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In the international context, including children with diverse needs and Received 29 March 2023
backgrounds in early childhood settings is at the heart of education Accepted 10 June 2024
policy and planning. Nevertheless, a lack of a consistent and clear
definition of inclusive education will leave the concept wide open for Inclusi .

. . X X L. R . nclusive education;
dlfferer)t interpretations apd sometimes mlsmterpretatlon_s, whlch definition; early childhood;
potentially leads to exclusionary practices in the name of inclusion. systematic review
Our study examined how early childhood inclusion is defined in
China, Germany and the UK. Peer-reviewed studies between 2000
and 2020 were systematically examined under the framework of the
four dimensions of inclusion of ‘access, acceptance, participation and
achievement'. 15 studies were selected that showed various aspects
of the definition. Discussions on the inconsistent and tokenism
definition of inclusion from various stakeholders are presented.

Implications for future research and practice are discussed.

KEYWORDS

Introduction
Definition of inclusion - issues and confusion, in interpretations

The definition of inclusive education has been adopted and interpreted to mean different
agendas, strategies, approaches and models of provision (Goéransson and Nilholm 2014;
Nilholm and Goéransson 2017; Slee 2011). As Grosche (2015) stated, ‘the terminological
ambiguity and the resulting lack of adequate operationalization of inclusion are great
challenges for empirical educational research on inclusion’ (18). Meanwhile, although
the ratification of the UNCRPD has been achieved in many countries, the unclear
definition poses great challenges for consistent implementation of inclusive education
since no common goals can be drawn in educational policy-making (Krischler, Powell,
and Pit-Ten Cate 2019; Powell, Edelstein, and Blanck 2016). While there are continuous
efforts to develop a universal definition of inclusion (Nilholm and Goransson 2017;
Shyman 2015), the concept remains ambiguous, unclear and incomprehensive when
examined in individual countries (Krischler, Powell, and Pit-Ten Cate 2019).
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Although the United Nations Salamanca Statement, UNESCO’s ‘Education for All’,
EU Commission and many other international organisations intend to adopt a
broader approach that goes beyond ‘special needs’ to conceptualise inclusive education
comprehensively, referring to equality, discrimination and social inclusion (Miles and
Singal 2010; Thomas 2013; UNESCO 1994), predominant studies and reviews identify
that ‘inclusion’ is typically synonymous with ‘special needs’, a narrow definition of
inclusion that deals with children with disabilities or special educational needs (Hardy
and Woodcock 2015; Haug 2014; Wolff et al. 2021).

In understanding a global phenomenon like inclusive education, one should consider
the specific cultural and historical contexts in which inclusive education takes place
(Artiles and Dyson 2005; Richardson and Powell 2011) so that potential scientific pro-
gress in identifying successful practices will more likely be generated (Krischler,
Powell, and Pit-Ten Cate 2019). Thus, short descriptions of the social and historical back-
grounds and the current status of the definition from the perspective of China, Germany
and the UK are discussed first.

Definition in China

The conceptualisation of inclusive education in the Chinese policy framework is con-
tested, inconsistent and confusing (Tan 2020). Until now, there is no consistent trans-
lation of the term ‘inclusion’: either as ‘Ronghe’ meaning ‘fusion, mixture or merging’
or ‘Quanna’ meaning ‘all in’, which were applied interchangeably to refer to inclusion
in policies, research and practice despite their subtle differences (Tan et al. 2021). Chil-
dren with visual, hearing/speech and intellectual disabilities ‘learning in the regular class-
room (LRC)’ served as the main form of inclusion at all levels of schools for the past four
decades since LRC was introduced (Yan and Deng 2019).

‘The People’s Republic of China on Protection of Disabled Persons Act’ and ‘Edu-
cational Guidelines for People with Disabilities” stated that children with disabilities
have the right to attend public early childhood programmes, LRC on the early childhood
level only started until the beginning of twenty-first century as Shanghai proposed the
concept of ‘Early Care and Inclusive Education’ (Hu and Szente 2010) despite the gov-
ernment ratifying the UNCRPD in 2008. In 2021, early childhood inclusion was encour-
aged at the 13th National People’s Congress (NPC). Nevertheless, all the national and
regional legislations advocating for inclusive education have not addressed the definition.
‘LRC’ is more of a pragmatic strategy to cope with the limited educational opportunity
for children with disabilities, thus differing from the international understanding of
inclusion that is grounded in liberal democracy with individualism value and ensures
every child’s right to education (An, Hu, and Horn 2018). It fails to provide equitable
and appropriate education for all children, showing a very limited response to the inter-
national advocacy towards inclusive education (Deng and Poon-McBrayer 2004).

Definition in the UK

In the UK, inclusion is a multi-faceted term and has a wide range of definitions. The
concept evolved from special education, integration and inclusion (Francisco,
Hartman, and Wang 2020; Williams-Brown and Hodkinson 2020). The concept of
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integration was first coined and defined in the ‘Warnock Report’ (1979) that rec-
ommended children with disabilities and special needs to be placed in mainstream
schools. Further in 1994, the ‘Salamanca Statement’ introduced the term inclusion
extending the concept to more than children with SEND, acknowledging the unique
needs of all children, their families and professionals. This emphasis on diversity and
inclusion has been highlighted and is related to the policies and legislation, especially
in the ‘Equality Act (2010)’.

The UK consists of four countries — England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland.
The focus of the concept is on SEND and other aspects of diversity that vary in the
countries although they are influenced by each other and their social, cultural and pol-
itical contexts (Beaton and Black-Hawkins 2014). England focuses on SEND and a
wide range of categories of diversity especially reflecting on the society in different
parts of England; Wales emphasises cultural and linguistic diversity (especially Welsh
language and culture); Northern Ireland highlights ethnic and religious diversity, and
Scotland relates to narrative of community and equality for all.

Definition in Germany

Like many countries, the debate on inclusion strongly interrelates with the one on inte-
gration in Germany (Werning 2014), by ratification of the UNCRPD’ in 2006. The trans-
lation of ‘inclusion’ used in the Salamanca Statement 1994 to ‘Integration’ reflects the
high historical relevance of this term in the German context and the controversial
relationship between the two terms (Albers 2011; Werning 2014). While inclusion first
focused on the mainstreaming of children with special needs, the term integration
referred to a joint education of children with and without special needs. Klein et al.
stated that ‘integrative processes’ (Klein et al. 1987) are not static and do not refer to
an integration of the single child within the setting, but take place on multiple levels:
the individual level, the interactional, the institutional and societal level.

Concerning the current context of the early childhood sector, the terms integration
and inclusion still are relevant a refer to different dimensions (Rothe et al. 2020). On
an institutional level, it is an integrative system that focuses on children with ‘Einglieder-
ungshilfe’ (Integration assistance),’ and is provided by different forms of integration in
regular settings. It refers to a more ideological dimension and is acknowledged in con-
ceptualisations on different educational levels, the Federal states (early childhood curri-
cula/‘Bildungs - und Orientierungsplidne, Education and orientation plans’), the
different providers (Caritas, AWO), as well as the individual institution.

Why the three countries

China and Germany share a similar long-existing parallel structure of special and inclus-
ive education and a tradition of a medical understanding of disability (Tan et al. 2021),
while the UK is well-known for its strong advocacy for a broader understanding of
inclusion. Meanwhile, Germany and the UK have similar inclusion development from
disability to integration and to inclusion with the former still using the terms integration
and inclusion interchangeably, while the discussion of inclusion focuses mainly on dis-
ability in China. Thus, it would be interesting to highlight the similarities and differences
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in the historical and social contexts of these three countries and their influence on the
definition of inclusion. Lastly, considering the authors’ previous research on those
countries and are most familiar with their inclusion process, it seems justified to select
those three countries.

The guiding framework and research question

Together with Dyson, Howes, and Roberts (2002) and Goransson and Nilholm
(2014), more studies that succeeded in establishing factors that increase levels of
inclusion in schools and/or classrooms while defining inclusion are advocated. In
response to this, we applied the four dimensions of ‘access, acceptance, participation
and achievement’ by Ainscow, Booth, and Dyson (2006) and Artiles and Kozleski
(2016) as the guiding framework while examining empirical studies from China,
Germany and the UK from 2000 to 2020. This framework resonates with the
diverse social, cultural and political contexts of different countries and relates to
the children, their families and staff while defining inclusion. We formulated the
research question: How is inclusion in the early childhood context in China,
Germany and the UK defined? We want to examine how children and their families
are experiencing inclusion through accessing, being accepted, participating and
achieving in the settings. While acknowledging the countries’ socio - political
and cultural contexts, we aim to explore their impact on the definition of inclusion
at different layers of policy and practice.

Some terms related to the provision and workforce vary in the three countries. To
enhance the consistency of the understanding of those terminologies, it is important
to clarify them. Firstly, while in the global context, early childhood refers to the period
of children from birth to 8, we decided to focus on children from age 2 to 6, a synthesis
reached considering the different age groups of the three countries’ early childhood set-
tings. Secondly, the term ‘professionals’ is used as a common term to refer to the prac-
titioners working in early childhood settings.

Method
Literature search and eligibility criteria

The following electronic databases were used to find an initial set of relevant literature
published between 2000 and 2020: EBSCO host Database, British Education Index; Edu-
cation Source, ERIC, Pedocs, Proquest and Google Scholar. We also searched different
journals: International Journal of Inclusive Education, European Early Childhood Edu-
cation and Research Journal, specialist journals and books.

Our primary key search words are: ‘inclusion’, ‘inclusive education’ (‘inclusive*’);
‘children’, ‘Early childhood’, ‘early childhood settings*’, ‘kindergartens*’, ‘early child-
care’, ‘childcare’, ‘diversity’, ‘diverse*’, ‘difference’, ‘access’, ‘acceptance’, ‘participation’,
‘achievement’, ‘China’, ‘Germany’, ‘UK’. We used Boolean search terms (AND, OR)
and wildcards (such as the asterisk) to double-check results and made sure that combi-
nations and alternative forms of the keywords were searched. Our searches were
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conducted between February 2020 and June 2020, so the set of articles we found rep-
resent those referenced in databases before June 2020.

The initial search yielded the following articles: 106 articles in China, 247 articles in
Germany and 1005 articles in the UK. We then carefully reviewed the titles and abstracts
of all the searched articles and made sure that there were full texts available for each of the
articles. We then selected the literature that met all the following five inclusion criteria:

Published between 2000 and 2020

Reported an empirical study (using quantitative, qualitative or mixed-method design)
Discussing the concept of inclusion

Focusing on the early childhood level

Focusing on China/Germany/the UK (any of the four countries)

M S

After this first filtering, 100 articles remained: 26 articles from China, 40 articles from
Germany and 34 articles from the UK. For the next round, we developed the following
two exclusion criteria to narrow down our selection that addressed the definition of
inclusion at the early childhood level in the three countries. Specifically, we excluded
articles that

1. Were not published in peer-reviewed journals
2. Did not focus on or address perceptions or definitions (or the notions/concepts) of
inclusion

For the final round, 85 articles (including 21 of the 26 articles from China, 36 of 40
articles from Germany and 28 of 34 articles from the UK) were excluded, leaving 15
articles. Specifically, 45 articles (10 from China, 24 from Germany and 11 from the
UK) did not address the definitions (or notions/perceptions) of inclusion on the
early childhood level. 38 articles (two from China, 19 from Germany and 17 from
the UK) are not peer-reviewed. Apart from this, there are several other reasons for
the exclusion of the articles in China: seven of them did not focus on mainland
China (six on Hong Kong and one on Taiwan); two focused on the definition of
inclusion both on the early childhood and the primary and secondary school levels.
Lastly, we identified five articles from China, four articles from Germany and six
from the UK.

Article coding procedure

Articles were reviewed starting with the most recent year (2020) and moving backwards.
Specifically, guided by the framework of the ‘access, acceptance, participation and
achievement’, the full text of the retained articles was independently coded by the
three researchers to identify data relevant to the research questions: the definition of
inclusive education in the early childhood level. Specifically, articles were coded for infor-
mation related to Authors (year, country); aims of the study, methodology, key findings
and dimensions of inclusion. We then sat together via six different Zoom sessions (each
lasting around three hours) to review all codes to determine consistency between the
descriptions provided by each coder. All codes were thoroughly discussed until all
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researchers agreed that all pertinent information was included and consensus was
established.

Results

15 studies (five from China, four from Germany and six from the UK) were identified to
answer the research question (see Table 1). Eight of the 15 studies applied a qualitative
approach, three used a mixed method and four applied a quantitative design. Research
methods included interviews, questionnaires, observations, qualitative secondary analysis,
video-cued ethnography and document analyses. The timeline of the selected studies
showed that inclusive education at the early childhood level was discussed in the UK
(2004-2020) several years earlier compared to China (2012-2017) and Germany (2012-2020).

By extracting outcome information about the different dimensions of defining inclus-
ive education within each article, commonalities were identified based on key passages in
the text and summarised in thematically overarching categories in relation to the four
dimensions of the guiding framework. Those studies highlighted the different perspec-
tives of professionals, parents and children on early inclusive education across the
three countries.

The dimension of access

Studies (1, 3, 4 and 5) from China and studies (12, 13, 14 and 15) from the UK have a
stronger focus on children and parents’ access to early childhood settings while
defining inclusion compared to the German study (8). Children’s perspective was dis-
cussed in four categories: physical access; access to activity and programme design;
access to curriculum and assessment and access to qualified professionals. Firstly, the
lack of physical access addressed the inadequate infrastructural features of early child-
hood settings (e.g. lack of elevators; limited classroom size) (1, 4, 5 and 7). Secondly,
although Tobin (2020) discussed how some UK professionals paid attention to construct-
ing a culturally sensitive classroom environment (15), children’s lack of access to activity
and programme structure (e.g. lack of culturally relevant books) was widely identified
from other settings in China (1 and 5) and the UK (15). Thirdly, children’s lack of
access to curriculum and assessment was addressed in China (4) and the UK (14).
Lastly, Tobin (2020) highlighted the lack of children’s access to qualified professionals,
indicating professionals’ lack of training in cultural knowledge and inclusive education.

The dimension of acceptance

The dimension of acceptance was widely discussed, showing that children with SEN and
from im/migrant backgrounds and their parents were not fully accepted in early child-
hood settings. Firstly, inclusion is only applicable to certain groups. While German
parents and professionals questioned the optimal support for children with speech devel-
opmental delay (6), UK professionals viewed children with learning difficulties should
not be included since ‘they could create an uncomfortable environment’ (Clough and
Nutbrown 2004, 311). Furthermore, children’s inclusion depended on ‘the degree of
their condition’, for example, ‘a child with severe autism would be too disruptive and
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affect the learning process for the rest of the children’ (Clough and Nutbrown 2004, 311).
Secondly, different stakeholders, such as parents of children without SEN in China, are
less accepting of children with SEN compared to parents of children with SEN (Hu et al.
2017). Thirdly, while only the acceptance of children with SEN was discussed in China,
some German and UK studies showed that children from im/migrant families were not
accepted by their peers due to their different physical appearance and mother tongues (13
and 15) and Tobin (2020) further criticised that professionals tend not to meet their
parents’ needs.

The dimension of participation

The dimension of participation was frequently discussed from children, their parents and
other stakeholders’ perspectives. Firstly, from the Chinese and German literature, the
lack of children’s participation in different curricula, such as classroom activities, instruc-
tions and games, was addressed (1, 4, 5, 7 and 8). Moreover, while Chinese children’s
social interactions with peers and professionals and their engagement in different activi-
ties were intensively discussed (1 and 2), Seele (2012) showed how German children with
im/migration background actively negotiated their social position and peer interactions.
Secondly, although parents’” involvement was perceived as important (5, 8, 10 and 13),
there was a lack of such involvement in pedagogical decisions and children’s social
lives (5, 8, 12 and 15), with one exception that UK parents being involved with
specific conditions (10). While German and UK parents faced challenges participating
in their children’s learning process and deciding suitable settings (8, 12, 13 and 15),
Chinese parents complained about their low participation in deciding their children’s
IEP (individual educational plans) (5). Thirdly, Tobin (2020) highlighted though being
under-valued that the bicultural teaching staff’s participation served as key cultural
and linguistic mediators for the inclusion of children from im/migration families.

The dimension of achievement

Children’s achievement was more frequently discussed in the Chinese (1, 2, 3 and 4) and
UK (11, 12, 14 and 15) studies compared to the German ones (8), indicating different
focuses while defining inclusion. Children’s academic achievement is much more men-
tioned than their social and emotional achievement (e.g. social interactions), especially in
the UK where three types of academic achievement were addressed. Firstly, Clough and
Nutbrown (2004) discussed how age differs when children’s academic progress is
assessed in the four UK countries: at the end of the foundation stage at 5 years in
England and 7 years in Wales. Tobin (2020) further discussed how play could improve
language acquisition among children from im/migration and refugee backgrounds.
Moreover, Magennis and Richardson (2020) highlighted another type of achievement
of enabling children to understand peace in Northern Ireland.

Discussions

This systematic literature review examines how inclusion is defined at the early child-
hood level in China, Germany and the UK, part of the international effort to develop
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a clear definition of inclusion (Géransson and Nilholm 2014; Haug 2017). Although the
studies showed different stakeholders’ perspectives on inclusive education, only three
studies examined children’s perspectives, which should be criticised considering children
are the receivers of inclusive practices daily (Lindner and Schwab 2020). Future research
should consider children more as the focus. We applied the four dimensions of ‘access,
acceptance, participation and achievement’ to scan the literature systematically and the
majority revealed that children and their parents experience a lack of one or more of
the four dimensions. Our research further emphasises the importance of including
different stakeholders especially parents and valuing children’s social achievement
while defining inclusion using this framework. We further identified two themes regard-
ing the definition: (1) inconsistent definition and (2) tokenistic inclusion.

Inconsistent definition

There is an inconsistency in the definition of inclusion while comparing the three
countries. The references to categories of children included in the definitions varied.
Agreeing with previous studies (Opertti, Walker, and Zhang 2014; Yan and Deng
2019), the selected studies focused predominantly on the narrow definition of inclusion
that deals with children with special needs/integrative status (Arduin 2015), especially
those identified in China focusing on children with three types of disabilities (hearing,
visual and intellectual disabilities). This narrow definition has been substantially criti-
cised since it potentially draws attention to the deficiencies of individuals and creates bar-
riers to individuals’ participation, rather than addressing wider contextual factors, social
inequalities and structures (Ainscow, Booth, and Dyson 2006; Messiou 2017). Mean-
while, the inclusion of children with (im)migration backgrounds was included in some
German and UK studies, indicating a shift of the definition from a predominantly dis-
ability-oriented one to addressing broader dimensions of the diversity of children (Equal-
ity Act 2010; Werning 2019). Nevertheless, though Germany and the UK expressed an
intention to realise inclusion following the broader definition, those studies indicated
a lack of children and their families’ access, acceptance and active participation and
achievement in the early childhood settings.

The inconsistent definition can also be seen within each country among different sta-
keholders (Owen 2019), agreeing with Roberts and Simpson (2016). Administrators,
parents of children with and without SEN, professionals as well as children showed
inconsistent understanding of inclusive education: inclusion is perceived either as
social equity or opportunity and privilege for certain groups.

Tokenism inclusion

The selected studies demonstrated a tokenism in inclusion definition on the early child-
hood level by showing that inclusion is only valid with certain preconditions and only
applicable to certain groups.

Firstly, tokenism in inclusion is revealed through how different stakeholders empha-
sised the importance of certain preconditions to be realised before inclusion takes place.
Though viewing inclusion positively, some professionals perceived it as being divorced
from the realities of Chinese society (Hu et al. 2017) or claimed it to be realised in the
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society before in the classroom (Lohmann, Hensen, and Wiedebusch 2017). Meanwhile,
some claim that the support for parents and professionals should be first guaranteed
before inclusion happens (Hu et al. 2017; Owen 2019).

Secondly, tokenism is also demonstrated when some professionals and administrators
view inclusion as only valid for certain groups of children. Chinese general settings are
only available for children with three types of disabilities, excluding children with
other types of disabilities (e.g. children with ADHD or ASD) (Tan et al. 2021; Yan
and Deng 2019). UK professionals viewed some children’s inclusion as dependent on
the degree of their ‘conditions” (Nutbrown and Clough 2004). Meanwhile, German pro-
fessionals perceived that special educational services should be preferred for some chil-
dren with an integrative status,” especially those with delayed speech development,
compared to the general settings (Lohmann, Hensen, and Wiedebusch 2017).

Limitations

One of the inclusion criteria examined peer-reviewed articles, leaving out a large chunk
of literature especially those conducted in the German context since significant empirical
inclusion studies are published in practitioner-oriented journals, monographs, edited
books and other publication organs (Heimlich 2019). Moreover, the peer-review
process and standards in China differ from those in the international context, so we
only selected those that followed the international peer-review process.

Conclusions

Our study explores how early childhood inclusion is defined in China, Germany and the
UK by examining literature from 2000 to 2020, the first systematic literature review
applying an international comparison to examine the definition. It increases the aware-
ness of the similarities and differences in the diverse cultural contexts in different
countries and the relevance and importance of the concept of inclusion.

It can be concluded that early childhood inclusion is rarely defined as ‘a principled
approach’ that focuses on increasing opportunities for all children to access settings,
to be accepted by everyone, to participate in a wide range of activities as well as to
achieve their best potential (Ainscow, Booth, and Dyson 2006; Mittler 2005), but
rather a narrow conceptualisation that focuses on disability or special education
(Wolff et al. 2021). Not including all dimensions while understanding inclusive education
bears the risk of having a restricted perspective on inclusion and its realisation in research
and practice. We thus advocate future researchers, policy-makers and practitioners to
adopt inclusion as a ‘principled approach’ that cherishes inclusive values, such as
equity, participation, community and respect for diversity in guiding overall policies
and practice (Ainscow, Booth, and Dyson 2006; Messiou 2017) and accept the process
of realising inclusion in its complexity and being persistent on the journey. We state
that the four dimensions of inclusion - access, acceptance, participation and achievement
- provide multileveled lenses to approach this reality in its complexity, which should
serve as the basis of future inclusion research and practice.

Meanwhile, due to the three countries’ specific cultural and historical contexts, the
focus of the definition differs from disability-oriented to examining broader dimensions
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of children from im/migrated families though the latter is noticeably rare by comparison.
It can be thus concluded that inclusion is a continuous process taking place on different
levels, resulting in transient situational snapshots and can be experienced by the diverse
recipients and stakeholders in a cumulation of inclusive and non-inclusive moments that
even occur simultaneously. This knowledge of realising inclusion as an on-going process
is valuable for practitioners to remember while experiencing frustrations or doubts in
daily practice. Moreover, inclusive processes are embedded in particular socio-historical
contexts that have context-specific consequences for the definition, understanding and
meaning of inclusion (Rothe et al. 2016; Haug 2017). Inclusion in this regard needs
locally embedded definitions and approaches. This understanding is fundamental for
researchers and practitioners exploring intercultural understanding of inclusion and
seeking for culturally sensitive and sustainable realisation of inclusive practice.

Notes

1. A form of assistance, corresponding with the institutionally approved special educational
needs on school level.

2. Children with an integrative status are diagnosed as having a disability or are at risk of being
disable if not supported intensively in their learning development.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

ORCID

Run Tan ‘© http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3515-788X
Chandrika Devarakonda © http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1179-8981
Antje Rothe (2 http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6961-4153

References

Ainscow, Mel, Tony Booth, and Alan Dyson. 2006. Improving Schools, Developing Inclusion.
Routledge.

Albers, Timm. 2011. “Mittendrin Statt Nur Dabei.” Inklusion in Krippe Und Kindergarten.
Miinchen.

An, Zhe Gigi, Xiaoyi Hu, and Eva Horn. 2018. “Chinese Inclusive Education: The Past, Present,
and Future.” Intervention in School and Clinic 54 (2): 118-122. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1053451218765244.

Arduin, Sarah. 2015. “A Review of the Values That Underpin the Structure of an Education System
and Its Approach to Disability and Inclusion.” Oxford Review of Education 41 (1): 105-121.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2015.1006614.

Artiles, A. J., and Alan Dyson. 2005. “Inclusive Education in the Globalization Age.” In
Contextualizing Inclusive Education: Evaluating Old and New International Perspectives,
edited by D. Mitchell, 37-62. Abingdon, Oxfordshire: Routledge.

Artiles, Alfredo J., and Elizabeth B. Kozleski. 2016. “Inclusive Education’s Promises and
Trajectories: Critical Notes about Future Research on a Venerable Idea.” Arizona State
University, Mary Lou Fulton Teachers College.


http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3515-788X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1179-8981
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6961-4153
https://doi.org/10.1177/1053451218765244
https://doi.org/10.1177/1053451218765244
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2015.1006614

18 (& RTANETAL

Beaton, Mhairi C., and Kristine Black-Hawkins. 2014. “Editorial Changing Legislation on Inclusive
and Special Education: Perspectives Across the Four Nations of the UK.” British Journal of
Special Education 41 (4): 340-343. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8578.12084.

Clough, Peter, and Cathy Nutbrown. 2004. “Special Educational Needs and Inclusion: Multiple
Perspectives of Preschool Educators in the UK.” Journal of Early Childhood Research 2 (2):
191-211. https://doi.org/10.1177/1476718X04043015.

Deng, Meng, and Kim Fong Poon-McBrayer. 2004. “Inclusive Education in China:
Conceptualisation and Realisation.” Asia Pacific Journal of Education 24 (2): 143-156.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02188791.2004.10600206.

Dyson, A., A. Howes, and B. Roberts. 2002. “A Systematic Review of the Effectiveness of School-
Level Action for Promoting Participation by All Students (EPPI-Centre Review).” Research
Evidence in Education Library. Issue 1. Newcastle University. https://eprints.ncl.ac.uk.

Equality Act. 2010. Equality Act. London: The Stationary Office.

Flewitt, Rosie, and Melanie Nind. 2007. "Parents Choosing to Combine Special and Inclusive Early
Years Settings: The Best of Both Worlds?" European Journal of Special Needs Education 22 (4):
425-441.

Francisco, Marian Patricia Bea, Maria Hartman, and Ye Wang. 2020. “Inclusion and Special
Education.” Education Sciences 10 (9): 238. https://doi.org/10.3390/educscil0090238.

Goransson, Kerstin, and Claes Nilholm. 2014. “Conceptual Diversities and
Empirical Shortcomings - a Critical Analysis of Research on Inclusive Education.” European
Journal of Special Needs Education 29 (3): 265-280. https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2014.
933545.

Grosche, Michael. 2015. “Was ist Inklusion?” In Inklusion von Schiilerinnen und Schiilern mit
sonderpddagogischem Forderbedarf in Schulleistungserhebungen, edited by Poldi Kuhl, Petra
Stanat, Birgit Liitje-Klose, Cornelia Gresch, Hans Anand Pant, and Manfred Prenzel, 17-39.
Wiesbaden: Springer Fachmedien. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-06604-8_1.

Hardy, Ian, and Stuart Woodcock. 2015. “Inclusive Education Policies: Discourses of Difference,
Diversity and Deficit.” International Journal of Inclusive Education 19 (2): 141-164. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/13603116.2014.908965.

Haug, Peder. 2014. “Empirical Shortcomings? A Comment on Kerstin Goransson and Claes
Nilholm, ‘Conceptual Diversities and Empirical Shortcomings — a Critical Analysis of
Research on Inclusive Education’.” European Journal of Special Needs Education 29 (3): 283-
285. https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2014.933548.

Haug, Peder. 2017. “Understanding Inclusive Education: Ideals and Reality.” Scandinavian Journal
of Disability Research 19 (3): 206-217. https://doi.org/10.1080/15017419.2016.1224778.

Heimlich, Ulrich. 2019. Inklusive Pddagogik. Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer Verlag.

Hu, Bi Ying, and Judit Szente. 2010. “An Introduction to Chinese Early Childhood Inclusion.”
International Journal of Early Childhood 42 (1): 59-66. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13158-010-
0005-7.

Hu, Bi Ying, and Sherron Killingsworth Roberts. 2011. "When Inclusion is Innovation: An
Examination of Administrator Perspectives on Inclusion in China." Journal of School
Leadership 21 (4): 548-581.

Hu, Bi Ying, Sherron Killingsworth Roberts, Yan Hua Wang and Hong Mei Zhao. 2011. "The
Initiation of Early Childhood Inclusion in China: A Case Study from Beijing." International
Journal of Early Years Education 19 (2): 111-131.

Hu, Bi Ying, Chih-Ing Lim and Brian Boyd. 2016. "Examining Engagement and Interaction of
Children with Disabilities in Inclusive Kindergartens in China." Infants & Young Children 29
(2): 148-163.

Hu, Bi Ying, Hui Ping Wu, Xue Yun Su, and Sherron Killingsworth Roberts. 2017. “An
Examination of Chinese Preservice and Inservice Early Childhood Teachers’ Perspectives on
the Importance and Feasibility of the Implementation of Key Characteristics of Quality
Inclusion’.” International Journal of Inclusive Education 21 (2): 187-204. https://doi.org/10.
1080/13603116.2016.1193563.


https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8578.12084
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476718X04043015
https://doi.org/10.1080/02188791.2004.10600206
https://eprints.ncl.ac.uk
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci10090238
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2014.933545
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2014.933545
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-06604-8_1
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2014.908965
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2014.908965
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2014.933548
https://doi.org/10.1080/15017419.2016.1224778
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13158-010-0005-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13158-010-0005-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2016.1193563
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2016.1193563

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF EARLY YEARS EDUCATION 19

Klein, Gabriele, Gisela Kreie, Maria Kron, and Helmut Reiser. 1987. ‘Integrative Prozesse in
Kindergartengruppen”. Uber Die  Gemeinsame Erziehung von Behinderten Und
Nichtbehinderten Kindern. Miinchen: DJI.

Krischler, Mireille, Justin J. W. Powell, and Ineke M. Pit-Ten Cate. 2019. “What Is Meant by
Inclusion? On the Effects of Different Definitions on Attitudes Toward Inclusive Education.”
European Journal of Special Needs Education 34 (5): 632-648. https://doi.org/10.1080/
08856257.2019.1580837.

Lindner, Katharina-Theresa, and Susanne Schwab. 2020. “Differentiation and Individualisation in
Inclusive Education: A Systematic Review and Narrative Synthesis.” International Journal of
Inclusive Education, 1-21. https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2020.1813450.

Lohmann, Anne, Gregor Hensen, and Silvia Wiedebusch. 2017. “Einstellungen heilpiddagogischer
Fachkrifte.” https://www.hb.th-muenster.de/opus4/frontdoor/index/index/docId/14858.

Magennis, Jill, and Norman Richardson. 2020. “A ‘Peace’ of the Jigsaw: The Perspectives of Early
Years Professionals on Inclusion and Diversity Within the Context of Northern Ireland.”
Education 3-13 48 (4): 365-378. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2019.1610023.

Messiou, Kyriaki. 2017. “Research in the Field of Inclusive Education: Time for a Rethink?”
International Journal of Inclusive Education 21 (2): 146-159. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13603116.2016.1223184.

Miles, Susie, and Nidhi Singal. 2010. “The Education for All and Inclusive Education Debate:
Conflict, Contradiction or Opportunity?” International Journal of Inclusive Education 14 (1):
1-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/13603110802265125.

Mittler, Peter. 2005. “The Global Context of Inclusion: The Role of the United Nations.” In
Contextualizing Inclusive Education: Evaluating Old and New International Perspectives,
edited by D. Mitchell, 21-36. Abingdon, Oxfordshire: Routledge.

Nilholm, Claes, and Kerstin Géransson. 2017. “What Is Meant by Inclusion? An Analysis of
European and North American Journal Articles with High Impact.” European Journal of
Special Needs Education 32 (3): 437-451. https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2017.1295638.

Nutbrown*, Cathy, and Peter Clough. 2004. “Inclusion and Exclusion in the Early Years:
Conversations with European Educators.” European Journal of Special Needs Education 19
(3): 301-315. https://doi.org/10.1080/0885625042000262479.

Opertti, Renato, Zachary Walker, and Yi Zhang. 2014. “Inclusive Education: From Targeting
Groups and Schools to Achieving Quality Education as the Core of EFA.” In The SAGE
Handbook of Special Education, Vol. 1, 2nd Revised ed., edited by L. Florian,149-169.
London: Sage.

Owen, Alex. 2019. “Diversity Gain? An Exploration of Inclusive and Exclusive Perceptions in Early
Years Settings in England.” Early Child Development and Care 189 (3): 476-487. https://doi.org/
10.1080/03004430.2017.1326108

Powell, Justin ]J. W., Benjamin Edelstein, and Jonna M. Blanck. 2016. “Awareness-Raising,
Legitimation or Backlash? Effects of the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities on Education Systems in Germany.” Globalisation, Societies and Education 14 (2):
227-250. https://doi.org/10.1080/14767724.2014.982076.

Richardson, John, and Justin Powell. 2011. Comparing Special Education: Origins to Contemporary
Paradoxes. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Roberts, Jacqueline, and Kate Simpson. 2016. “A Review of Research into Stakeholder Perspectives
on Inclusion of Students with Autism in Mainstream Schools.” International Journal of Inclusive
Education 20 (10): 1084-1096. https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2016.1145267.

Rothe, Antje, Evance Charlie, and Anderson Chikumbutso. 2016. “Global Processes and Local
Manifestations: Two Case Studies from Malawi.” In Keeping the Promise? Contextualizing
Inclusive Education in Developing Countries, edited by R. Werning, A. ]. Artiles, P.
Engelbrecht, M. Hummel, M. Caballeros and A. Rothe. Bad Heilbrunn: Verlag Julius
Klinkhardt.

Rothe, Antje, Lisa Disep, Michael Lichtblau, and Rolf Werning. 2020. "Child at Risk? Interaction at
Risk?" Friihe Bildung 9 (4): 184-192.


https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2019.1580837
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2019.1580837
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2020.1813450
https://www.hb.fh-muenster.de/opus4/frontdoor/index/index/docId/14858
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2019.1610023
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2016.1223184
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2016.1223184
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603110802265125
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2017.1295638
https://doi.org/10.1080/0885625042000262479
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2017.1326108
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2017.1326108
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767724.2014.982076
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2016.1145267

20 (&) R.TANETAL

Seele, Claudia. 2012. “Ethnicity and Early Childhood.” International Journal of Early Childhood 44
(3): 307-325. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13158-012-0070-1.

Shyman, Eric. 2015. “Toward a Globally Sensitive Definition of Inclusive Education Based in Social
Justice.” International Journal of Disability, Development and Education 62 (4): 351-362. https://
doi.org/10.1080/1034912X.2015.1025715.

Slee, Roger. 2011. The Irregular School: Exclusion, Schooling and Inclusive Education. London:
Routledge.

Tan, Run. 2020. Promoting Peer Interactions in Chinese Inclusive Preschool Classrooms: Strategies
Teachers Apply for Children with Special Educational Needs. Bielefeld University.

Tan, Run, Michael Lichtblau, Carina Wehmeier, and Rolf Werning. 2021. "Preschool Teachers’
Attitudes Towards Inclusion: A Comparison Study Between China and Germany." European
Journal of Special Needs Education 0 (0): 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2021.1997480

Thomas, Gary. 2013. “A Review of Thinking and Research About Inclusive Education Policy, With
Suggestions for a New Kind of Inclusive Thinking.” British Educational Research Journal 39 (3):
473-490. https://doi.org/10.1080/01411926.2011.652070.

Tobin, Joseph. 2020. “Addressing the Needs of Children of Immigrants and Refugee Families in
Contemporary ECEC Settings: Findings and Implications from the Children Crossing
Borders Study.” European Early Childhood Education Research Journal 28 (1): 10-20. https://
doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2020.1707359.

Trescher, Hendrik. 2015. Inklusion: Zur Dekonstruktion von Diskursteilhabebarrieren im Kontext
von Freizeit und Behinderung. Wiesbaden: Springer VS.

UNESCO. 1994. The Salamanca Statement and Framework for Action on Special Needs Education:
Adopted by the World Conference on Special Needs Education; Access and Quality, 7-10 June
1994, Salamanca, Spain. UNESCO.

Warnock, M. 1979. “Children with Special Needs: The Warnock Report.” British Medical Journal 1
(6164): 667-668. https://doi.org/10.1136/bm;j.1.6164.667.

Werning, Rolf. 2014. “Stichwort: Schulische Inklusion.” Zeitschrift fiir Erziehungswissenschaft 17
(4): 601-623. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-014-0581-7.

Werning, Rolf. 2019. “Inklusion Im Frithkindlichen Und Schulischen Bereich.” In Das
Bildungswesen in Deutschland: Bestand Und Potenziale, 333-374. Klinghardt: Bad Heilbrunn.

Williams-Brown, Zeta, and Alan Hodkinson. 2020. “Development of Inclusive Education in
England: Impact on Children with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities.” In Handbook
on Promoting Social Justice in Education, edited by Rosemary Papa, 1561-1583. Cham:
Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-14625-2_151.

Wolff, Charlotte E., Heidi Huilla, Yannis Tzaninis, Berglind R6s Magnuisdottir, Sirpa Lappalainen,
Bowen Paulle, Piia Seppdnen, and Sonja Kosunen. 2021. “Inclusive Education in the
Diversifying Environments of Finland, Iceland and the Netherlands: A Multilingual
Systematic Review.” Research in Comparative and International Education 16 (1): 3-21.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745499921991958.

Yan, Tingrui, and Meng Deng. 2019. “Regular Education Teachers’ Concerns on Inclusive
Education in China from the Perspective of Concerns-Based Adoption Model.” International
Journal of Inclusive Education 23 (4): 384-404. https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2018.1435741.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s13158-012-0070-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/1034912X.2015.1025715
https://doi.org/10.1080/1034912X.2015.1025715
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2021.1997480
https://doi.org/10.1080/01411926.2011.652070
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2020.1707359
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2020.1707359
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.1.6164.667
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-014-0581-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-14625-2_151
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745499921991958
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2018.1435741

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Definition of inclusion – issues and confusion, in interpretations
	Definition in China
	Definition in the UK
	Definition in Germany
	Why the three countries
	The guiding framework and research question

	Method
	Literature search and eligibility criteria
	Article coding procedure

	Results
	The dimension of access
	The dimension of acceptance
	The dimension of participation
	The dimension of achievement

	Discussions
	Inconsistent definition
	Tokenism inclusion

	Limitations
	Conclusions
	Notes
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References

