2014). A case study of a highly effective inclusive

elementary school. Journal of Special Education, 48, 59–70.

Meniado, J. C. (2016). Metacognitive reading strategies, motivation, and reading comprehension

performance of Saudi EFL students. English Language Teaching, 9(3), 117–129.

Meynert, M. J. (2014). Inclusive education and perceptions of learning facilitators of children with

special needs in a school in Sweden. International Journal of Special Education, 29, 35–52.

Mononen, R., & Aunio, P. (2016). Counting skills intervention for low-performing first graders.

South African Journal of Childhood Education, 6, 1–9.

https://tuhat.helsinki.fi/portal/en/persons/minna-annukka-kytta%28f52acca7-839d-490f-9897-46c7d1dc1bec%29.html
https://tuhat.helsinki.fi/portal/en/persons/kaisa-kanerva%285a8c7b60-a2a8-47c3-b00d-d4c59a3a4cc8%29.html
https://tuhat.helsinki.fi/portal/en/publications/training-counting-s%281211bb37-b1c7-43d5-b883-5d47405e8f5e%29.html
https://tuhat.helsinki.fi/portal/en/publications/training-counting-s%281211bb37-b1c7-43d5-b883-5d47405e8f5e%29.html
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/journal/14713802
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/journal/14713802
https://tuhat.helsinki.fi/portal/fi/persons/pirjo-aunio%28564503cb-b7d2-4c58-a8ad-762597e7a618%29.html


24

Morningstar, M. E., Shogren, K. A., Lee, H., & Born, K. (2015). Preliminary lessons about

supporting participation and learning in inclusive classrooms. Research & Practice for

Persons with Severe Disabilities, 40, 192–210.

Movkebayeva, Z. A., Oralkanova, I. A., Mazhinov, B. M., Beisenova, A. B., & Belenko, O. G.

(2016). Model of formation for readiness to work within inclusive education in teachers.

International Journal of Environmental and Science Education, 11, 4680–4689.

National Board of Health and Welfare. (2017a). ART (Aggressive replacement training). Retrieved

from

http://www.socialstyrelsen.se/evidensbaseradpraktik/sokimetodguidenforsocialtarbete/art

National Board of Health and Welfare. (2017b). Förskrivning av ADHD-läkemedel 2016.

Utvecklingen av incidens och prevalens [Prescription of ADHD drugs 2016. Development

and prevalence]. Retrieved from http://www.socialstyrelsen.se/publikationer2017/2017-5-32

National Board of Health and Welfare & Swedish National Agency for Education. (2016).

Vägledning för elevhälsan [Guidance for student health]. Retrieved from

http://www.socialstyrelsen.se/Lists/Artikelkatalog/Attachments/20394/2016-11-4.pdf

Nilholm, C. (2006). Special education, inclusion and democracy. European Journal of Special

Needs Education, 21, 431–445.

Nilholm, C., & Alm, B. (2010). An inclusive classroom? A case study of inclusiveness, teacher

strategies, and children’s experiences. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 25,

239–252.

Nilholm, C., & Göransson, K. (2013). Inkluderande undervisning – vad kan man lära av

forskningen? [Inclusive teaching – What can we learn from research?]. The National Agency

for Special Needs Education and Schools, FoU skriftserie 3. Sweden: DanagårdLiTHO.

Official Statistics Finland (OSF). (2010). Comprehensive school pupils receiving part-time special

education in the academic year 2009–2010 by primary reason for special education. Retrieved

from http://www.stat.fi/til/erop/2010/erop_2010_2011-06-09_tau_005_en.html

Official Statistics Finland (OSF). (2016a). Comprehensive school pupils having received part-time

special education from academic year 2001/2002 to academic year 2014/2015. Retrieved from

http://www.stat.fi/til/erop/2015/erop_2015_2016-06-13_tau_008_en.html



25

Official Statistics Finland (OSF). (2016b). Comprehensive school pupils having received special

support, 1995–2016. Retrieved from http://www.stat.fi/til/erop/2016/erop_2016_2017-06-

13_tau_007_en.html

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). (2015). PISA. Results by

country. Retrieved from http://www.oecd.org/pisa/

Panula, A. M. (2013). Reading difficulties and part time special education—A follow up from

preschool to the end of 9th grade (Doctoral dissertation). University of Helsinki, Faculty of

Behavioral Sciences, Department of Teacher Education, Helsinki.

Persson, B. (2004). Specialpedagogik och dokumentation i en skola för alla. En fråga om

likvärdighet, rättvisa eller rättigheter? [Special needs education and documentation in a school

for all. A question of equality, justice and rights?]. Utbildning och demokrati, 13, 97–113.

Pijl, S. J. (2010). Preparing teachers for inclusive education: Some reflections from the Netherlands.

Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs, 10, 197–201.

Pulkkinen, J., & Jahnukainen, M. (2016). Finnish reform of the funding and provision of special

education: The views of principals and municipal education administrators. Educational

Review, 68, 171–188.

Reindal, S. (2010). What is the purpose? Reflections on inclusion and special education from a

capability perspective. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 25, 1–12.

Rose, K., Barahona, D., & Muro, J. (2017). Peer perceptions of students receiving pull-out services

in elementary school: A multi-age study. International Journal of Inclusive Education, 21,

376–388.

Rytivaara, A. (2012). Towards inclusion – Teacher learning in co-teaching (Academic doctoral

dissertation). University of Jyväskylä. Faculty of Education. Jyväskylä Studies in Education,

Psychology and Social Research. Research report 453.

Salmivalli, C., Kärnä, A., & Poskiparta, E. (2011). Counteracting bullying in Finland: The KiVa

program and its effects on different forms of being bullied. International Journal of

Behavioral Development, 5, 405–411. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025411407457

Seligman, M. E. P. (2011). Flourish: A visionary new understanding of happiness and well-being.

New York: Simon and Schuster.



26

Shin, M., Lee, H., & McKenna, J. (2016). Special education and general education pre-service

teachers’ co-teaching experiences: A comparative synthesis of qualitative research.

International Journal of Inclusive Education, 20, 91–107.

Shippen, M. E., Flores, M. F., Crites, S. A., Patterson, D., Ramsey, M. L., Houchins, D. E., &

Jolivette, K. (2011). Classroom structure and teacher efficacy in serving students with

disabilities: Differences in elementary and secondary teachers. International Journal of

Special Education, 26, 36–44.

Simola, H. (2005). The Finnish miracle of PISA: Historical and sociological remarks on teaching

and teacher education. Comparative Education, 41(4), 455–470.

doi:10.1080/03050060500317810

Schwab, S., Holzinger, A., Krammer, M., Gebhart, M., & Hessels, M. (2015). Teaching practices

and beliefs about inclusion of general and special needs teachers in Austria. Learning

Disabilities: A Contemporary Journal, 13, 237–254.

Smith, C. (2015). An analysis of digital inclusion projects: Three crucial factors and four key

components. Journal of Information Technology Education: Research, 14, 179–188.

https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/a7d2/4b6ff3f89e2cee039beead94af7124c0b1e7.pdf

Swedish Education Act. (1985). Skollagen [The Education Act]. SFS 1985:1100. Stockholm:

Allmänna förlaget.

Swedish Education Act. (2010). Skollagen [The Education Act]. SFS 2010:800. Stockholm:

Government Offices of Sweden.

Swedish National Agency for Education. (2011). Lgr 11 Läroplan för grundskolan, förskoleklassen

och fritidshemmet 2011 [Curriculum for compulsory school, preschool class and leisure time

activity 2011]. Stockholm: Skolverket.

Swedish National Agency for Education. (2014). Allmänna råd. Extra anpassningar och särskilt

stöd [To provide extra adaptations, special needs support and individual education plans].

Stockholm: Skolverket.

Swedish National Agency for Education. (2015). Antalet åtgärdsprogram har halverats på ett år

[Amount of IEPs is halved]. Retrieved from https://www.skolverket.se/statistik-och-

utvardering/nyhetsarkiv/2015/nyheter-2015-1.229449/antalet-atgardsprogram-har-halverats-

pa-ett-ar-1.240711



27

Swedish National Agency for Education. (2016). Särskilt stöd i grundskolan [Special needs support

in basic education]. Retrieved from https://www.skolverket.se/om-

skolverket/publikationer/sok?_xurl_=http%3A%2F%2Fwww5.skolverket.se%2Fwtpub%2Fw

s%2Fskolbok%2Fwpubext%2Ftrycksak%2FBlob%2Fpdf3649.pdf%3Fk%3D3649

Swedish National Agency for Education. (2017a). Matematiklyftet [In-service training in

mathematics]. Retrieved from https://www.skolverket.se/kompetens-och-

fortbildning/larare/matematiklyftet

Swedish National Agency for Education. (2017b). Läslyftet [In-service training in reading].

Retrieved from https://www.skolverket.se/kompetens-och-fortbildning/larare/matematiklyftet

Thomazet, S. (2009). From integration to inclusive education: Does changing the terms improve

practice? International Journal of Inclusive Education, 13, 553–563.

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). (2017). Education

for all movement. Retrieved from http://www.unesco.org/new/en/education/themes/leading-

the-international-agenda/education-for-all/

Uusitalo-Malmivaara, L., & Lehto, J. (2016). Happiness and depression in the traditionally bullied

and cyberbullied 12-year-old. Open Review of Educational Research, 3, 35–51.

Vettenranta, J., Välijärvi, J., Ahonen, A., Hautamäki, J., Hiltunen, J., Leino, K., & Vainikainen, M.-

P. (2016). Huipulla pudotuksesta huolimatta [On top despite the fall]. Helsinki: Publications

of Ministry of Education and Culture.

Watkins, A., & Donnelly, V. (2016). Core values as the basis for teacher education for inclusion.

Global Education Review, 1, 76–92.

Winokur, M. A., Cobb, R. B., & Dugan, J. J. (2007). Effects of academic peer assistance

interventions on academic outcomes for youth with disabilities: A systematic review. Ft.

Collins, CO: Colorado State University, School of Education.

Yuval-Davis, N. (2006). Belonging and the politics of belonging. Patterns of Prejudice, 40, 197–

214.


	LukiMat. (2017). Web-based service for learning difficulties in reading and mathematical difficulties. Retrieved from http://www.lukimat.fi/lukimat-en?set_language=en
	McLeskey, J., Waldron, N. L., & Redd, L. (2014). A case study of a highly effective inclusive elementary school. Journal of Special Education, 48, 59–70.
	Nilholm, C., & Göransson, K. (2013). Inkluderande undervisning – vad kan man lära av forskningen? [Inclusive teaching – What can we learn from research?].


