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Introduction

Since German ratification of the United
Nations Convention on the Rights of
Persons with Disabilities in 2009, stu-
dents with special educational needs
(SENs) have the right to be educated in
mainstream schools and regular class-
rooms (Powell, Edelstein, & Blanck,
2016). In the course of that funda-
mental change in the school system,
many questions have arisen regarding
the implementation of inclusive educa-
tion in every school subject. Inclusive
education is about providing an optimal
learning environment for every student
and reducing learning barriers (Forlin,
2012; Tiemann, 2018). In addition to
contextual factors and conditions, teach-
ers influence the extent to which their
classrooms are inclusive through their
teaching practices (Florian & Spratt,
2013). Therefore, appropriate training is
crucial for successful implementation of
inclusive education programs (Erhorn,
Moeller, & Langer, 2020; Forlin&Cham-
bers, 2011). Although teachers prior to
receiving their teacher certification (pre-
service teachers) need to develop skills
for implementing inclusive practices,
they also should develop the willingness
and intention to implement these in-
clusive practices in their teaching. This
intention is considered as an essential
condition for the actual implementa-
tion of such practices (Sheeran & Webb,
2016; Yan & Sin, 2014). According to
the theory of planned behavior (TPB;
Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010), attitude plays

an important role in shaping one’s in-
tention to behave in a certain way. In
many recent studies, focus has been on
the attitudes of teachers and pre-ser-
vice teachers toward inclusive education
in general (Forlin, Earle, Loreman, &
Sharma, 2011; MacFarlane & Woolfson,
2013; Schwab, 2018; Sharma, Shaukat, &
Furlonger, 2015) as well as toward inclu-
sive physical education (PE) specifically
(Hutzler, Meier, Reuker, & Zitomer,
2019; Lautenbach & Antoniewicz, 2018;
Rischke, Heim, & Gröben, 2017).

According to the TPB, the measured
attitude should have the same context as
the predicted intention and behavior for
optimal power of prediction (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 2010). Therefore, in the context
of inclusive education, focus should be
on subject-specific attitudes, as school
subjects represent a specific context for
specific inclusive teaching practices. Es-
pecially inclusive PE represents a context
in which the need for specific inclusive
practices is obvious. For example, the
unique teaching environment (e.g., gym-
nasium, swimming pool) leads to higher
relevance of the students’ bodies andmo-
tor abilities than in other subjects. This
implies that certain SENs must be given
more (i.e., physical disabilities) and oth-
ers less attention (i.e., learning disabili-
ties) than in other subjects (Rischke &
Braksiek, 2019).

A positive attitude toward inclusive
PE is one stated goal of physical teacher
education (PETE) for inclusion (Erhorn
et al., 2020), but there is a lack of research
regarding the attitude of pre-service PE

teachers in Germany and especially the
assessment of that attitude. There are
some instruments to assess the attitude
of in- and pre-service PE teachers vali-
datedinEnglishandotherlanguages(e.g.,
Folsom Meek & Rizzo, 2002; Hutzler,
Zach, & Gafni, 2005; Kudlacek, Valkova,
Sherrill, Myers, & French, 2002; for an
overview: Braksiek, Gröben, Heim, &
Rischke, 2018), but only twovalidated in-
struments are available in German, one
each for in-service and pre-service PE
teachers:

Basedonqualitative interviews,Meier,
Ruin, and Leineweber (2017) developed
the HainSL/ATIPE1 instrument to assess
pre-service PE teachers’ attitudes toward
inclusive PE. Based on sociologically ori-
ented pedagogical approaches the instru-
ment focuseson twocore aspectsof inclu-
sive PE: body and performance (Meier
& Ruin, 2019). According to the au-
thors, pre-service PE teachers can per-
ceive these aspects in awide (i.e.,holistic)
or narrow (i.e., norm-oriented) manner,
which correspondwith the two factors of
the instrument. The ATIPE is based on
a broad concept of diversity and there-
fore does not explicitly focus on PE with
students with SEN. In their validation
study, Meier et al. (2017) conducted con-
trast-group analyses between students of

1 In German: Instrument zur Erfassung von
Haltungen zu inklusivem Sportunterricht bei
(angehenden) Lehrkräften. In English: Attitude
Towards Inclusive Physical Education scale
(ATIPE). For the validationof theEnglishversion,
seeMeierandRuin (2019).
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sport science, students of PE (pre-ser-
vice PE teachers) and students of other
subjects (pre-service teachers). Results
indicated higher values on the narrow-
and lower values on the wide-factor for
the pre-service PE teachers compared to
the pre-service teachers but lower values
on the narrow-factor for the pre-service
PE teachers compared to the students of
sport science.

Rischke et al. (2017) developed the
EZI-Sport/S-AIPE2 to assess the attitude
of in-service PE teachers toward inclu-
sive PE. The items of the scale were de-
veloped on the basis of qualitative in-
terviews and a scale to assess teachers’
general attitudes toward inclusive edu-
cation (Kunz, Luder, & Moretti, 2010).
The S-AIPE is based on a narrow con-
cept of inclusive education (i.e., focus on
SENs and disabilities) and measures PE
teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive PE
with one factor. Data of the validation
study showed a positive effect of teach-
ing conditions for (inclusive) PE (e.g.,
accessibility of sports areas and materi-
als), amount of work experience and pri-
vate experience with people with disabil-
ities on the PE teachers’ attitudes (Brak-
siek, Gröben, Rischke, & Heim, 2019).
Although the S-AIPE was not validated
forpre-service teachers, Friedrich, Gräfe,
Pögl, and Scheid (2017) used the S-AIPE
toassesspre-servicePEteachers’attitudes
toward inclusive PE in an intervention
study. They found a positive effect of
a seminar about inclusive PE during one
semester on pre-service PE teachers’ atti-
tudes toward inclusive PE in comparison
to a control group.

Other studies in the context of PETE
for inclusion investigated pre-service PE
teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive edu-
cation in general, using scales that do not
focus on inclusive PE as certain subject
(e.g., Lautenbach & Antoniewicz, 2018;
Weber, 2018). In contrast tomost studies
in the field, Lautenbach andAntoniewicz
(2018) investigated pre-service PE teach-
ers’ implicit attitudes besides explicit at-

2 InGerman: SkalazurErfassungderEinstellung
zu inklusivem Sportunterricht. In English: Scale
to assess PE teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive
PE (S-AIPE) (Braksiek, Gröben, Rischke, & Heim,
2019).

titudes. Whereas explicit attitudes are
generally measured using scales, implicit
attitudes can be measured using a Sin-
gle-Target Implicit Association Test (ST-
IAT; Bluemke&Friese, 2008). Using this
test, Lautenbach andAntoniewicz (2018)
showed ambivalent but marginally posi-
tive implicit attitudes toward inclusion in
a sample of pre-service PE teachers. We-
ber (2018) showed that there is a differ-
ence in pre-service PE teachers’ attitudes
toward inclusive education in general de-
pendingontheirdegreeprogram. Forex-
ample, pre-service PE teachers who stud-
ied PE and special education had more
positive attitudes toward inclusive edu-
cation than pre-service PE teachers who
studied PE and other subjects (Weber,
2018).

Summarizing, there is currentlyno in-
strument available to assess pre- and in-
service PE teachers’ attitudes toward in-
clusive PE that has been validated in both
groups. However, such an instrument is
a prerequisite to compare this attitude
and potential influence factors between
these groups as well as to investigate the
development of this attitude over time.
These comparisons would help to better
understand the effects of various factors
in different states of professionalization
in teaching inclusive PE and PETE for
inclusion. Against this backdrop, the role
of the subject-specificity of PE regarding
attitude measurement in the context of
inclusive education has to be taken into
considerationaswell. Therefore, the rela-
tion of a subject-specific attitude toward
inclusive PE to general attitudes regard-
ing inclusive education should be inves-
tigated (1) to ensure valid measurements
and (2) to investigate differences regard-
ing these attitude dimensions and their
influence factors.

Moreover, regarding PETE for inclu-
sion, nothing is known about differences
in attitudes toward inclusive PE across
different degree programs in German
PETE. As most of the degree programs
in German teacher education depend
on the type of school in which the pre-
service teachers are planning to teach,
results of these comparisons can be com-
pared to investigations with in-service
teachers in certain type of schools. This
would lead to a better understanding of

the effect of different types of schools
on the attitude of in-service PE teachers
toward inclusive PE, which has been
found in recent studies (e.g., Thomas &
Leineweber, 2018). However, as tradi-
tions and cultures of inclusive education
differ across school types—especially
in Germany (Powell et al., 2016)—pre-
service teachers’ beliefs about inclusive
education, and inclusive PE as well, may
differ significantly. For example, these
beliefs may correlate with pre-service
teachers’ choice of future school and,
accordingly, with their choice of degree
program. Moreover, their beliefs may
be shaped by the content, topics, and
experiences in a certain degree program.
These potentially different beliefs about
inclusive PE could lead to measurement
invariances when using an attitude scale
to compare attitudes between groups
with different beliefs about inclusive PE.
The measurement invariances would
consequently lead to inappropriate and
imprecise comparison of composite
scale means among these groups (Chen,
2008). In terms of the TPB, attitude
measurement by Likert-type scales is
called “belief-based measure” (Fishbein
& Ajzen, 2010, p. 85). Every item of
a scale addresses a certain belief about
an attitude object (i.e., inclusive PE),
which is evaluated by the respondents.
A valid belief-based measure of attitudes
toward inclusive PE requires that items
of the scale address the same beliefs
about inclusive PE of every person. For
different groups of persons (i.e., pre-
service PE teachers in different degree
programs), this can be tested investi-
gating the measurement invariance of
a scale (Chen, 2008). However, the issue
of measurement invariance regarding
attitude measurement in the context of
PETE for inclusion has not been studied
so far.

This study addresses these desiderata
in two steps. First, this study investigates
the factorial and convergent validity of
the S-AIPE in a sample of pre-service
PE teachers by setting it in relation to
scales that measure attitudes toward in-
clusive education in general. Second, the
measurement invariance of the S-AIPE
among different degree programs of
the pre-service PE teachers as well as
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differences in the assessed attitude de-
pending on the pre-service PE teachers’
degree programs are investigated using
the alignment method, a new approach
for multigroup CFAs (Asparouhov &
Muthén, 2014; Byrne & van de Vijve,
2017).

Methods

Participants

The 362 undergraduate pre-service PE
teachers (Mage = 22.13, SD= 2.93, fe-
male= 53.89%,Msemester = 4.08,SD= 2.69)
who took part in this study were study-
ing PE and at least one other subject at
a university in North-Rhine Westphalia,
Germany. At the time of data collection,
most pre-service teachers in Germany
were required to complete both a bach-
elor degree and a master degree within
about five years3. Afterwards, they were
required to complete a practical in-
duction phase of 18–24 months. The
sample consisted of pre-service teachers
who were in the process of complet-
ing their bachelor degree. The pre-
service teachers surveyed were studying
in one of four degree programs. The
programs prepare pre-service teachers
for work in (1) primary schools (n= 54,
14.9%), (2) secondary and compre-
hensive schools (n= 111, 30.66%), and
(3) advanced secondary and compre-
hensive schools (n= 151, 41.71%). The
fourth program also prepares pre-ser-
vice teachers for work in primary schools
but offers integrated teacher training for
special and inclusive education ((4) ISIE;
n= 46, 12.71%). It offers several courses
and lectures about the field of special and
inclusiveeducation. Thisdegreeprogram
leads to a double qualification, which
technically allows graduates to teach at
regular and special schools (Lütje-Klose,
Miller, & Ziegler, 2014). However, in
line with the government’s new goal of
making all education inclusive, the aim
of this program is to prepare teachers
for an inclusive education system and to

3 In some federal states, all or certain degree
programs in teacher education are completed
with a state examination (e.g., Saxony, Bavaria,
andHesse).

enable them to teach at regular inclusive
schools.

Assessment instruments

To assess the pre-service PE teachers’ at-
titudes toward inclusive PE, the S-AIPE
was used (Braksiek et al., 2019; Rischke
et al., 2017; . Table 1). The scale has
fiveLikert-itemsranging from1(strongly
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) to which
the pre-service PE teachers had to re-
spond. One of these items is reversed to
optimize coverage of the construct and
minimize disruption of nonsubstantive
response behavior (Weijters & Baum-
gartner, 2012). To assess dimensions of
a general attitude toward inclusive educa-
tion, two short scales from the KIESEL4

questionnairewere used (Bosse&Spörer,
2014). One of the scales measures the
attitude toward the arrangement of in-
clusive education (AA, e.g., “Teaching
children with and without disabilities to-
gether can meet the needs of all children
by using appropriate methods.”5) and the
other one measures the attitude toward
theeffectsof inclusiveeducation(AE,e.g.,
“Inclusion of students with disabilities in
mainstream classrooms can be beneficial
for students without disabilities.”5). Both
scalesconsistof fourLikert-itemsranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly
agree). Both scales provide good in-
ternal consistency reliability (αAA= 0.77,
αAE= 0.74)aswellas factorialvalidity(i.e.,
good model fit in a confirmatory factor
analysis) in a sample of German pre-ser-
viceteachers(Bosse&Spörer, 2014). Fur-
thermore, Gorges, Grumbach, Micheel,
and Neumann (2020) showed the con-
vergent validity of both scales in a sample
of German pre- and in-service teachers
applying correlation analyses with scales
measuring comparable attitude dimen-
sionsaswell as self-efficacybeliefs toward
inclusive education.

4 German abbreviation for short scales for
assessing teachers’ attitudes and self-efficacies
toward inclusiveeducation.
5 Free,notvalidatedtranslations.
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Abstract
A teacher’s positive attitude is an important
factor for successful inclusive physical
education (PE). PE teachers’ attitudes
are shaped during PE teacher education
(PETE) programs. Thus, a valid instrument is
needed not only for assessing pre-service
PE teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive
PE but also for evaluating the effect of
PETE programs in general and the effect
of specific parts of such programs (e.g.,
seminars) on the development of those
attitudes. Regarding the measurement of
this attitude, little is known about how
a subject-specific attitude toward inclusive
education is related to general attitudes
toward inclusive education. In this study 362
pre-service PE teachers’ attitudes toward
inclusive education in general and inclusive
PE were assessed using two general attitude
scales and one PE-specific attitude scale.
By conducting confirmatory factor analyses
(CFAs), the factorial and convergent validity
of the PE-specific scale was investigated.
Results showed that the scale measures
attitude toward inclusive PE adequately
and that this attitude is related to general
attitudes toward inclusive education. In
addition, the measurement invariance of
the scale among different degree programs
of the pre-service PE teachers as well as
group differences in the assessed attitude
depending on the degree programs were
investigated using multigroup CFA. The
results support the use of the scale in the
context of PETE for inclusion, but also point
to general difficulties regarding attitude
measurement in the context inclusive of
(physical) education.

Keywords
Scale development · Teacher education ·
Degree program · Subject-specificity
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Table 1 Items of the S-AIPE

1 Der gemeinsame Sportunterricht ist eine
berufliche Bereicherung.
(Inclusive PE is a professional enrich-
ment forme.)

2 Ich lehne es ab, einen Sportunterricht zu
erteilen, an dem Lernende mit und ohne
Behinderung gemeinsam teilnehmen.
(I refuse to conduct PE lessons in which
learners with disabilities and learners
without disabilities participate together.)

3 Ich begreife die Heterogenität in einem
Sportunterricht, an dem Lernende mit
und ohne Behinderung gemeinsam teil-
nehmen, als Chance.
(I see heterogeneity in a PE lesson in
which learners with disabilities and
learners without disabilities participate
together as an opportunity.)

4 Ich befürworte die Idee des gemeinsamen
Sportunterrichts.
(I support the idea of inclusive PE.)

5 Der Sportunterricht ist ein geeignetes
Fach, um die Idee der Inklusion umzuset-
zen.
(PE is a suitable subject for implement-
ing the idea of inclusion.)

S-AIPE Scale to Assess PE Teachers’ Attitudes
Toward Inclusive Physical Education (PE)

Statisticalmethods

Data were prepared and descriptive
statistics were calculated using SPSS 25
(IBM Corp., 2017). Statistical analy-
ses were conducted using Mplus 7.4
(Muthén & Muthén, 2017). The conver-
gent and factorial validity of the S-AIPE
was examined conducting CFAs (Byrne,
2013).

To determine the differences and
measurement invariance between the
groups of pre-service PE teachers re-
garding their attitudes toward inclusive
PE, the new alignment approach (As-
parouhov & Muthén, 2014; Byrne &
van de Vijve, 2017) was used6. As this
approach has not been widely used in
sports science, it is briefly explained
and justified according to Marsh et al.
(2018) as follows: To test for measure-
ment invariance between more than two
groups is cumbersome and requires mul-
tiple testing. Furthermore, correction

6 For another recent study in the field of
educational assessment, see Fischer, Praetorius,
andKlieme (2019).

Table 2 Fit Indices of the confirmatory factor analyses (CFA)
CFI TLI RMSEA 90%RMSEA

CI
p-close SRMR χ2/df p

AE 0.984 0.952 0.060 0.000; 0.135 0.309 0.019 4.626/2 0.0989

S-AIPE 0.990 0.980 0.047 0.000; 0.096 0.468 0.020 8.985/5 0.1096

CFA 1 0.943 0.930 0.062 0.048; 0.074 0.074 0.043 128.703/54 <0.00001

CFA 2 0.972 0.965 0.044 0.027; 0.059 0.740 0.036 89.151/53 0.0014

CFA 3 0.976 0.968 0.042 0.024; 0.057 0.795 0.035 82.761/51 0.0032

AE attitude toward the effects of inclusive education, S-AIPE attitude toward inclusive PE scale,
CFI comparative fit index, TLI Tucker Lewis Index, RMSEA Root Mean Square Error of Approximation,
CI confidence interval, pclose probability of close fit, df degrees of freedom

of partial invariance in several groups
takes additional effort and leads to com-
plications regarding the latent mean
comparison. If different parameters
must be chosen for the free estimation
when comparing more than two groups,
the latent mean of a group may differ
depending on the comparison. With the
alignment method for multiple group
CFA, in one step group-specific means
can be estimated and compared without
requiring full invariance. The alignment
method “seeks an optimal measurement
invariance pattern based on a simplicity
function that is similar to the rotation
criteria used with exploratory factor
analysis” (Marsh et al., 2018). There-
fore, the alignment approach tests for
approximate measurement invariance
and allows for a few noninvariant pa-
rameters when comparing latent means
(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014). These
noninvariant parameters are identified
in every group7. Within the alignment
method, analysis can be performed using
the free or the fixed alignment method
(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014). In the
free alignment method, all factor means
are estimated; in the fixed method, the
factor mean of the group with the small-

7 Abriefbutprecisedescriptionofthealignment
procedure is givenby Flake andMcCoach (2018,
p. 59): “After the group-specific measurement
models are estimated, invariance testing is
conducted on all of the parameters. Taking one
parameter at a time, two groups’ parameter
estimates are compared. If these estimates
are not statistically significantly different from
one another, they become connected. These
comparisons are made again and again, across
the groups’ parameter estimates to create an
invariant set, and then each parameter is tested
against themeanof the invariant set”.

est absolute factor mean is set at zero.
Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2017) rec-
ommends the optimal choice according
to the data and the model being tested
(Byrne & van de Vijve, 2017). In this
study, Mplus suggested the fixed align-
ment method, as the model would have
been poorly identified using the free
alignment method.

For all these analyses, the following
configurations and cut-off values were
chosen: The full information maximum
likelihood algorithm was used to esti-
mate missing values because they were
completely missing at random (Little’s
test: χ2(474)= 505.133, p= 0.156; Enders
& Bandalos, 2001). For the estimation of
model parameters, a robust maximum
likelihood estimator (MLR) with robust
standard error and corrected chi-square
(χ2)valuewasusedtoavoidconsequences
of nonnormal data (e.g., imprecise es-
timates) (Maydeu-Olivares, 2017). For
model comparisons χ2 difference tests
were conducted. Due to the MLR esti-
mator Satorra–Bentler scaled χ2 was used
for these tests (Satorra & Bentler, 2001).
The general model fit was evaluated ac-
cording to common conventions: Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA)≤ 0.08 and Standardized Root
Mean Square Residual (SRMR)≤ 0.10,
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker
Lewis Index (TLI)≥ 0.95, a lower limit
of RMSEA confidence interval close to
0 and an upper limit of ≤0.08 as well as
a nonsignificant test for the closeness of
fit (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008;
Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004).
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Fig. 19 Three-factor
model of the confirma-
tory factor analyses. All
paths are significantwith
p< 0.0001. Attitude Effects
incl. Ed. attitude toward ef-
fectsof inclusiveeducation.
Attitude incl. PE attitude
toward inclusive physical
education. Attitude Ar-
rangement incl. Ed. attitude
toward the arrangement of
inclusive education

Results

Factorial and convergent validity

The results of the CFAs, which were
conducted to investigate the factorial
and convergent validity of the scales, are
shown in . Table 2.

The model fit for the AE scale and the
S-AIPE was very good. Due to the poor
model fit of the AA scale (CFI= 0.848,
RMSEA= 0.233, SRMR= 0.059), the
item with the lowest factor loading
(λ= 0.483) and highest residual variance
(σ2

e = 0.766) was removed. The resultant
scale had only three indicators left, so no
global or incremental model fit could be
investigated. However, the local model
fit was good, and internal consistency
was good as well (α= 0.737, ω= 0.749).

To investigate the relationship be-
tween the dimensions of attitude, several
CFAs were conducted (. Table 2): First,
all items were set to load on one factor.
Second, a model with two factors was
estimated including one factor for the at-
titude toward inclusive PE (measured by
the S-AIPE) and one factor representing
an attitude toward inclusive education in
general (measured by both, the AA and
theAEscale). Third, a three-factormodel
(. Fig. 1) with every scale representing
a separate factor was tested (i.e., attitude
toward inclusive PE, attitude toward the
arrangement of inclusive education and

attitude toward the effects of inclusive
education). The model fits of all mod-
els were very good. However, Satorra-
Bentler scaled χ2 tests showed that the
three-factormodel as well as the two-fac-
tor model fitted significantly better than
the one-factor model (χ2(3)= 35.583,
p< 0.001; χ2(1)= 47.412; p< 0.001). The
three-factor model and the two-factor
model fitted equally well (χ2(2)= 5.180,
p= 0.075). Due to thedescriptivelybetter
fit indices, the three-factor model was
considered further (. Fig. 1). The model
indicated significant correlations among
the dimensions of attitude (AE with AA:
r= 0.937, p< 0.0001; S-AIPE with AA:
r= 0.824, p< 0.0001; S-AIPE with AE:
r= 0.904, p< 0.0001). Additional Wald
tests showed that both correlations were
significantly different from 1, indicating
at least minimal discriminant validity
(Rönkkö & Cho, 2020; S-AIPE with
AA: χ2(1)= 24.085, p< 0.001; S-AIPE
with AE: χ2(1)= 8.297, p= 0.004). In
summary, the analyses revealed that
the attitude toward inclusive PE can be
measured as unidimensional construct
using the S-AIPE.

Measurement invariance and
group differences

To determine the measurement invari-
ance of the S-AIPE as well as differences
between the attitudes of the pre-service

PE teachers depending on their degree
program, a multigroup CFA was con-
ducted using the alignment method.

The test of approximate measurement
invariance showed only two noninvari-
ant parameters concerning the second
item on the S-AIPE. The pairwise com-
parisons identified the intercept and the
loading of the second item in the group
of the pre-service PE teachers for pri-
mary school with ISIE as noninvariant.
Hence, therewere only20%noninvariant
parameters on the scale. This is under
the limit specified by Asparouhov and
Muthén (2014) above which the results
should be interpreted cautiously. There-
fore, a valid comparison of the latent fac-
tor means was possible. The invariance
indices for the intercepts and loadings
(. Table 3) can be interpreted as mea-
sures for invariance. Each value “indi-
cates the variation of these parameters
across groups [. . . ] that can be explained
by variation in the factormeans and vari-
ances across groups” (Byrne & van de
Vijve, 2017, p. 547). Therefore, the val-
ues can range between 0 and 1. Values
close to 0 indicate a low degree of in-
variance and values close to 1 indicate
a high degree of invariance (Asparouhov
& Muthén, 2014). Both values of the
second item underpin the found nonin-
variance of these parameters. Although
the invariance index for the loading of
the third item was small, the parameter
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Table 3 Invariance indices for the intercepts and loadings of the S-AIPE items
Invariance index for intercepts Invariance index for loadings

AIPE 1 0.974 0.453

AIPE 2 0.710 0.251

AIPE 3 0.987 0.116

AIPE 4 0.959 0.672

AIPE 5 0.982 0.961

S-AIPE Scale to Assess PE Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Inclusive Physical Education

was invariant across all groups. Taken
together, the S-AIPE was not completely
approximate invariant across the groups,
but a valid comparisonof the latent factor
means is statistically possible and justi-
fied.

To investigate differences in the at-
titude of the pre-service PE teachers
depending on their degree program, la-
tent factor means were compared, using
the fixed alignment method. For this
comparison, the group of pre-service
PE teachers for advanced secondary and
comprehensive schools was set as the
reference group as this group had the
smallest factor mean (Asparouhov &
Muthén, 2014). As a result, precise p-
values could be computed from com-
parisons with this group only (. Fig. 2):
There were significant differences to the
pre-service PE teachers for secondary
and comprehensive schools (M= 0.366,
z= 2.693, p= 0.007) and for primary
schools with ISIE (M= 0.730, z= 4.788,
p< 0.0001). There also were signifi-
cant differences (p< 0.05) between the
latent factor mean of the pre-service
PE teachers for primary schools with
ISIE (M= 0.730) and the pre-service
PE teachers for secondary and com-
prehensive school (M= 0.366) and pre-
service PE teachers for primary schools
(M= 0.312). In summary, the pre-service
PE teachers for primary schools with
ISIE had the highest factor mean on the
S-AIPEof all the groupsofpre-servicePE
teachers. The pre-service PE teachers for
advanced secondary and comprehensive
schools had the lowest factor mean of
the S-AIPE of all the groups except for
the group of pre-service PE teachers for
primary schools.

Discussion

The aim of this study was to examine
the factorial and convergent validity as
well as the measurement invariance of
the S-AIPE in a sample of pre-service
PE teachers. In addition, differences in
the attitudes of the pre-service PE teach-
ers depending on their degree program
were investigated. Particularly, testing
forconvergentvalidity shouldexplore the
relationship of an attitude toward inclu-
sive PE and two dimensions of subject-
unspecific attitudes.

The S-AIPE provided good factorial
and convergent validity in the group of
pre-service PE teachers. This means it is
the first scale for assessing pre- and in-
service PE teachers’ attitudes toward in-
clusive PE that has been validated using
state-of-the-art methods in both groups.
It was also shown that the attitude toward
inclusive PE, measured by the S-AIPE, is
related to the attitude toward effects and
toward the arrangement of inclusive edu-
cation in general. These relationships can
be explained, since these general attitude
dimensions are not subject-specific: The
attitudes toward inclusive education in
general (i.e., its effects and arrangement)
are based, among other things, on expe-
riences and expectations regarding both
(or more) subjects that the pre-service
PE were studying. Thus, these general
attitudes are also based on experiences
and expectations regarding inclusive PE.
In addition, these results are largely in
line with those of the study conducted
by Braksiek et al. (2019), who used the
S-AIPEinasampleofin-servicePEteach-
ers. They also used two subject-unspe-
cific scales to assess the teachers’ attitudes
toward inclusive education (i.e., attitude
toward school support andsocial integra-
tion in inclusive education, Kunz et al.,
2010). Using exploratory and confirma-

tory factor analyses they were also able to
differentiate empirically among the three
dimensions. They also found significant,
but smaller correlations between the di-
mensions (S-AIPE with attitude toward
school support: 0.781; S-AIPE with at-
titude toward social integration: 0.638).
Strikingly, in both studies, the correla-
tions with factors that measure attitudes
toward educational achievements in in-
clusiveeducation(i.e., towardschool sup-
port and effects of inclusive education)
are stronger than the correlations with
factors that measure attitudes toward so-
cial aspects of inclusive education (i.e.,
attitude toward social integration and ar-
rangement of inclusive education). Thus,
the attitude toward inclusive PE, mea-
sured by the S-AIPE, seem to be based
more on evaluations of inclusive PE re-
garding educational achievements rather
than regarding social aspects of inclusive
PE. This is not surprising, since educa-
tional achievements are the main goal of
school education (Ditton, 2000). There-
fore, this aspect seems to be a more im-
portant reference point for the evalua-
tion of inclusive PE than social aspects
for both, in- and pre-service PE teachers.
Nevertheless, the S-AIPE does not mea-
sure these dimensions explicitly. Mea-
suring these attitude dimensions explic-
itly would enable to better predict cer-
tain behaviors. According to the theory
of planned behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen,
2010), attitude will determine intention
and behavior the better the closer the
attitude is related to the behavior and
its context. The attitude toward educa-
tional achievements and social aspects
in inclusive PE address different behav-
ioral categories that include certain in-
clusive practices. Some inclusive prac-
tices aim more on educational achieve-
ments (e.g., differentiated, and individu-
alized instructions) and others more on
social aspects (e.g., encouraging a pos-
itive classroom environment) (Lindner
& Schwab, 2020). Accordingly, attitudes
toward these aspects should predict be-
havioral intentions to perform inclusive
practices supporting these aspects (e.g.,
Knauder & Koschmieder, 2019). There-
fore, corresponding subscales should be
developed in future studies to explicitly
measure the attitude toward educational
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Fig. 29Differences
in latent factor
means depending
on the degree pro-
gram. * p< 0.05.
S-AIPE Scale to
Assess PE (phys-
ical education)
Teachers’ Attitudes
Toward Inclusive
PE,ASCS advanced
secondary and com-
prehensive school,
SCS secondary and
comprehensive
school, PSprimary
school, PS-ISIE pri-
mary school with
ISIE (integrated
training for spe-
cial and inclusive
education)

achievement and social aspects in inclu-
sive PE.

The investigation of the measurement
invariance of the S-AIPE indicated that
it can be used as an instrument to eval-
uate PETE programs as it provides good
validity and approximate scalar invari-
ance across degree programs, except for
the group of pre-service teachers in the
degree program for primary school with
ISIE. Inthisgroup, both invariantparam-
eters were found, but this did not affect
the comparison between the groups. The
loading of the third item of the S-AIPE
was not significantly invariant, but its
invariance index was low. According to
Byrne and van de Vijve (2017), one ex-
planation for this could be that this low
degreeof invariance is associatedwith the
smallest group in the sample (i.e., pre-
service PE teachers with ISIE) for which
significance is not as easy to achieve. The
noninvariant loading and intercept of the
second item showed that its wording in-
fluencedtheunderstandingofthecontent
and the item difficulty (Chen, 2008; Sass,
2011). As the item was the reversed one
(I refuse to give PE classes in which learn-
ers with disabilities and learners without
disabilities participate together), the item
was perceived as too difficult by mem-
bers of this group. This result is hard
to interpret, as it could be a result of
a selection effect, a socialization effect or
both. While pre-service teachers might
choose this degree program because of

theirstrongaffirmativeconsentregarding
inclusive education, the courses and lec-
tures in this degree program might have
influenced the understanding and evalu-
ation of inclusive education in a positive
way aswell. However, this issue of belief-
based attitude measures should be taken
into account in future researchon teacher
education for inclusion in general and on
PETE for inclusion, specifically.

The differences in attitudes found be-
tween the pre-service PE teachers in dif-
ferent degree programs revealed that the
group of pre-service PE teachers in the
degree program with ISIE had a signif-
icantly more positive attitude than the
other groups. This result is comparable
to other studies, which investigated pre-
service teachers’ attitudes toward inclu-
sive education in general (e.g., Kraska
& Boyle, 2014; Moser, Kuhl, Redlich, &
Schäfer, 2014). In addition, the results
are in line with Weber’s (2018) investi-
gation of pre-service PE teachers who
investigated their attitudes toward inclu-
sive education in general. Her results
indicated a difference between the atti-
tudes of pre-service PE teachers in a de-
gree program for secondary and compre-
hensive schools and the attitudes of pre-
service PE teachers in a degree program
for advanced secondary and comprehen-
sive schools. Furthermore, the pre-ser-
vice PE teachers who additionally stud-
ied special education had more positive
attitudes toward inclusive education in

general than pre-service PE teachers for
primary schools. The present study ex-
pands these results, as the pre-service PE
teachers with ISIE had the most positive
attitudes as well, but in this study, the
subject-specific attitude toward inclusive
PE was assessed. Therefore, PETE pro-
grams with additional teacher training
for special and inclusive education seem
to influence pre-service PE teachers’ atti-
tudes toward inclusive education in gen-
eral and inclusive PE, specifically. As
both investigations were cross-sectional,
these results can be either a socializa-
tion effect (i.e., positive effect of teacher
training for inclusive [physical] educa-
tion) or a selection effect (i.e., students
with a positive attitude toward inclusive
education tend to study a degree pro-
gram for special education). Interpreted
optimistically, the significantly lowest at-
titude of the pre-service PE teachers for
advanced secondary and comprehensive
schools in this study should be a selection
effect. Advanced secondary schools in
Germany offer the highest level of aca-
demic programs and are at the top of
a hierarchical school system. They do
not have a tradition or culture of inclu-
sive education (Powell, 2015) and tend
to have a limited number of children
with SENs (Hollenbach-Biele & Klemm,
2020). Therefore, pre-service teachers
who chose this type of school to be their
futureworkplace arenot expected tohave
a comparatively positive attitude toward
inclusive education. But consequently,
longitudinal studies should be conducted
to gain clearer insights into the causal
effects regarding the degree programs.
Nevertheless, the differences in attitude
found between the pre-service PE teach-
ers in different degree programs were
interpretable and in line with other stud-
ies. Therefore, these results indicated the
measurement sensitivity of the S-AIPE,
but this should be further investigated
in studies evaluating PETE programs for
inclusion.

However, besides the discussed find-
ings, this study has general limitations.
The surveyed pre-service PE teachers
only came from one university. While
this should not affect the results of the
validation, the results concerning the
analyses of the measurement invariance
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and the sensitivity are limited to the
degree programs under investigation.
In addition, some of the subsamples
according to the degree programs were
small. Especially the size of the group
of pre-service PE teachers with ISIE
possibly limited the statistical power of
the analyses of measurement invariance.
Moreover, thewhole sample only consists
of pre-service PE teachers in bachelor’s
degree programs. Future studies should
investigate the attitudes toward inclusive
PE of pre-service PE teachers in master’s
degree programs as well. In Germany,
most of these degree programs include
longer school practica (internships),
which could influence the pre-service
PE teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive
education. Concerning the validation of
the S-AIPE in this study, one scale for the
investigation of the convergent validity
had to be adapted by removing one item
(i.e., scale to measure the attitude toward
the arrangement of inclusive education).
Therefore, the construct validity of the
scale was not optimal, but still adequate.
As the removed item was the only nega-
tively worded item, it seems to represent
a method factor in the analyzed sample
(DiStefano & Motl, 2006). This issue
should be kept inmind in further studies
using this scale.>

Conclusion

Ostensibly, this study is the first in
which the subject-specificity of pre-ser-
vice teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive
education, in this case pre-service phys-
ical education (PE) teachers’ attitudes
toward inclusive PE, was investigated
using the S-AIPE (Scale to Assess PE
Teachers’AttitudesToward InclusivePE).
The factorial and convergent validity of
the S-AIPE as well as the approximate
measurement invariance and sensitivity
were established in a sample of pre-
service PE teachers. Thus, the S-AIPE
can be used as valid instrument for
evaluating parts of PE teacher education
programs. Furthermore, results of this
study imply that research on attitudes
toward inclusive education may focus
both theoretically and empirically on
subject-specific dimensions of attitudes
(e.g., Penney, Jeanes, O’Connor, & Al-

frey, 2018). Nevertheless, the relevance
of various types of special educational
needs or certain inclusive practices for
successful inclusive education in PE
should be considered in further research
and scale construction to gain a more
differentiated understanding of the sub-
ject-specificity of PE in the context of
inclusive education. In addition, the
results also indicate that the measure-
ment invariance of scales for measuring
attitudes toward inclusive (physical) ed-
ucation should be investigated more
frequently.

Corresponding address

Michael Braksiek
Department of Sports
Science, University of Vechta
Vechta, Germany
michael.braksiek@uni-
vechta.de

Funding. Open Access funding enabled and orga-
nized by Projekt DEAL.

Declarations

Conflict of interest. M. Braksiek declares that the
researchwasconductedintheabsenceofanycommer-
cial or financial relationships that couldbe construed
as a potential conflict of interest.

All procedures performed in studies involvinghu-
manparticipants or onhuman tissuewere in accor-
dancewith the ethical standards of the institutional
and/or national research committee andwith the
1975Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or
comparable ethical standards. Informed consentwas
obtained fromall individual participants included in
the study.

Open Access. This article is licensedunder a Creative
CommonsAttribution 4.0 International License,which
permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and re-
production in anymediumor format, as long as you
give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and
the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons li-
cence, and indicate if changesweremade. The images
or other third partymaterial in this article are included
in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless in-
dicatedotherwise in a credit line to thematerial. If
material is not included in the article’s Creative Com-
mons licence and your intendeduse is not permitted
by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitteduse,
youwill need toobtain permissiondirectly from the
copyright holder. To viewa copyof this licence, visit
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. (2014). Multiple-group
factor analysis alignment. Structural Equation
Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 21(4),
495–508. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.
2014.919210.

Bluemke,M., &Friese,M. (2008).Reliabilityandvalidity
of the Single-Target IAT (ST-IAT): assessing
automatic affect towards multiple attitude
objects. European Journal of Social Psychology,
38(6), 977–997. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.
487.

Bosse, S., & Spörer, N. (2014). Erfassung der
Einstellung und der Selbstwirksamkeit von
Lehramtsstudierenden zum inklusiven Unter-
richt. Empirische Sonderpädagogik,4, 279–299.

Braksiek, M., Gröben, B., Heim, C., & Rischke, A.
(2018). Die fachspezifische Einstellung von
Sportlehrkräften zum gemeinsamen Sportun-
terricht. In E. Balz & D. Kuhlmann (Eds.),
Sportwissenschaft in pädagogischem Interesse
(pp. 101–103). Hamburg: Feldhaus.

Braksiek, M., Gröben, B., Rischke, A., & Heim, C.
(2019). Teachers’ attitude toward inclusive
physical education and factors that influence it.
German Journal of Exercise and Sport Research,
49(1), 27–36. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12662-
018-0546-8.

Byrne, B. (2013). Structural equation modeling
with Mplus: basic concepts, applications, and
programming. London: Routledge.

Byrne, B., & van de Vijve, F. (2017). The maximum
likelihood alignment approach to testing
for approximate measurement invariance:
a paradigmatic cross-cultural application.
Psicothema, 29(4), 539–551. https://doi.org/10.
7334/psicothema2017.178.

Chen, F. F. (2008). What happens if we compare
chopsticks with forks? The impact of making
inappropriate comparisons in cross-cultural
research. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 95(5), 1005–1018. https://doi.org/
10.1037/a0013193.

DiStefano,C.,&Motl,R.W. (2006). Further investigating
method effects associated with negatively
worded items on self-report surveys. Structural
Equation Modeling, 13(3), 440–464. https://doi.
org/10.1207/s15328007sem1303_6.

Ditton, H. (2000). Qualitätskontrolle und Qual-
itätssicherung in Schule und Unterricht.
Ein Überblick zum Stand der empirischen
Forschung. Qualität und Qualitätssicherung im
Bildungsbereich. Zeitschrift Für Pädagogik, 41,
73–92. Beiheft.

Enders, C. K., & Bandalos, D. L. (2001). The relative
performance of full information maximum
likelihood estimation for missing data in
structural equationmodels. Structural Equation
Modeling,8(3), 430–457.

Erhorn, J., Moeller, L., & Langer, W. (2020). Hochschul-
didaktische Lehrkonzepte zur Vorbereitung
angehender Sportlehrkräfte auf einen inklu-
siven Sportunterricht. German Journal of
Exercise and Sport Research, 50(4), 487–500.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12662-020-00668-5.

Fischer, J., Praetorius, A. K., & Klieme, E. (2019).
The impact of linguistic similarity on cross-
cultural comparability of students’ perceptions
of teaching quality. Educational Assessment,
Evaluation and Accountability, 31(2), 201–220.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-019-09295-7.

8 German Journal of Exercise and Sport Research 1 · 2022

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.919210
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.919210
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.487
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.487
https://doi.org/10.7334/psicothema2017.178
https://doi.org/10.7334/psicothema2017.178
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013193
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013193
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1303_6
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1303_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12662-020-00668-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-019-09295-7


Fishbein,M.,&Ajzen, I. (2010). Predicting and changing
behavior: the reasoned action approach. Hove:
PsychologyPress.

Flake, J. K., & McCoach, D. B. (2018). An investigation
of the alignmentmethodwith polytomous indi-
cators under conditions of partialmeasurement
invariance. Structural Equation Modeling, 25(1),
56–70. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.
2017.1374187.

Florian, L., & Spratt, J. (2013). Enacting inclusion: a
framework for interrogating inclusive practice.
European Journal of Special Needs Education,
28(2), 119–135. https://doi.org/10.1080/
08856257.2013.778111.

FolsomMeek, S. L., & Rizzo, T. L. (2002). Validating the
Physical Educators’ Attitude Toward Teaching
IndividualswithDisabilities III (PEATID III) survey
for futureprofessionals.Adapted Physical Activity
Quarterly,19, 141–154. https://doi.org/10.1123/
apaq.19.2.141.

Forlin, C. (2012). Future directions for inclusive teacher
education: an international perspective. London:
Routledge.

Forlin, C., & Chambers, D. (2011). Teacher preparation
for inclusive education: increasing knowledge
but raising concerns. Asia-Pacific Journal of
Teacher Education,39(1), 17–32. https://doi.org/
10.1080/1359866X.2010.540850.

Forlin, C., Earle, C., Loreman, T., & Sharma, U. (2011).
The Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about
Inclusive Education Revised (SACIE-R) scale for
measuring pre-service teachers’ perceptions
about inclusion. Exceptionality Education
International, 21(3), 50–65. https://doi.org/10.
5206/eei.v21i3.7682.

Friedrich, G., Gräfe, S., Pögl, B., & Scheid, V. (2017).
Lehrerbildung für einen inklusiven Sportun-
terricht: Konzeptentwicklung unter Berück-
sichtigung empirischer Befunde. Zeitschrift für
sportpädagogische Forschung,5(2), 5–24.

Gorges, J., Grumbach, J., Micheel, S. A., & Neumann, P.
(2020). ErfassungvonEinstellungenzu Inklusion
mit SACIE, EFI-L und KIESEL. Diagnostica, 66(4),
235–245.

Hollenbach-Biele, N., & Klemm, K. (2020). Inklusion
zwischen Licht und Schatten: Eine Bilanz nach
zehn Jahren inklusiven Unterrichts. Gütersloh:
Bertelsmann Stiftung. https://doi.org/10.
11586/2020035.

Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., & Mullen, M. R. (2008).
Structural equation modelling: guidelines for
determining model fit. Electronic Journal of
Business ResearchMethods,6(1), 53–60.

Hutzler, Y., Meier, S., Reuker, S., & Zitomer, M. (2019).
Attitudes and self-efficacy of physical education
teachers toward inclusion of children with
disabilities: a narrative review of international
literature. Physical Education and Sport Peda-
gogy, 24(3), 249–266. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17408989.2019.1571183.

Hutzler, Y., Zach, S., & Gafni, O. (2005). Physical
education students’ attitudes and self-efficacy
towardstheparticipationofchildrenwithspecial
needs in regular classes. European Journal of
Special Needs Education,20(3), 309–327. https://
doi.org/10.1080/08856250500156038.

IBMCorp. (2017). SPSS 25. Armon: IBMCorp..
Knauder, H., & Koschmieder, C. (2019). Individualized

student support in primary school teaching: a
reviewof influencing factors using theTheoryof
Planned Behavior (TPB). Teaching and Teacher
Education,77, 66–76.

Kraska, J., & Boyle, C. (2014). Attitudes of preschool
andprimaryschoolpre-service teachers towards

inclusive education. Asia-Pacific Journal of
Teacher Education, 42(3), 228–246. https://doi.
org/10.1080/1359866X.2014.926307.

Kudlacek, M., Valkova, H., Sherrill, C., Myers, B., &
French, R. (2002). An inclusion instrumentbased
on planned behavior theory for prospective
physical educators. Adapted Physical Activity
Quarterly, 19(3), 280–299. https://doi.org/10.
1123/apaq.19.3.280.

Kunz, A., Luder, R., & Moretti, M. (2010). Die Messung
der Einstellung zu Integration (EZI). Empirische
Sonderpädagogik,2(3), 83–94.

Lautenbach, F., & Antoniewicz, F. (2018). Ambivalent
implicitattitudes towards inclusion inpreservice
PE teachers: the need for assessing both
implicit and explicit attitudes towards inclusion.
Teaching and Teacher Education, 72, 24–32.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.01.003.

Lindner, K. T., & Schwab, S. (2020). Differentiation and
individualisation in inclusive education: a sys-
tematic review and narrative synthesis. Interna-
tional Journal of Inclusive Education. https://doi.
org/10.1080/13603116.2020.1813450.

Lütje-Klose, B., Miller, S., & Ziegler, H. (2014).
Professionalisierung für die inklusive Schule als
Herausforderung für die LehrerInnenbildung.
Soziale Passagen, 6(1), 69–84. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s12592-014-0165-7.

MacFarlane, K., & Woolfson, L.M. (2013). Teacher
attitudes and behavior toward the inclusion of
children with social, emotional and behavioral
difficulties inmainstreamschools: anapplication
of the theory of plannedbehavior. Teaching and
Teacher Education,29, 46–52. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.tate.2012.08.006.

Marsh, H.W., Guo, J., Parker, P.D., Nagengast, B.,
Asparouhov, T., Muthén, B., & Dicke, T. (2018).
What to do when scalar invariance fails: the
extended alignment method for multi-group
factor analysis comparison of latent means
across many groups. Psychological Methods,
23(3), 524–545. https://doi.org/10.1037/
met0000113.

Marsh, H.W., Hau, K.-T., & Wen, Z. (2004). In search of
golden rules: comment on hypothesis-testing
approachestosettingcutoffvaluesforfit indexes
anddangersinovergeneralizingHuandBentler’s
(1999) findings. Structural Equation Modeling:
A Multidisciplinary Journal, 11(3), 320–341.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1103_
2.

Maydeu-Olivares, A. (2017). Maximum likelihood
estimation of structural equation models for
continuous data: standard errors and goodness
of fit. Structural Equation Modeling, 24(3),
383–394. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.
2016.1269606.

Meier, S., & Ruin, S. (2019). Creation and validation of
the pre-service PE teachers’ attitudes towards
inclusive physical education scale (ATIPE).
International journal of physical education,56(1),
21–32.

Meier, S., Ruin, S., & Leineweber, H. (2017). HainSL
– ein Instrument zur Erfassung von Haltungen
zu inklusivemSportunterrichtbei (angehenden)
Lehrkräften. German Journal of Exercise and
Sport Research, 47(2), 161–170. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s12662-016-0429-9.

Moser, V., Kuhl, J., Redlich, H., & Schäfer, L.
(2014). Beliefs von Studierenden sonder-
und grundschulpädagogischer Studiengänge.
Zeitschrift für Erziehungswissenschaft, 17(4),
661–678. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-014-
0587-1.

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B.O. (2017). Mplus
user’s guide: Statistical analysis with la-
tent variables, user’s guide. Muthén
& Muthén. https://www.statmodel.com/
download/usersguide/MplusUserGuideVer_8.
pdf. Accessed: 16September2021.

Penney, D., Jeanes, R., O’Connor, J., & Alfrey, L.
(2018). Re-theorising inclusion and reframing
inclusive practice in physical education. Inter-
national Journal of Inclusive Education, 22(10),
1062–1077. https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.
2017.1414888.

Powell, J. J.W. (2015). Barriers to inclusion: special
education in the United States and Germany.
London: Routledge.

Powell, J. J.W., Edelstein, B., & Blanck, J.M. (2016).
Awareness-raising, legitimation or backlash?
Effects of the UN convention on the rights of
personswithdisabilitiesoneducationsystems in
Germany. Globalisation, Societies and Education,
14(2), 227–250. https://doi.org/10.1080/
14767724.2014.982076.

Rischke, A., & Braksiek, M. (2019). Zur Kon-
textabhängigkeit vonbehinderungsbezogenen
Kategorien im Sportunterricht aus der Sicht
von Lehrkräften – Theoretische und empirische
Anhaltspunkteeiner fachbezogenenDiskussion
um die Dekategorisierung inklusiver Bildung.
In M. Hartmann, R. Laging, & C. Scheinert
(Eds.), Professionalisierung in der Sportlehrerbil-
dung – Konzepte und Forschung im Rahmen der
Qualitätsoffensive Lehrerbildung (pp. 261–275).
Hohengehren: Schneider.

Rischke, A., Heim, C., & Gröben, B. (2017). Nur eine
Frage der Haltung? Eine empirische Analyse
von personen- und institutionenbezogenen
Einflussgrößen auf die Einstellungen von
Sportlehrkräften der Sekundarstufe I zur
schulischen Inklusion. German Journal of
Exercise and Sport Research, 47(2), 149–160.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12662-017-0437-4.

Rönkkö, M., & Cho, E. (2020). Anupdatedguideline for
assessing discriminant validity. Organizational
Research Methods. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1094428120968614.

Sass, D. A. (2011). Testing measurement invariance
and comparing latent factor means within
a confirmatory factor analysis framework.
Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 29(4),
347–363.

Satorra, A., & Bentler, P.M. (2001). A scaled difference
chi-square test statistic for moment structure
analysis. Psychometrika,66(4), 507–514.

Schwab, S. (2018). Attitudes towards inclusive
schooling: a study on students’ teachers’ and
parents’ attitudes. Münster:Waxmann.

Sharma,U.,Shaukat,S.,&Furlonger,B. (2015). Attitudes
andself-efficacyofpre-service teachers towards
inclusion in Pakistan. Journal of Research
in Special Educational Needs, 15(2), 97–105.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-3802.12071.

Sheeran, P., & Webb, T. L. (2016). The intention–be-
havior gap. Social and Personality Psychology
Compass, 10(9), 503–518. https://doi.org/10.
1111/spc3.12265.

Thomas, M., & Leineweber, H. (2018). Heterogen-
itätsbezogene Einstellungen und Selbstwirk-
samkeitserwartungen von Sportlehrkräften an
Regelschulen. Leipziger Sportwissenschaftliche
Beiträge,59(1), 88–109.

Tiemann, H. (2018). Inklusion imSchulsport. Leipziger
Sportwissenschaftliche Beiträge,59(1), 9–28.

Weber, K. (2018). Inklusion und Heterogenität in der
(Sport-)Lehrer_innenausbildung. ErsteErkennt-

German Journal of Exercise and Sport Research 1 · 2022 9

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2017.1374187
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2017.1374187
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2013.778111
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2013.778111
https://doi.org/10.1123/apaq.19.2.141
https://doi.org/10.1123/apaq.19.2.141
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2010.540850
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2010.540850
https://doi.org/10.5206/eei.v21i3.7682
https://doi.org/10.5206/eei.v21i3.7682
https://doi.org/10.11586/2020035
https://doi.org/10.11586/2020035
https://doi.org/10.1080/17408989.2019.1571183
https://doi.org/10.1080/17408989.2019.1571183
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856250500156038
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856250500156038
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2014.926307
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2014.926307
https://doi.org/10.1123/apaq.19.3.280
https://doi.org/10.1123/apaq.19.3.280
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2020.1813450
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2020.1813450
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12592-014-0165-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12592-014-0165-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2012.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2012.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000113
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000113
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1103_2
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1103_2
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2016.1269606
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2016.1269606
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12662-016-0429-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12662-016-0429-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-014-0587-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-014-0587-1
https://www.statmodel.com/download/usersguide/MplusUserGuideVer_8.pdf
https://www.statmodel.com/download/usersguide/MplusUserGuideVer_8.pdf
https://www.statmodel.com/download/usersguide/MplusUserGuideVer_8.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2017.1414888
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2017.1414888
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767724.2014.982076
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767724.2014.982076
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12662-017-0437-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428120968614
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428120968614
https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-3802.12071
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12265
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12265


Main Article

nisse einer quantitativen Befragung von Sport-
studierenden. Leipziger Sportwissenschaftliche
Beiträge,59(1), 134–159.

Weijters, B., & Baumgartner, H. (2012). Misresponse to
reversedandnegated items in surveys: a review.
Journal of Marketing Research,49(5), 737–747.

Yan, Z., & Sin, K. (2014). Inclusive education:
teachers’ intentions and behaviour analysed
from the viewpoint of the theory of planned
behaviour. International Journal of Inclusive
Education, 18(1), 72–85. https://doi.org/10.
1080/13603116.2012.757811.

10 German Journal of Exercise and Sport Research 1 · 2022

https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2012.757811
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2012.757811

	Pre-service physical education teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive physical education
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Participants

	Assessment instruments
	Statistical methods
	Results
	Factorial and convergent validity
	Measurement invariance and group differences

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References


