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Abstract

Recent studies highlight the fact that the establishment of an
inclusive school is regarded as a requirement for the growth of
a pluralistic, democratic society in which each form of diversity is
welcomed and valued and the maintenance of social justice is a
top priority. The aim of this research was to design and validate the
Self-Assessment Inclusion Scale (SAIS) and test it in the population
of teachers in Greece and Cyprus. The SAIS scale aims to self-
assess the participants’ inclusive competence. Its ultimate goal is
to help people to consider their skills, knowledge, and awareness
of themselves in their interactions with others. The validation of the
SAIS scale took place between October 2022 and February 2023
in 401 teachers in Greece and Cyprus using census sampling.
The sample consisted of all school grade school teachers. The
results of this study show that SAIS scale is reliable, functional and
suitable for use in order to measure the inclusive competence of
the participants. Moreover, it emerged that the participants were
willing to consider their daily actions and behaviours and had some
awareness of their own prejudices and stereotypes. However,
there is still a lot to be done in terms of formulating plans to lessen
harm and make the environment more inclusive for everyone. The
findings imply that the participants were willing to consider their
teaching methods and behaviour and that they were aware of
some of their own biases and stereotypes. In conclusion, the self-
assessment scale used in this study to assess inclusive competence
was found to be valid and useful in assessing participants’ cultural
awareness, knowledge, behaviours, and attitudes. The research
team recommends its use as a tool for maintaining inclusion in
community settings, schools and other organisations.

Keywords: diversity, inclusion measurement, inclusion scale,
inclusive education, inclusive policy.

1. Introduction

The creation of an inclusive school is considered a
prerequisite for the development of a pluralistic and
democratic society where each form of diversity is welcomed
and appreciated and the sustainment of social justice is a
primary goal. Inclusive education is given high priority in the
education policies of many European countries, including
Greece though bold actions need to be taken towards
the real implementation of inclusive practice (Samsari et
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al., 2022). According to Boyle et al. (2011: 77), “the commitment to inclusion begins with
each educator”. Teachers have a very challenging role in creating a learning environment
that can be responsive to the different needs, profiles and interests of all students. They are
responsible for implementing inclusive practices within the school context and as a result they
can affect the promotion of high-quality, inclusive education. A simple policy formulation does
not ensure success and the optimistic attitudes of teachers are not sufficient by themselves
in an attempt to turn an inclusive policy into reality (Kuyini et al., 2016) as their beliefs about
inclusion may not necessarily align with their capacities to effectively manage a suggested
practice in an inclusive context (Yu, 2019). Even if the leadership and the culture of the
school are supportive of inclusion, educators need to make thoughtful choices and decisions
holding an active interpretive stance towards the various issues that arise in the classroom
(Naraian, 2017).

As a result, inclusive education requires of these teachers to possess a special set of
competencies that were not previously part of their initial training (Blanton et al., 2011; Kuyini
et al., 2021). These key competencies include the essential skills, abilities and knowledge to
teach in a way that meets the needs of each learner in a mainstream classroom (Argyriadis
et al., 2023a; Florian, 2009; Hornby 2010), making educators able to design the educational
process with greater flexibility adapting the learning objectives, the content, the materials and
the environment, depending both on the different characteristics of the individual students
and the whole classroom dynamics (Ainscow & Goldrick, 2010). The difficulties that educators
face nowadays stem not only from the presence of special educational needs and/or disability
(SEND), but also from other forms of diversity, including ethnic and cultural diversity, taking
into account the effects of the current refugee surge (Samsari et al., 2022). The European
Agency for Development in Special Needs Education outlined the profile of the inclusive
teacher based on the following four core values: a) valuing student diversity; b) supporting all
students; c) working with others; and d) personal professional development (Watkins, 2012).
Each value corresponds to an area of inclusive teachers’ competence. The findings of the
study conducted by Kuyini et al. (2021) show that teachers recognise adaptive instructional
approaches and strategies as the most crucial area of inclusive competence followed by
human resources (teacher aides, specialist teachers) and material resources.

Teachers’ inclusive education competence is regarded as key factor to the development of
a successful inclusive school community (Majoko, 2019; Pit-ten Cate ef al., 2018; Xue et al.,
2023; Zulfija, Indira & Elmira, 2013). As explained by Bandura (1990), competence includes
knowledge and abilities as well as the capacity to use them successfully in a variety of contexts
and conditions, many of which include unpredictable and stressful factors. In the teaching
profession, teachers are expected to transfer the gained theoretical knowledge into effective
educational practices. Given the ephemeral nature of teaching and the complicated role
that teachers play in inclusive educational contexts, a single definition of teachers’ inclusive
competence is neither feasible nor desirable (Mu et al., 2015). Moreover, teachers’ inclusive
competence is understood as one of the primary elements of their professional competence
when working within an inclusive educational environment and responding to the diverse
needs of all students (Kirillova & Ibragimov, 2016). Understanding how mainstream teachers
regard themselves as prepared and competent to teach and educate in inclusive settings
would allow policymakers and teacher educators to train and empower future teachers better
to meet the requirements of different learners and provide the most suitable educational
environment for all children (Stemberger & Kiswarday, 2016).
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The spread of competence-based approaches in education and the promotion of inclusive
education worldwide have given rise to the relatively new notion of inclusive competence
(Kirillova & lbragimov, 2016). Although in recent years various aspects of inclusion have
attracted much attention, little attention has been paid to the development of assessment
tools suitable for measuring teachers’ inclusive education competence. From the previous
studies, it is evident that future research studies into any facet of inclusive education need to
use psychometrically sound tools that enable researchers to respond to variables that could
either help or hinder the development of inclusive competence (Stemberger & Kiswarday,
2016). Understanding teachers’ self-perceptions of inclusive competence can contribute to
the design and the delivery of teacher professional development and training programmes
for both in-service and pre-service teachers (Navarro et al., 2016; Rojo-Ramos et al., 2023).

The SAIS Scale is a self-assessment instrument used for the Self-Assessment of Inclusion
capacity of teachers. It was developed by the research team for the needs of this study and
was tested from January to March 2023. So far, however, no previous study has focused on
the validation of the Self-Assessment Inclusion Scale (SAIS) in Greece and in Cyprus. This
indicates the need to ensure that teachers’ inclusive education competency is examined with
a reliable and valid assessment instrument adapted for use in the Greek and Cypriot context.
Therefore, the main objective of this research was to assess the psychometric properties
of this scale in a large sample of Greek and Cypriot educators and to evaluate its use in
identifying perceived inclusive education competence of teachers.

2. Aim of the study

The aim of this study was to design and validate the Self-Assessment Inclusion Scale (SAIS)
and test it in the population of teachers in Greece and Cyprus. To this end, the research
team followed the usual validation practices of research tools as described in the field of
research methodology. In particular, the validity of the content, the validity of the conceptual
construction and the usability of the tool were measured.

3. Materials and methods

3.1 The research tool

The SAIS scale aims to self-assess the participants’ inclusive competence. Its ultimate goal
is to help people to consider their skills, knowledge, and awareness of themselves in their
interactions with others. Its goal was to assist communities to recognise what they can do to
become more effective in working and living in a diverse environment. There is a rating scale to
help respondents identify areas of strength and areas that need further development in order
to reach inclusive competence. However, inclusive competence is a process, and learning
occurs on a continuum and over a lifetime. This self-assessment checklist is divided into
four main categories, which measure Awareness, Knowledge, Skills and Attitudes. The rating
of the answers is set as ‘never/not at all’, ‘sometimes/good’, ‘often/fairly good’ and ‘always/
excellent’, with the score being at the end of each section, respectively. The respondent can
add up the number of times he/she has checked that column, and multiply the number of times
he/she has checked ‘never’ by 1, ‘sometimes/occasionally’ by 2, “fairly often/pretty well’ by 3,
and ‘always/very well’ by 4. The more points he/she has, the more inclusively competent he/
she is becoming. The first category of inclusive awareness includes questions about dealing
with otherness, self-knowledge, the individual’s willingness to share his or her culture and
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enter into a process of inclusive exchange, and the perception of discomfort when coming into
contact with individuals from different inclusive backgrounds.

It also has questions about the assumptions made by individuals trying to understand
the culture of another inclusive group as well as questions about challenging stereotypes,
reflecting on how culture influences personal judgement, behaviour and acceptance, as well
as possible ambiguity, curiosity and awareness of White identity. The second group that
studies inclusive knowledge includes questions about learning from mistakes, the assessment
of knowledge, the questions that the individual asks himself in terms of inclusive difference
and the importance that this difference has to the individual. It further includes questions about
knowledge of history, understanding the impact of culture, interest in lifelong learning and
understanding the consequences of racism, sexism, homophobia, etc. Finally, this section has
questions about knowledge of origin that has the individual back in time and the understanding
of boundaries. The third and fourth section listing skills have questions about adaptability to
diversity, active support for people on the diversity spectrum, and inclusive communication
skills. It also records the search for opportunities to acquire skills and the active involvement
of the individual in processes that promote inclusive experiences. Respect for diversity and
the implementation of inclusive practices in combination with allied strategies and flexibility
are some of the necessary elements that are recorded to compose a more complete picture
of the inclusive ability of the individual.

3.2 Validity and reliability

The English language version of the SAIS was tested for validity and reliability. The reliability
was tested using the Cronbach’s a method. In addition, the internal structure was tested by a
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and the validity analysis has also been considered. In fact,
the measurements of the Cronbach alpha values were adequate, indicating a reliable tool.

3.3 Data collection and sample of the study

The validation of the SAIS scale took place between October 2022 and February 2023 with 401
teachers in Greece and Cyprus using convenient sampling. The sample consisted of all grade
school teachers (Table 1). Initially, a pilot administration of the questionnaire was performed
with to a sample of 52 teachers. The purpose of the pilot administration was to examine if the
questions were well conceived by the participants in order to make improvements. The pilot
testing’s outcome was satisfactory, with a Cronbach alpha of 0.85.

4. Ethics

The research adhered to rigorous ethical standards and guidelines to ensure the rights and
well-being of the participants and the integrity of the study. The study was approved by the
Ethics in Research Committee of Frederick University and followed the principles outlined
in the Declaration of Helsinki. Informed consent was obtained from all participants before
they participated in the study. They were provided with comprehensive information about
the purpose, procedures, potential risks, and benefits of the research. Participants were
assured that their participation was voluntary and that they could withdraw from the study
at any point without facing any consequences. To ensure confidentiality, all data collected
were anonymised and stored securely. Personal identifiers were removed from the dataset
to protect the privacy of the participants. Only the research team had access to the raw data,
and all data were stored in compliance with data protection regulations. It is worth noting that
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the ChatGPT Al software was used in 20/03/2023 to ensure the grammatical accuracy and
proofreading of the manuscript.

5. Data analysis

Descriptive statistics for the participants’ characteristics were calculated. For the numerical
variables the mean and standard deviation (mean, + SD) were included, whereas for
categorical variables, frequency counts and percentages [n, (%)] were calculated.

In order to assess the factorial structure of the proposed scale, both exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were performed. Specifically, the final
sample (n=401) was randomly divided into two parts to obtain two mutually independent
samples for the EFA (n=200) and CFA (n=201).

5.1 Exploratory factor analysis

On the first sample (n = 200) EFA analysis was performed. ltems were analysed using the
mean, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis of each item. Iltems with skewness larger
than 3 or with kurtosis larger than 7 were removed from the questionnaire scale. On the
remaining items, the Bartlett’s test of sphericity with p < 0.05 and a Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin
(KMO) measure of sampling adequacy of 0.6 was used in order to confirm the suitability of the
dataset for the factor analysis (Hair et al., 2014).

Parallel analysis was employed to determine the number of factors (Horn, 1965). In
addition, the principal components method with an oblique rotation was used to examine
item loadings. Oblique rotation (direct oblimin) with Kaiser normalisation was conducted,
since this rotation method does not restrict factors to be uncorrelated, but results in a factor
solution similar to an orthogonal one (Osborne, 2014). Items with communality h? < 0.40 or
factor loadings A < 0.50 were removed from the questionnaire scale. It was also expected that
the extracted factors should have at least three items fulfilling relevant criteria and that the
resulting factor solution should explain at least 50% of the total variance (Hair et al., 2014).

Internal consistency of the scale was evaluated using standardised Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient, with alpha >0.7 and alpha >0.5 indicating a good and adequate value of the scale.
In addition, the standardised Cronbach’s alpha of each factor in case an item was deleted,
was also calculated to help us improve the scale consistency (Hair et al., 2014).

5.2 Confirmatory factor analysis

CFA with structural equation modelling (SEM) was used on the second dataset (n = 201) to
examine whether the data fit the model proposed from EFA and thus verify the factor structure.
The maximum likelihood method with robust error was used for parameter estimation.
Standardised estimates of factor loadings as well as (residual) variances were obtained.

The model goodness of fit was tested considering the following indices: Chi-square value
(Alavi et al., 2020), comparative fit index (CFI) (Bentler, 1990), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI)
(Tucker & Lewis, 1973) , root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) (Steiger, 1990)
and standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) (J6éreskog & Sérborn, 1993). The model
was considered to have a good fit with x?/df < 5, a RMSEA < 0.1, a SRMR < 0.05, a CFl, and
NFI > 0.90 Hair. Item factor loadings higher than 0.4 were considered satisfactory (Hair et
al., 2014).
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Differences in score means in relation to demographic characteristics were also examined
(i.e. gender, educational level, and place of origin). Specifically, two independent groups for
each categorical demographic variable were created (i.e. gender: male, female; educational
level: undergraduate, postgraduate; and place of origin: urban area and rural area). Then,
the students’ independent sample t-test was employed to identify any statistically significant
difference in score means for each factor between these groups. Finally, Pearson correlation
coefficient was used to analyse the correlation between the factors scores and numerical
variables (i.e. age).

Statistical analysis for both EFA and CFA was performed using version R 3.6.2.

6. Results

Table 1 summarises participating teachers’ (n=401) demographic characteristics. The majority
of participants were females (83.0%). The mean age of the sample was 34.10 (SD= 7.00) and
44 .4% of the participants came from urban areas. The majority of participating teachers hold
a postgraduate education degree (71.6%).

Table 1: Demographic characteristics of students (n = 401)

n(%) or Mean * SD

Male 68(17.0)
Gender

Female 333(83.0)
Age 34.10+7.00

Undergraduate/Special education 114(28.4)
Level of education

Postgraduate 287(71.6)

L. Urban area 178(44.4)

Place of Origin

Rural area 223(55.6)

EFA

As mentioned, two mutually independent samples were created. Explanatory factor analysis
was performed on the first sample (n=200) in order to access the factorial structure of the
scale. Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for the responses of the participants. The items
were analysed using the mean, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis of each item.
Based on the analysis, all items have skewness smaller than 3 and kurtosis smaller 7, except
for Item 30, which was therefore removed. The new dataset was considered suitable for EFA,
since the Bartlett’'s Test of Sphericity was found to be significant (Bartlett's Test of Sphericity =
2106.5, p < 0.001) and the KMO was found to be satisfactory (0.85) (Hair et al., 2014).

Table 2: Descriptive statistics for the responses of participants (n=200), EFA

item mean sd skew | kurtosis item mean sd skew | kurtosis
1 3.67 0.54 | -1.58 2.64 16 3.68 0.59 [ -1.95 3.96
2 3.65 0.51 -0.96 -0.34 17 2.92 0.98 | -0.51 -0.78
3 3.59 0.56 | -0.95 -0.12 18 3.73 0.53 [ -2.05 4.45
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item mean sd skew | kurtosis item mean sd skew | kurtosis
4 2.00 0.95 0.57 -0.70 19 2.00 0.96 0.66 -0.56
5 3.19 0.66 | -0.75 1.38 20 3.24 0.71 -0.56 -0.30
6 3.34 0.64 -0.66 0.44 21 3.50 0.58 -0.66 -0.56
7 3.40 0.58 -0.33 -0.78 22 3.49 0.65 -1.11 1.02
8 2.83 0.76 -0.11 -0.55 23 3.74 0.49 -1.73 213
9 3.16 0.78 | -0.55 -0.46 24 3.56 0.61 -1.06 0.07
10 2.52 1.06 0.05 -1.24 25 3.26 0.8 -0.79 -0.14
1 3.36 0.63 | -0.43 -0.69 26 3.79 044 | -1.92 2.82
12 3.41 0.62 -0.54 -0.64 27 3.23 0.75 -0.68 -0.02
13 1.31 0.6 1.89 3.00 28 3.33 0.69 | -0.53 -0.82
14 3.10 1.04 -0.89 -0.43 29 3.69 0.5 -1.18 0.20
15 2.32 0.86 0.4 -0.43 30 3.81 0.46 -2.6 8.19

Next, Parallel Analysis techniques in the remaining 29 items were used to determine the
number of components. Screen plot (Figure 1a) suggests a four components (factors) solution.
The Principal Components Analysis with Oblique rotation (Kaiser’s normalisation) was used
as the extraction method for the four components (factors). Based on the analysis, Items 1, 2,
3,8,9, 11,12, 14, 21 and 24 had communality h2 < 0.40 or factor loadings A < 0.50, and were
therefore removed from the questionnaire scale.

Parallel Analysis Scree Plots

* —*—  PC Actual Data
PC Simulated Data
-~ PC Resampled Data

Component Number

The Bartlett's Test of Sphericity and the KMO were calculated and Parallel Analysis was
performed to the remaining set of 19 items. Screen plot (Figure 1b) confirmed the four
components (factors) solution and the Bartlett’'s Test of Sphericity = 1234,1 (p < .001), while
the KMO = 0.81 indicated that the dataset was suitable for EFA. Principal component analysis
with oblique rotations was performed on the remaining set of items. EFA results are presented
in Table 3.
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Table 3: Exploratory Factor Analysis (Principal component analysis with oblique rotations),

n=200

Item Factors communality (h2) stdi.salzr;:’()i;ijt)e m std.alpha

23 0.77 | 0.03 | 0.05 | -0.05 0.65 0.77

18 0.72 | -0.12 | 0.24 | 0.12 0.61 0.79

26 0.70 | 0.07 | 0.07 | -0.02 0.57 0.78 0.82

29 0.64 | 0.08 | 0.04 | -0.16 0.53 0.80

22 0.64 | 0.19 | -0.25 | -0.02 0.47 0.82

16 0.61 | 0.09 | 0.11 | -0.03 0.48 0.80

17 -0.02 | 0.78 | -0.06 | 0.07 0.58 0.75

27 0.07 | 0.77 | 0.03 | -0.04 0.65 0.73

25 0.20 | 0.71 | -0.03 | -0.01 0.63 0.73 0.79

15 -0.33 [ 0.64 | 0.20 | -0.07 0.43 0.80

20 0.03 | 0.57 [ 0.29 | 0.21 0.51 0.77

28 0.24 | 0.56 | -0.10 | -0.14 0.48 0.77

7 0.08 | 0.04 | 0.78 | -0.12 0.69 0.63

5 -0.03 [ 0.02 | 0.78 0.11 0.59 0.71 0.74

6 0.14 | 0.02 | 0.72 | -0.10 0.64 0.62

4 -0.08 | -0.14 | -0.07 | 0.65 0.50 0.39

13 -0.08 [ 0.15 | -0.13 | 0.63 0.45 0.39 0.51

10 0.26 | 0.09 | 0.05 | 0.62 0.42 0.53

19 -0.12 | -0.05 | 0.01 0.59 0.40 0.45

. Overall

2;‘3/‘;?;‘226 018 | 0.16 | 0.11 | 0.09 std.alpha
0.78

KMO=0.81, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity = 1234,1 (p < .001)

The four-factor solution explains 54% of the total variance. Specifically, Factor 1 has 6 items
(Items 16, 18, 22, 23, 26 and 29) with loadings between 0.61 and 0.77 and explains 18% of
the variance. Factor 2 has 6 items (ltems 15, 17, 20, 25, 27 and 28) with loadings between
0.56 and 0.78 and explains 16% of the variance. Factor 3 has 3 items (ltems 5, 6 and 7)
with loadings between 0.72 and 0.78 and explains 11% of the variance. Finally, Factor 4
has 4 items (Items 4, 10, 13 and 9) with loadings between 0.59 and 0.65 and explains 9% of
the variance.
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Parallel Analysis Scree Plots

A —— PC Actual Data
PC Simulated Data

PC Resampled Data

eigen velues of principal components

Component Number

The internal consistency for Factors 1,2 and 3 ranges from 0.74 to 0.82, which shows
good reliability, whereas the internal consistency for Factor 4 is 0.51, which is considered
acceptable when a new scale is examined. As shown in Table 3, if ltems 15 and 10 are
dropped, the internal consistency of Factors 2 and 4, respectively, is improved. The overall
internal consistency (alpha = 0.78) for the final scale (nineteen items) shows good reliability.

CFA

Next, CFA with structural equation modelling was performed on the other half of the sample
(n=201). The Maximum Likelihood method was employed for parameters’ estimation for the
model. Specifically, for CFA, 2 models with 4 factors were considered. Table 4 provides an
overview of fit indices for factor solutions of the CFA and the fully standardised factor loadings
with (residual) variances for the fitted models are presented in Figure 2.

Table 4: Results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Estimated Models (n=201)
Model X2 df x?df | RMSEA CFI TLI SRMS
Model 1: 19-items (four factor) | 222.35 146 1.52 0.05 0.92 | 0.91 0.06
Model 2: 18-items (four factors) | 204.08 129 1.58 0.05 0.92 | 0.91 0.06
2023 41(4): 42-49 42 https://doi.org/10.38140/pie.v41i4.7294


https://doi.org/10.38140/pie.v41i4.7294

Argyriadis et al. Self-Assessment Inclusion Scale (SAIS)

eS| ef| ed| e13|e10| e19
1;.:_'12..7:.1;;:. 038 081 0.89 0.49 1;.3_.1;..'\.2”1;?2/' Q.60 0.5¢ ;.S.-JJI ;..%;';fl.k':.'t:.!!_‘:m:.m.":. 081
(a)
(b)
Figure 2:

Results of the confirmatory factor analysis: (a) Model 1 (19-items model (4 factors))
(b) Model 2 (18-item model (4 factors)

2023 41(4): 43-49 43 https://doi.org/10.38140/pie.v41i4.7294


https://doi.org/10.38140/pie.v41i4.7294

Perspectives in Education 2023: 41(4)

Initially, the four-factor model with the 19 items (Model 1) suggested from EFA was considered.
Model 1 gave satisfactory fit indices (x2/df =1.52, RMSEA =0.05, CFI =0.92, TLI = 0.91) and
very close to satisfactory indices for SRMR (SRMR = 0.06). The factor loadings for the 19
— items solution, was higher than 0.4 except for ltem 10. This finding is in line with the EFA
analysis, which indicated that if ltem 10 were dropped from Factor 4, the external consistency
of the factors would be improved. Therefore next, a model (Model 2) without ltem 10 was
considered. Model 2 showed fit indices similar to Model 1; x2/df =1.58, RMSEA = 0.05, CFI =
0.92, TLI =0.91 and SRMR=0.06. All factor loadings for the 18 — item solution were at a higher
than satisfactory level.

For the chosen model (Model 2), the average scores for all factors were computed for
the whole sample (n = 401). The correlation analysis for all factors is presented in Table 5.
A moderate positive correlation between Factor 1, 2 and 3 and a weak negative correlation
between Factor 4 and Factors 1,2 and 3 was identified. Furthermore, differences in factors
score means in relation to demographic characteristics were also examined. No significant
differences in the factors score were identified when the demographic characteristics; age,
educational level, place of origin, and gender were examined.

Table 5: Correlation table for the 4 factors

factor1 factor2 factor3 factor4
factor1 1 5127 4517 -.282"
factor2 1 .369” -.218"
factor3 1 -.192"
factor4 - 1

7. Discussion

The study aimed to provide key findings on the validation report here. The self-assessment
scale mentioned in the text measures various factors related to participants’ awareness and
attitudes towards cultural diversity and differences. The first factor assessed by the scale
focuses on participants’ awareness of their own assumptions, stereotypes, and cultural
identity, and whether they have strategies to reduce the harm they may cause to students
who have a different worldview. This factor also includes questions on participants’ comfort
level when encountering differences in communication with their students, their beliefs about
the education of students with disabilities or learning difficulties, and their attitudes towards
the intelligence of students with disabilities.

Additionally, this factor includes questions that assess participants’ understanding of
their own individual identity, their perception of human diversity as a positive aspect, their
willingness to share their own experiences in order to learn about others, and their awareness
of potential misunderstandings during communication. Overall, this factor aims to gauge
participants’ level of cultural competence and sensitivity towards individuals with diverse
backgrounds and experiences.
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Studies have found that teachers’ awareness of their own cultural biases and stereotypes
is a critical factor in creating a culturally responsive classroom (Gorski & Swalwell, 2015;
Ladson-Billings, 2014). In particular, teachers who are aware of their own cultural identity and
biases are better able to create a classroom environment that is inclusive and welcoming to all
students, regardless of their cultural background or identity (Gay, 2010).

The finding that some participants are aware of their mistakes in their behaviour is also
consistent with the literature. According to Villegas and Lucas (2002), teachers who are
willing to reflect on their own teaching practices and acknowledge their mistakes are more
likely to engage in ongoing professional development and improve their practice over time.
Moreover, studies have shown that teachers who are willing to admit their mistakes and seek
feedback from their students are better able to build trusting relationships with their students
(Goldenberg et al., 2015).

Overall, the results suggest that the participants have some level of awareness of their
own cultural biases and stereotypes, and are willing to reflect on their own teaching practices
and behaviour. However, there is still room for improvement in terms of developing strategies
to reduce the harm they may cause and creating a more inclusive classroom environment
for all students. The implication of this finding is that further professional development and
training may be needed to help teachers develop these strategies and improve their practice.

The second factor measured by this self-assessment scale includes questions about the
participants’ knowledge. For instance, it assesses whether they have adequate knowledge
about the history of people from Eastern or African countries, as well as the history of minorities
in their country. It also evaluates whether they participate in lifelong learning programmes on
diversity issues, address potential gaps in their diversity knowledge, and take opportunities to
get involved in different places or situations to learn more. Additionally, it examines whether
they are actively involved in initiatives that promote understanding of diverse groups, learning
specialised cross-cultural topics that are necessary for their work, and whether they accept
the diversity of students, such as sexual orientation, dress, haircut, etc. Finally, it assesses
whether they recognise that stereotypes can encourage exclusion, violence, and injustice.

Recent studies have shown that although teachers may have some knowledge and
awareness of diversity issues, there is still a need for more comprehensive and ongoing
professional development in this area (Kwok, 2020). In particular, teachers may benefit from
more specific training on the histories and experiences of diverse groups, as well as strategies
for creating inclusive classroom environments (Argyriadis et al., 2023a). Additionally, it is
important for teachers to recognise and actively address their own biases and stereotypes,
as these can have a significant impact on learner outcomes (Cohen & Garcia, 2020). The
implication of this finding is that ongoing professional development and self-reflection can help
teachers to continuously improve their understanding and practice of diversity and inclusion
in the classroom.

The third factor measured by this self-rating scale includes questions related to the
participants’ behaviours. | accept the diversity of the learners (sexual orientation, dress,
haircut, etc.). | recognise that stereotypes can encourage exclusion, violence, and injustice.
| intervene effectively when | observe racist behaviour. | accept all diversity in appearance,
beliefs, origins, and intelligence in my classroom. | behave with respect for the culture and
opinions of others. | try to understand the needs of others and respect them even if | disagree
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with them. Do | communicate with learners’ families and discuss individualised growth
opportunities? | have never been unfair to learners. | struggle when | encounter differences/
disagreements when communicating with my learners.

The fourth and final factor measured by this self-rating scale includes questions about
the participants’ overall attitude toward cultural diversity. These questions refer to possible
discomfort when encountering differences or disagreements in communication with learners,
whether the belief prevails that learners with disabilities or learning difficulties should be
educated separately by specialised staff, and whether participants consider that students
with disabilities have lower intelligence. The questions also cover unfair behaviour toward
learners, positive responses to diversity, and participants’ willingness to engage and learn
more about diversity issues.

In the case of the self-assessment scale used in this study, it was found to have a high
level of positive response from the participants, indicating that they were willing to engage with
the questions and provide honest and thoughtful responses. This is an important factor in the
reliability of the scale as it suggests that the participants were not simply selecting random
answers or rushing through the questions without careful consideration as seen similarly in
other studies (Argyriadis et al., 2022).

Additionally, the functionality of the scale was also evaluated, and it was found to be highly
functional in measuring the construct of attitudes towards cultural diversity. The questions
were clear and straightforward, and the responses provided useful data for analysis. This
functionality is important in ensuring that the scale can be used to measure the construct
effectively and accurately.

8. Conclusions

In conclusion, the self-assessment scale used in this study to measure inclusive competence
was found to be reliable and functional in measuring participants’ awareness, knowledge,
behaviours and attitudes towards cultural diversity. The results suggest that the participants
had some level of awareness of their own biases and stereotypes and were willing to reflect
on their teaching practices and behaviour. However, there is still room for improvement in
terms of developing strategies to reduce harm and creating a more inclusive classroom
environment for all students. Ongoing professional development and training may be needed
to help teachers develop these strategies and improve their practice. Furthermore, more
specific training on the histories and experiences of diverse groups, as well as strategies for
creating inclusive classroom environments, can help teachers to continuously improve their
understanding and practice of diversity and inclusion in the classroom. Overall, this study
provides valuable insights into how self-assessment scales can be used to measure inclusive
competence and guide professional development for teachers.

9. Limitations of the study

While this study contributes valuable insights into participants’ inclusive competence, several
limitations should be noted. The convenience census sampling method also introduces
potential selection bias, as those who chose to participate may differ in certain aspects from
those who did not. Furthermore, the self-assessment nature of the SAIS scale might be
susceptible to social desirability bias, as participants could provide responses they perceive
as more socially acceptable. The study’s cross-sectional design also restricts our ability to
infer causality or longitudinal trends.
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