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ABSTRACT
Many pupils with disabilities receive schooling in segregated
contexts, such as special classes or special schools. Furthermore,
the percentage of pupils educated in segregated settings has
increased in many European countries. Studies suggest that there
is high commitment to the general ideology of inclusive
education among teachers in ‘regular’ education in many
countries. This survey study investigates the views of teachers in
segregated types of school about education. A questionnaire was
sent out, in 2016, to all Swedish teachers (N = 2871, response rate
57.7%) working full time in special classes for pupils with
intellectual disability (ID). On a general level results show that
there is a strong commitment to preserving a segregated school
setting for pupils with ID, a limited desire to cooperate with
colleagues from ‘regular schools’ and a view that schooling and
teaching are not quite compatible with the idea of inclusive
education. The results highlight the importance of investigating
processes of resistance within segregated schools to the
development of inclusive schools and education systems. We
argue that, while research and debate about inclusive education
are important, both are insufficient without analyses of existing
types of segregated schooling.

ARTICLE HISTORY
Received 12 July 2019
Accepted 10 August 2020

KEYWORDS
Inclusion; teacher beliefs;
education; intellectual
disability; curriculum
ideology

Introduction

For several decades now, inclusive education has been a goal supported by many countries
and their school systems. This goal does, however seem to be hard to achieve (e.g. Arnesen,
Mietola, and Lahelma 2007; Ferguson 2008; Nilsen 2010; Norwich 2008; Sturm 2018).
Studies suggest that there is high commitment to the general ideology of inclusive edu-
cation among teachers in ‘regular’ education (e.g. Ainscow, Booth, and Dyson 2006; Avra-
midis and Norwich 2002; Croll and Moses 2000). Less attention has been paid to the views
on education of teachers teaching in segregated contexts. Like Slee (2011), we argue that
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‘the point of research on inclusive education should be to build robust and comprehensive
analyses of exclusion in order that we might challenge social and cultural relations as
mediated through education’ (83).

In several countries, on organisational national, or local levels, schooling for many chil-
dren with disabilities is provided in more or less segregated contexts: for example, in
special schools or in special groups or special classes in regular schools. According to
the latest statistical report from the European Agency for Special Needs and Inclusive Edu-
cation (EASNIE 2018) an average of 1.62% of pupils were educated in separate educational
settings (special classes or special schools) during the 2014–2015 school year. The latest
report on education from the OECD even states that equity in education has decreased
in many countries on a general level (OECD 2018), i.e. pupils’ outcomes are related to
their background or other economicand social factors over which the pupils have no
control. Sweden has gone from having one of the most equitable and inclusive education
systems (OECD 2011), to ranking merely average in this respect. Statistics from the Euro-
pean Commission (2005) and EASNIE (2018) show that the percentage of pupils with an
official special educational needs (SEN) decision who are educated in separate educational
settings increased in several European countries between the 2002–2003 and 2014–2015
school years. Exclusion seems, as Slee (2011) puts it to be ‘a general though, not always
acknowledged, social condition’ (15).

Educators in many countries have also experienced changes within the domain of edu-
cational ideologies as expressed in education policies – regarding ideas about the objectives
of school systems, schools, and classrooms – that emphasise ideas other than inclusion.
For example, there is an increased focus on goal achievement, or as Ainscow, Booth,
and Dyson (2006) formulate it ‘to drive up standards of attainment’ (296) and a tendency
to regard the objectives of education as ‘private goods’ rather than ‘public goods’ (Bunar
and Sernhede 2013; Labaree 2010). Many advocates of inclusion regard this as quite con-
trary to the idea of inclusion, which is more linked to an egalitarian view of the purpose
and primary goal of schooling; they emphasise that the main purpose of education should
be to foster a more equitable society through equity and equality in education (e.g. Florian
and Kershner 2009; Kluth, Straut, and Biklen 2003; Naraian 2011; c.f. Labaree 1997). Thus,
one could argue that the described developments are inconsistent with the efforts toward
inclusion formulated in international documents such as the Salamanca Declaration
(UNESCO 1994) and Article 24 on education in the UN Convention on Rights for
Persons with Disabilities, (UN 2006).

Arguably, national and international education policies and other steering documents,
such as education legislation and national curricula, express value frames that make
certain processes more likely to occur than others (cf. Lundgren 1999), affecting the
interpretation and enactment of inclusive education at different levels of the education
system. However, such steering documents are often characterised by a multitude of some-
times unrelated goals and purposes that are at times contradictory. Many formulations are
also quite abstract and not easy to put into everyday school practice. One might say that
they are characterised by an ideological openness bordering on ideological fuzziness. This
ideological openness leaves considerable room for interpretation, by teachers and other
actors working with designing curricula and everyday school practice (cf. Ball, Maguire,
and Braun 2012; Clark, Dyson, and Millward 1998; Florian and Kershner 2009; Labaree
1997). To better understand processes of exclusion and inclusion it is therefore not
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enough to study educational policy documents and other steering documents. One also
needs knowledge about the views on education, teaching, and learning held by pro-
fessionals who work in segregated contexts as well as in regular school.

As pointed out by several researchers fostering inclusive education further requires
models of collaboration where new relationships between segregated school contexts and
‘regular’ school are developed (e.g. Florian 2008; Rix et al. 2013). Cooperation between
different professionals has been identified as a key factor for developing inclusive processes
(e.g. van Garderen, Stormont, and Goel 2012). In an international review Rix et al. (2013)
identify collaboration and cooperation between professionals as one of the challenges of
inclusive education. To our knowledge, however, little attention has been paid to how tea-
chers teaching pupils with official SEN decisions in segregated settings perceive collaboration.

This paper proposes a complementary understanding of the prerequisites for inclusive
processes by investigating teachers of pupils with intellectual disability (ID) in special
classes in Sweden with respect to the following: (1) their beliefs about what characterises
teaching in special classes for pupils with ID (SCIDs) and teaching in ‘regular schools’; (2)
their conceptual frameworks concerning learning and teaching pupils with ID, and (3)
their actual and desired collaboration with their teaching colleagues working in the
SCID sertting and their teaching colleagues in the ‘regular’ school. The education of
pupils with ID in Sweden is a particularly interesting case for studying processes of
inclusion because, even though Sweden is renowned for its aspiration to offer a ‘school
for all’, it has a long tradition of educating this group of pupils in segregated classes
and schools, while it is also one of the few countries where the education of this particular
group of pupils is singled out and has separate national curricula, course syllabi and time-
tables – that is, where education is segregated at a national organisational level. The results
are unique insofar as they are derived from a large data set comprising all class teachers of
pupils with ID in SCIDs in Sweden.

Education for pupils with intellectual disability

Historically, the focus of education for pupils with ID has been formulated differently than
that for pupils without ID. The first educational initiatives for pupils with ID were inspired
by a medical paradigm and focused on physical training, everyday hygiene, and perception
training, such as distinguishing colours, forms, and sounds (Areschoug 2000; Røren 2007;
Wehmeyer and Smith 2017). Further, as public education initiatives started to emerge,
pupils with ID were to acquire the minimum theoretical and practical knowledge
needed to contribute to society. Although the curriculum did contain traditional subjects
such as mathematics, science and language arts, the focus was primarily on implementing
knowledge and skills in everyday life (Bouck 2004).

Curricular content for pupils with ID is considered in research overviews of the periods
1976–1995 (Nietupski et al. 1997) and 1996–2010 (Shurr and Bouck 2013). These over-
views show that research has primarily focused on functional life skills. However, lately
there has been a shift towards a focus on cognitive academic skills (Moljord 2017).
Moljord discusses this shift as a move towards mainstream schooling and suggests that
it could be understood as an ‘influence of the ideology of inclusion’ (10). Research on
teaching pupils with ID has focused less on the reasons for teaching certain content,
although cognitive academic skills and functional life skills have been discussed in relation
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to the everyday usefulness of such skills for pupils with ID (Moljord 2017; Shurr and
Bouck 2013). When it comes to the Swedish educational context, compulsory schooling
for pupils with ID has been criticised for focusing on care and not providing the pupils
with enough content knowledge (Berthén 2007; Swedish National Agency for Education
[SNAE] 1996, 1999, 2001; Swedish Schools Inspectorate [SSI] 2010).

Education of pupils with ID in the Swedish school system

There are four school types within the Swedish compulsory school system: the compre-
hensive school (‘regular school’), SCID, the Sami school, and special school (659 pupils
or 0.06% of pupils in compulsory school). In upper secondary school there are two
types of schools: upper secondary ‘regular’ and upper secondary SCID. In this paper
SCID refers to both compulsory SCID and upper secondary SCID, unless otherwise noted.

Schooling of pupils with ID is primarily regulated in the Education Act (Public Law 800
2010) and national curricula for the SCID compulsory school (Government Office 2011)
and SCID upper secondary school (Government Office 2013). The Education Act stipu-
lates that children who are not expected to meet the knowledge objectives of the compre-
hensive school or upper secondary school because of an ID must receive their schooling in
compulsory or upper secondary schools for pupils with ID (Chapter 7 §5; Chapter 18 §4).
The two national curricula for SCID include course syllabi and timetables that differ from
those of regular comprehensive and upper secondary schools. Both compulsory and upper
secondary SCIDs have two main orientations, with their own course syllabi and timetables:
one for pupils with moderate to mild ID and one for pupils with more severe ID. During
the 2018–2019 school year, 1.2% (n = 17,132) of the pupils aged 7–19 attended SCID
(Official Statistics of Sweden [OSS] 2019). Most pupils in SCID receive their schooling
in special classes in ‘ordinary’ schools. A smaller share, around 12% of pupils in compul-
sory SCID, spend half or more of their time in school in regular classes, that is in main-
stream settings. In Sweden, these pupils are referred to as ‘integrated’.

Theoretical foundations

We argue that processes of inclusion (or exclusion) develop in relation to different value
frames concerning ideas about the purposes of schooling and methods of how to achieve
those purposes – value frames that can be more or less compatible with the idea of inclus-
ive education. The position of this paper regarding inclusive education is that we under-
stand inclusion as creation of communities characterised by equity, care justice, honouring
of subjugated knowledge and valuing diversity. To quote Narian (2011):

an important construct with which inclusive education has come to be strongly affiliated is
the notion of community. The successful participation of students with disabilities in a
general education classroom is premised on the creation of classroom communities that
can nurture the qualities of equity and care (Erwin and Guintini 2000; Kluth 2003; Meyer
et al. 1998; Sapon-Shevin 1999; Villa and Thousand 2000). Simultaneously, the task of
making classrooms hospitable to all learners, particularly those whose social histories
reflect marginalisation by dominant groups, has also called for the creation of just commu-
nities where subjugated knowledges are honoured and where different forms of diversity are
valued (Kluth, Straut, and Biklen 2003). (956, italics in original)
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Further, we understand community as not only involving classrooms and schools and
education systems but also involving the surrounding neighbourhoods and even the
whole society (Booth et al. 2000).

As explained above, we further argue that educational value frames can be traced in
different levels of the education system, such as in different steering documents, in
public debate, and in the everyday school practice. The focus in this paper is on value
frames that can be traced in teachers’ conceptual frameworks for teaching and learning.

To understand these value dimensions we draw on Schiro’s (2013) work on curriculum
ideologies. He identifies four curriculum ideologies: the scholar academic, the social
efficiency, the learner-centred, and the social reconstruction ideologies. Each ideology rep-
resents different views on the purposes of education and ‘embodies distinct beliefs about
the typeof knowledge that should be taught in school, the inherent nature of children, what
school learning consist of, how teachers should instruct children, and how children should
be assessed’ (Schiro 2013, 2). The four ideologies should be treated as archetypes ‘that
portray an idealized model of a particular view of curriculum’ (Schiro 2013, 12). They
exist side by side but can be more or less salient in different time eras and in different
arenas.

The scholar academic ideology is characterised by a ‘traditional’ view of teaching and
learning. The purpose of schooling is focused on sharing and transmitting knowledge
developed within theWestern humanistic tradition as codified in the academic disciplines.
This wordings in the Swedish SCID national curricula, that education is about, ‘transmit-
ting and developing a cultural heritage – values, traditions, language, knowledge – from
one generation to the next’ (5), is an expression of this ideology. The importance of the
teacher’s subject knowledge is emphasised. The social efficiency ideology emphasises the
training of skills that are relevant in a competitive and changing labour market. Account-
ability and the importance of educational objectives, specified in terms of student perform-
ance, characterise this ideology. The wording of the SCID national curricula, when stating
that education should develop ‘an approach that encourages entrepreneurship’ (6) is an
expression of this ideology. The learner-centred ideology views the purpose of schooling
to be self-actualising growth: teaching should be based on the motivation and interests of
individual pupils. This ideology is characterised by the importance of individual learning
styles and the integration of curricula. The SCID national curricula’s statement that edu-
cation should ‘stimulate curiosity, creativity and self-confidence’ (6) corresponds to his
ideology. Advocates of the social reconstruction ideology believe that the main purpose
of education is to contribute to a more equal and equitable society. Wordings in the
Swedish SCID national curricula along the lines that education should foster the develop-
ment of pupils into ‘responsible individuals and citizens’ (5) or that nobody in school
‘should be discriminated on account of… functional disability’ (2) are expressions of
this ideology. This ideology typically emphasises the importance of recognising that all
knowledge bears social values and that schools should consider the problems and injus-
tices of our society.

Schiro’s curriculum ideologies can be related to Labaree’s (1997) discussion of three
alternative goals for education: democratic equality, social efficiency, and social mobility
(cf. Manzer 2003). Labaree relates these goals to ‘a fundamental source of strain at the
core of any liberal democratic society, the tension between democratic politics (public
rights) and capitalist markets (private rights), between majority control and individual
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liberty, between political equality and social inequality’ (Labaree 1997, 41). He argues that
criticism of tracking and ability grouping and efforts to ‘reintegrate special education stu-
dents in the regular classroom’ (45) are expressions of the democratic equality goal, which
corresponds to Schiro’s social reconstruction ideology.

Aim and research questions

The purpose of this paper is to contribute to a better understanding of prerequisites for
inclusive processes in education for pupils with ID. There are three research questions:

1. What characterises teaching in Swedish SCID and in comprehensive/upper secondary
school according to teachers in SCID?

2. What characterises these teachers’ conceptual frameworks for teaching pupils with ID?
3. What is the actual and desired extent of collaboration with colleagues teaching in SCID

and in comprehensive/upper secondary school?

Method

This study is part of a larger research project concerning teaching and learning environ-
ments for pupils with ID in the Swedish education system.

Participants

In the fall of 2016, a questionnaire was sent out to all teachers of pupils in SCID who were
employed 100% in SCID and to all class teachers or mentors teaching pupils with ID in
regular classes. For the purpose of this study results from teachers in SCID grades 1–9 and
SCID upper secondary school (N = 2,871; 57.7% response rate) are included in the analysis.

The questionnaire

The questionnaire consisted of six parts, comprising 32 overarching questions with sub-
questions. Most questions had closed response alternatives and some of them space for
the participants to formulate their own responses. The majority of the questions employed
a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = very important, 2 = rather important, 3 = not very
important, 4 = not important at all and 5 = no opinion). Some questions asked participants
to enter their response (e.g. age) whereas others involved choosing among multiple cat-
egories of responses. Finally, some questions involved ranking different statements
about the purposes of schooling and schooling for pupils with ID (from 1 =most impor-
tant to 4 = least important). In this paper, results from a selection of questions on teaching
and learning and collaboration are reported.

Procedure

The questionnaire was pilot tested by six teachers and reviewed by experts from Statistics
Sweden. It was distributed by post by Statistics Sweden and two reminders were sent out.

1372 K. GÖRANSSON ET AL.



Statistics Sweden also collected and compiled the responses. Upon submission, Statistics
Sweden scanned and coded each questionnaire, scanned the information and then destroyed
the questionnaires. The results were delivered to the research team in a de-identified data
file, meaning that the researchers had no access to the personal data of the respondents.
The data file was stored on a password-protected digital network. Furthermore, an infor-
mation letter was attached to the survey explaining the purpose of the study, how results
were to be used, how anonymity was protected, and that participation in the study was
voluntary. It was not deemed necessary for the study to be reviewed and approved by an
ethics committee. The study was conducted according to national ethical guidelines for
social science research (The Swedish Research Council 2017).

Data analysis and presentation

In order to report a whole population response (i.e. for 2,871 respondents), Statistics
Sweden calculated and constructed a statistical weight for each respondent. The weight
was calculated through the translation vector type of teacher, that is, in SCID or compre-
hensive/upper secondary school, sex + age + marital status + foreign/Swedish background
+ city + income. Descriptive statistics are used in the presentation of the data, as the whole
population was studied. The questions with graded responses were often dichotomised: for
example, the response alternatives 1–4 (1 = very important, 2 = rather important, 3 = not
very important and 4 = not important at all) were dichotomised into important (ratings of
1 and 2) and unimportant (ratings of 3 and 4). Regarding the questions that involved
ranking, the percentage of respondents who ranked an item as the most important
(i.e. = 1) is presented. This was done to present the complex set of data in a more accessible
manner.

Results

Before reporting on the results of this study, some background information summarising
responses from the questionnaire is presented on the organisation of learning environ-
ments and the teachers of pupils with ID. At the time of the survey a majority of
SCIDs (74.4%) were situated in schools where there were two or more SCIDs. Only a min-
ority (11.8%) were located at schools with only SCIDs. The most common SCID class size
was 2–12 pupils (2–5 pupils = 44.6%; 6–12 pupils = 45.1%). In almost half of the classes
(45.5%) there were usually three or more adults present during lessons; teachers very
rarely worked alone in the class (11.0%). A majority of the teachers had a degree in pre-
school education (23.6%) or in comprehensive/upper secondary education (31.5%). Fur-
thermore, 78.6% of the teachers had some university-level training in special needs
education. Around a third (32.5%) had the equivalent of a master’s degree in special
needs education.

What characterises teaching in SCID and in comprehensive/upper secondary
school according to teachers in SCID?

To find out more about the teachers’ conceptions of teaching in SCID and comprehensive/
upper secondary school three questions were posed: To what degree do you believe that
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teaching in SCID is characterised by… ? To what degree do you believe that teaching in
comprehensive/upper secondary school should be characterised by… ? To what degree do
you believe teaching in SCID should be characterised by… . Each question had three
response alternatives regarding the holistic nature, care orientation and knowledge orien-
tation of the curriculum/teaching in the two school forms. Answers were provided using a
five-point Likert-type scale (1 = to a very high degree, 2 = to a rather high degree, 3 = to a
rather low degree, 4 = to a very low degree and 5 = no opinion). Here, the percentage of
respondents who selected numbers 1 and 2 is reported.

The data showed that the teachers consider teaching in SCID to be of a more holistic
nature (91.3%)and more care oriented (61.4%) than teaching in comprehensive/upper sec-
ondary school. Only a minority believed that teaching is more knowledge oriented in SCID
than in comprehensive/upper secondary school (14.5%). Further, a majority believed that
teaching in SCID should be of a more holistic nature than it is (60.7%). Less than half of the
teachers believed that it should be more knowledge oriented (41.8%) and about a fifth
believe that it should be more care oriented (20.5%). Regarding teaching in comprehen-
sive/upper secondary school, a majority believed that teaching should be of a more holistic
nature (83.6%), while less than half of the teachers believed that teaching in comprehen-
sive/upper secondary school should be more knowledge oriented (42.2%) or more care
oriented (30.8%) (Table 1).

What characterises the teachers’ conceptual frameworks for teaching pupils with
ID?

In order to find out more about the teachers’ conceptual frameworks, five questions were
posed on their views about the purpose of schooling, teaching, learning, knowledge, and
childhood in relation to SCID. Each question had four alternatives representing the four
different curriculum ideologies: social efficiency (SE), scholar academic (SA), learner-
centred (LC) and social reconstruction ideology (SR). There were no explicit references
to the different ideologies in the survey questions. For clarification purposes the ideologies
are presented in parenthesis in the following example:

What should characterise childhood from a learning perspective?

Table 1. Teachers’ conception of teaching in SCID and comreprehensive/upper secondary school.
Percentage of respondents agreeing to a very high or rather high extent.

% who agree to
very high/rather
high extent

To what extent do you believe that teaching in SCID…
(1)… has a more holistic focus than teaching in comprehensive/upper secondary school? 91.3
(2)… is more care oriented than teaching in comprehensive/upper secondary school? 61.4
(3)… is more knowledge oriented than teaching in comprehensive/upper secondary school? 14.5
To what extent do you believe that teaching in comprehensive/upper secondary school should …
(1)… have more holistic focus than at present? 83.6
(2)… should be more care oriented than at present? 30.8
(3)… should be more knowledge oriented than at present? 42.2
To what extent do you believe that teaching in SCID should…
(1)… have a more holistic focus than at present? 60.7
(2)… should be more care oriented than at present? 20.5
(3)… should be more knowledge oriented than at present? 41.8
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. a time of learning in preparation for a future career (SE);

. a period of intellectual development with focus on developing a growing body of knowl-
edge (SA);

. a period when children should be children and their personalities allowed to develop
according to their innate nature and interests (LC); or

. a period of practice and preparation for acting for a better society (SR).

The respondents had to rank the alternatives from 1 (most important) to 4 (least
important).

Figure 1 shows the percentage of respondents who ranked the different curriculum
ideologies first, distributed over the five different areas (purpose, teaching, learning,
knowledge and childhood). Results show that a majority of the teachers’ conceptual frame-
works are in alignment with a learner-centred ideology in most areas.

A majority of the teachers (62.6%) believe that the most important purpose of
schooling in SCID is offering a pleasant, stimulating and child-centred environment
focused on the interests and abilities of the individual child, rather than, for
example, developing the ability to understand societal problems in order to contribute
to a more equitable and just society, in accordance with a social reconstruction ideology
(4.7%).

Almost three quarters of the teachers (72.1%) believe that the most important knowl-
edge for pupils in SCID is that which develops their personality. A minor share believe that
the most important knowledge is that which strengthens their competitiveness on the
labour market (18.9%). Only a very small share of the teachers believe that the most
important knowledge is that which has been developed in Western cultures (4.4%) or
knowledge in the form of social ideals such as equity and justice and an understanding
of the implementation of theses ideals (3.9%).

Figure 1. Percentage of respondents who ranked different curriculum ideologies first, distributed over
the five different areas.
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Amajority of the teachers (55.2%) also believe that the most important characteristic of
childhood from a learning perspective is that it should be a period when children can be
children and when their personalities are allowed to develop according to their innate
nature and interests. A minor share believe that it should be a time of learning in prep-
aration for a future career (16.8%) or a period of intellectual development with focused
on developing a growing body of knowledge (18.5%).

As can be seen in Figure 1, there is greater variety among the teachers’ beliefs about
teaching and learning. One group believe that the most important thing for a teacher is
to supervise the teaching using evidence-based teaching strategies in order to optimise
pupils’ knowledge development (46.5%). Another group of teachers (41.9%) believes, in
contrast, that the most important role of a teacher is to be a mentor who creates learning
and teaching situations that challenge pupils’ creation of meaning.

Regarding views about the most important factors for learning, two different ideologies
emerge as most common. Half of the teachers (50.8%) express a learner-centred ideology,
that is that the most important factor is that the pupil is motivated and actively engaged in
learning activities, whereas, a third (34.3%) instead express a scholar academic view –
namely, that the most important factors are accurate and precise learning goals and a
structured knowledge content.

A sixth, complementary question was posed in order to find out more about the basis
for the teachers’ conceptual frameworks: To what extent do you believe that SCID as a sep-
arate type of school form… ? The question had two response alternatives (is a good alterna-
tive to comprehensive/upper secondary school or should be dismantled). The respondents
had to answer using a five-point Likert-type scale to indicate the extent of their agreement.
Here, the percentage of respondents who chose number 1 (= agree to a very high extent)
and number 2 (=agree to a rather high degree) is reported. Results show that an over-
whelming majority of the respondents, 94.0 percent, believe that SCID is a good alternative
to comprehensive/upper secondary school. A minority of 9.5%, believe that SCID should
be dismantled as a separate type of school.

What is the teachers’ actual and desired collaboration with colleagues teaching
in SCID and in comprehensive/upper secondary school?

Two questions – Do you often cooperate… .? How often would you like to cooperate… ? –
were posed in order to learn more about cooperation between teachers. Each question had
two sub-questions: …with teachers from comprehensive/upper secondary school in ques-
tions related to teaching? and … with teachers from SCID in questions related to teaching?.
The respondents had to choose from among the following multiple-choice answers: yes,
daily; yes, every week; yes, some time each month; yes, some time each term; and never.

As can be seen in Figure 2 the teachers tend to collaborate with colleagues in SCID, that
is, they keep to their own school form. A large group of SCID teachers (82.1%) report that
they collaborate with colleagues in SCID on a daily or weekly basis. Concerning collabor-
ation between school types, only 20.5% of SCID teachers report that they collaborate on a
daily or weekly basis. As mentioned above, however, almost 90% of the teachers in SCID
do work in schools where teachers from comprehensive/upper secondary school constitute
the majority of the teaching staff. While the teachers report a low frequency of collabor-
ation between school types, Figure 2 shows that the teachers’ desired collaboration
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between school types is higher than their actual collaboration. A minority, but still a con-
siderable share of the teachers, would like to cooperate regularly (every day or once a week)
with teachers from the other school type (= 33.8%). However, a majority (52.1%) do not
not wish to cooperate more than once a month or some time each term and 6.5% do not
desire any cooperation at all.

Discussion

Based on the rationale that ‘the point of research on inclusive education should be to build
robust and comprehensive analyses of exclusion’ (Slee 2011, 83), this study investigates
views on education of teachers working in a segregated type of schooling, SCID. Hypothe-
tically, results could have shown that a majority of the teachers believed that SCID should
be dismantled, desired regular cooperation on a daily or weekly basis with teachers from
comprehensive/upper secondary school and embraced a curriculum ideology in alignment
with a social reconstruction ideology. However, actual views expressed by teachers
working in SCID displayed a quite different pattern.

But, before discussing the results it is important to examine the limitations of the study.
The response rate was 57.7%, which is acceptable, but an even higher value would have
clearly been desirable. Altogether, the survey was rather extensive, and some questions
may have been perceived as difficult to answer, which may have affected the response
rate. We asked ‘big questions, such as questions about the purpose of schooling. The par-
ticipants’ responses to some of the questions were limited to ranking different alternatives.
In addition, since this article only reports on the highest-ranked alternatives for some of
the questions, the result should be read as a first overview of some very complex issues,
issues that have not previously been explored within the context of special classes for stu-
dents with ID. The different results from the study do confirm each other, however, which
strengthens the credibility of the study.

Figure 2. Percentage of teachers reporting acutal and desired collaboration with colleagues from SCID
and comprehensive/upper secondary school (C/USS).
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On a general level the results show that the teacher group as a whole represents a rather
united group concerning views on education for pupils with ID. More specifically, they
believe teaching in SCID to be of a more holistic nature than teaching in comprehensive/
upper secondary school. They further believe that teaching in comprehensive/upper second-
ary school should be more like SCID in this respect. They consider SCID to be a good
alternative to comprehensive/upper secondary school that should not be dismantled.
They have a limited desire to cooperate with collegues from comprehensive/upper secondary
school. Overall, they embrace a curriculum ideology with much resemblance to a learner-
centred ideology, while very few embrace a social reconstruction ideology.

According to Abbott’s theory of systems of professions (Abbott 1988), professions are
established partly through competition over who shall have the interpretative prerogative
of certain problems, in this case the problem of teaching pupils with ID. This interpret-
ation forms the basis for jurisdictional ‘claims to classify a problem, to reason about it,
and to take action on it’ (Abbott 1988, 40). Evidently, dismantling SCID would threaten
the (SCID) teachers’ jurisdictional claims on teaching pupils with ID. Following this line of
reasoning it also becomes important to position the teaching and learning environment in
SCID as a highly qualified environment compared to comprehensive/upper secondary
school. Further, in order to protect the SCID teachers’ interpretative prerogative, it
becomes important to establish the need for specialised knowledge and the need for devel-
oping such knowledge through cooperation within the specialised profession, that is, with
other special teachers in SCID. This highlights the need consider how processes of protect-
ing jurisdictional claims of special teachers in segregated school types operate in the devel-
opment of inclusive education systems.

In the introduction we discussed that educators in many countries have experienced
changes within the domain of educational ideologies, changes that many advocates of
inclusion regard as quite contrary to ideas of inclusion: for example an increased focus
on goal achievement (Ainscow, Booth, and Dyson 2006) and seeing the objectives of edu-
cation as ‘private goods’ rather than ‘public goods’ (Bunar and Sernhede 2013; Labaree
2010). Several studies have analysed how these and similar educational policy changes
operate within the ‘regular’ school system creating processes of resilience to inclusive
development (e.g. Isaksson and Lindqvist 2015; Magnússon, Göransson, and Lindqvist
2019; Ramberg 2015). Less attention has been paid to how such policy changes operate
within segregated types of schools by creating or sustaining special teachers’ conceptual
frameworks for teaching and learning within segregated types of schools. In other
words, why should we expect teachers in segregated school types to embrace educational
ideologies different from those embraced by teachers in ‘regular’ school? We argue that the
last decade’s focus on education as ‘private goods’ can be traced, or detected, in the con-
ceptual framework for teaching – with an accent on learner-centred ideology, rather than
reconstructive ideology. The shift in conceptualisation is also reflected in the views on col-
laboration expressed by teachers who participated in this study, and how they consider the
status of SCID as a segregated type of school.

To summarise, the results of this study highlight the importance of investigating, within
segregated types of schools, processes of resistance to and processes promoting the devel-
opment of inclusive schools and education systems. We argue that, while research and
debate about inclusive education are important, both are insufficient without analyses
of existing types of segregated schooling.
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