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Abstract 

Mainstream primary education requires teachers to be proactively responsive to a variety 

of student educational needs, especially because of the increasing heterogeneity of school 

intake. Despite the increasing interest in learners' additional support needs rather than 

student deficits, empirical studies on the topic remain scarce. Therefore, this study 

addresses teacher perceptions (n = 57) of additional support needs of students (n = 114; 

mean age 9; 48% male). Exploratory factor analyses (PCA; PAF) identified four 

dimensions of need: a) instructional support, b) (on-task) behavioural support, c) 

emotional support, and d) peer support. Interestingly, the views of teachers correlated 

with the characteristics of students in terms of student attainment, the teacher-perceived 

task-oriented behaviour of students, the teacher-perceived (problem) behaviour in the 

classroom and teacher-perceived relationships with students. The present study shows 

that the views of teachers are both thorough and differentiated. Accordingly, 

implications for teacher training are discussed. 

 

Introduction 

The practice of today’s mainstream primary teachers is increasingly inclusive (Salamanca 

Statement; United Nations, 1994). Although the involvement of teachers in identifying and 

referring students with special educational needs to segregated educational settings is currently 

insufficient, the traditional focus on the deficits of some children increased teacher awareness of 

differences in student abilities, social backgrounds, learning strategies, metacognition, motivation, 

interest, learning strategies, (on-task) behaviour (Houtveen, Booij, De Jong, & Van de Grift, 

1999; Riding, 2005), and unique learning needs (Vehmas, 2010). Therefore, most teachers agree 

that a one-size-fits-all-approach no longer meets the standards of 21st century education 

(Ferguson, 2008), and question how to proactively provide differentiated instruction (Smit & 

Humpert, 2012; Tomlinson et al., 2003) to achieve adaptive education (Vogt & Rogalla, 2009). 

Currently, the key role of teachers is to address alterations needed in the learning environment 

(Curry, 2003) in order to provide additional learning support as needed. Practice-based models, 

such as needs-based assessment (Pameijer, 2006), curriculum-based assessment (Obi, 2010) and 

responsiveness-to-instruction (Ardoin, Witt, Connell, & Koenig, 2005; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007), are 

widely implemented to support teachers in differentiating among pupils in need (e.g., in clusters, 

subgroups or tiers). However, teachers are still struggling to fulfil this task. As has been stressed 

regularly (Humphrey et al., 2006; Lebeer et al., 2010; Talmor et al., 2005), teaching heterogeneous 

classrooms is a major challenge. Teachers agree that students with the most significant needs will 

not have their educational needs met in regular classrooms without special educational support 

(Lopes, Monteiro, Sil, Rutherford, & Quinn, 2004); however, learning support for many of these 

students is non-existent or inadequate (Mowat, 2009). 
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This raises questions concerning the views of teachers regarding the (additional) support 

needs of students and teacher approaches to meet these needs. Current studies address a) the 

shift from special educational needs, towards learners’ additional support needs (Lindsay, 2007; 

Vehmas, 2010; Wilson, 2002), b) prevalence numbers (Croll & Moses, 2003; Lebeer et al., 2010; 

Pijl et al., 2008; Van der Veen et al., 2010) and characteristics of students with additional support 

needs as perceived by the teacher (Anders et al., 2011; Van der Veen et al., 2010), or c) literature 

reviews rejecting the idea of specific pedagogic approaches for students with special or additional 

needs. The latter recommends that solutions be sought in the frameworks of graded learning 

support or multi-tiered support systems, where common teaching strategies are used in more 

intensive, frequent or explicit ways to meet the support needs of learners (Lewis & Norwich, 

2001; Lindsay, 2007; Nind & Wearmouth, 2006; Norwich & Lewis, 2007; Rix, Hall, Nind, 

Sheehy, & Wearmouth, 2009; Sheehy et al., 2009; Tomlinson et al., 2003). However, quantitative 

research to substantiate teacher views on additional support needs of students remains scarce. 

One empirical study in the Netherlands addressed this, resulting in two dimensions: the need for 

structure and the need for emotional support, which were related to withdrawal, emotional 

instability and anxiety (Meijer et al., 2006). Although the findings of this study are relevant, it 

focused narrowly on needs related to the social-emotional development of students. Thus, a 

broad perspective on the additional support needs of learners, incorporating cognitive, social, 

emotional and behavioural domains (Boekaerts, De Koning, & Vedder, 2006; Meijer, 2009), is 

needed. 

Hence, the aim of this study is to empirically substantiate additional support needs of 

students in mainstream primary education, from the perspective of teachers, and to value these 

views by linking them to external reference points. The study addresses two research questions. 

First, how do Dutch mainstream primary school teachers perceive the additional support needs 

of students? Second, how are these perceptions related to the attainment of students, teacher-

perceived task-oriented behaviour of students, teacher-perceived behaviour of students in the 

classroom, and teacher-perceived relationships with students?  

Answers to these questions are relevant for initial teacher training in order to prepare new 

mainstream teachers for their complex job (Florian, Young, & Rouse, 2010) of meeting a variety 

of additional support needs in everyday classrooms. 

Materials and Methods 

Participants 
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A total of 57 teachers in Dutch mainstream primary education studying for their Bachelor 

of Education (86%) or Master of Special Educational Needs (14%) at Windesheim University of 

Applied Sciences volunteered to take part in the study (all female; mean age 28, range 19-59; 

mean years of experience 5, range 1 – 32). They were recruited during a course they were taking 

on defining additional support needs of students. Data collection took place from September 

2011 until December 2011. To identify students with additional support needs, participating 

teachers were asked: “Which of your students are in need of additional support to achieve set 

educational goals?” It was made clear that educational goals could pertain to a specific teaching 

subject or to a student’s social, emotional or behavioural development. The question resulted in a 

list of teacher-identified students for each classroom, varying from three to ten students. 

Then, two teacher-identified students with additional support needs (henceforth referred 

to as teacher-identified students) were randomly selected from each classroom for the study, 

resulting in a study sample of 114 students (mean age 9 years; 48% male). About half of the 

teacher-identified students were scoring above the national average in mathematics (50%) and 

comprehensive reading (47%). Twenty percent had (at least) one diagnose. 

Finally, one student that was not teacher-identified as a student with additional support 

needs was selected at random from each classroom, to form a reference group. Due to non-

response, a total of 43 students formed the comparison sample. 

 

Procedures 

Teachers were asked to score the additional support needs of students.  Furthermore, 

teachers filled out norm-referenced questionnaires regarding the attainment of students, teacher-

perceived task-oriented behaviour of students, classroom behaviour and teacher-perceived 

relationships with students. The COTAN-handbook1 (Evers et al., 2002), which reviews the 

quality of Dutch diagnostic instruments in terms of reliability and validity, was consulted to select 

instruments with adequate psychometric properties (α >.60), norm-referenced groups, suitability 

for mainstream primary education, and minimal time requirements for completion. The 

instrumentation will be described in the next section.  

Measures were taken to protect the young and potentially vulnerable teacher-identified 

students during data collection. First, the written approval of parents for their child’s 

involvement was required. Second, teacher-identified students were not disclosed within the 

classroom. Finally, the data were collected anonymously; the names of students were replaced 

with respondent codes. 

                                                             
1 COTAN = Commissie Testaangelegenheden Nederland van het Nederlands Instituut van Psychologen (NIP)   
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Measures 

This section describes the instrumentation, regarding a) teacher perceptions of the 

additional support needs of learners, and b) external reference points such as the attainment of 

students, teacher-perceived task-oriented behaviour of students, classroom behaviour and 

teacher-perceived relationships with students. All given scale internal consistency rates 

(Cronbach’s alphas; α) were obtained within this study. 

Teacher Perceptions of Additional Support Needs of Students. Because no reliable 

scales were available to measure the teacher perceptions of additional support needs of teacher-

identified students in Dutch mainstream primary education, a list of items was compiled for this 

study. A well-established Dutch practice-based model on needs-based assessment (Pameijer & 

Van Beukering, 2006; Pameijer, 2006) was used as a starting framework. This model embodies 

examples of additional learning support, within the categories of instruction (e.g., “the student is 

in need of a teacher who is modelling / thinking out loud”), assignments (e.g., “a task at or below 

his/her level”), activities (e.g., “activities where s/he can take responsibility”), peers (e.g., “peers 

who accept his/her odd behaviour”), and feedback (e.g., “feedback on the effort s/he took”).  

Furthermore, several relevant studies from different domains were scrutinised to select 

relevant examples of additional learning support for students, addressing a) basic needs within 

motivational psychology (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009), b) learning functions within cognitive 

psychology (Shuell, 1986; Vermunt, & Vermetten, 2004), c) literature reviews on effective 

pedagogic approaches meeting the special educational needs of students (Nind & Wearmouth, 

2006; Norwich & Lewis, 2001; Rix et al., 2009; Sheehy et al., 2009; Tomlinson et al., 2003), and d) 

meta-analyses addressing effective support for students with learning problems (Gersten et al., 

2009) or behavioural problems (Cooper, 2011; DuPaul & Weyandt, 2006; Evans, Harden, & 

Thomas, 2004; Humphrey, 2009; Niesyn, 2009; Zentall, 2005) or with respect to specific subjects, 

such as mathematics (Kroesbergen & Van Luit, 2003) or comprehensive reading (Berkeley, 

Scruggs, & Mastropieri, 2010). 

A total of 146 items describing the additional support needs of students were selected 

within the following categories: instruction (26 items; e.g., “an extended instruction”); tasks and 

activities (30 items; e.g., “one task at a time”); feedback and motivation (19 items; e.g., “a 

compliment when a task is completed”); behavioural support (26 items; e.g., “orientation on the 

task”); social relationships (24 items; e.g., “collaboration with peers”); and classroom 

management (21 items; e.g., “defined starting and ending points”). A 5-point Likert scale (very 

inapplicable - very applicable) was used. The selection was discussed with others in educational 
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practice and research (including pre-service teachers in their final year of training (Bachelor of 

Education; Windesheim University of Applied Sciences; n = 60) and Dutch researchers (n = 10; 

30% PhD, 70% MSc or MA) during a round table-session (Bruggink, Goei, & Koot, 2011). 

Further details on psychometric measures of the scales are provided in the “Results” section of 

this study. 

Student Attainment. Student attainment was assessed using standardised tests, which are 

part of the Dutch national monitoring and evaluation system, to monitor the progress of 

students. This system was developed by the Central Institute for Test Development (CITO). The 

tests on comprehensive reading and mathematics subjects are administered twice per year in 

Dutch schools; the most recent test scores were used. The student outcomes (A-E-score) 

correspond with the following percentile cut-off points: A-score >P75; B-score P50-P75; C-score 

P25-50; D-score P10-P25; E-score <P10. A dummy variable was computed to distinguish 

teacher-identified students with special educational needs scoring above (‘high’, 1; >P50) and 

below (‘low’, 0; P<50) the national averages. 

Teacher-Perceived Task-Oriented Behaviour of Students. Teachers’ perceptions of 

the task-oriented behaviour of identified students were measured using the Dutch version 

(Smidts & Huizinga, 2009) of the ‘Behaviour Rating of Executive Function’ (Gioia et al., 2000), 

which captures cognitive processes for efficient, target-oriented and socially adapted behaviour of 

children (age 5-18) in school contexts. The questionnaire is completed by teachers, who indicate 

how often a given behaviour has occurred in the past 6 months, based on 75 items on a 3-point 

scale (never – often) consisting of 9 scales: inhibit, shift, emotional, initiate, working memory, 

plan/organize, organization of materials and monitor. Table 3.4 shows the reliability of scales, 

ranging from α = .77 to .93, and examples of the items.  

Teacher-Perceived Problem Behaviour in Classrooms. Teacher perceptions of the 

internalisation and externalisation of problem behaviour by identified students in classrooms 

were measured using the Dutch version of the ‘Problem Behaviour at School Interview’ (PBSi) 

(Erasmus MC, 2000). The PBSi is a 36-item teacher questionnaire that assesses disruptive 

behaviour and shy or withdrawn behaviour of children in school contexts. Teachers rate the 

students’ behaviour on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never applicable) to 5 (often applicable). 

The PBSi consists of 6 scales: attention deficit hyperactive disorder (ADHD), oppositional 

disorder (OD), conduct disorder (CD), aggression, anxiety, and depression. Table 3.4 shows the 

reliability of scales, ranging from α = .72 to .91, and examples of the items. 

Teacher-Perceived Relationships with Students. Teacher perceptions of their 

relationships with identified students were measured by the ‘Leerkracht Leerling Relatie 
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Vragenlijst’ (LLRV) (Koomen et al., 2007), the Dutch version of the ‘Student-Teacher 

Relationship Scale’ (Pianta, 2001). The questionnaire has 28 items on a five-point scale (never - 

always) consisting of three scales: conflict (11 items; e.g., “if this child is in a bad mood, I know it 

is going be a long and challenging day”), closeness (11 items; e.g., “I have a warm relationship 

with this child”) and dependency (6 items; e.g., “the child reacts strongly to situations where 

he/she cannot be with me”). Table 3.4 shows the reliability (α) of the scales in this study, ranging 

from .81 – .88, and examples of the items.  

 

Analyses 

Exploratory factor analyses (PCA with varimax rotation) were used to reduce data and 

define scales in the Teachers’ Perceptions of Students’ Additional Support questionnaire. Due to 

the restrictions of a relatively small number of respondents (n = 114) and a large number of items 

(n = 146), PCAs were conducted separately on items in each category (instruction, assignment 

and activities, feedback and motivation, behavioural support, social relationships and classroom 

management). Communalities and the scree plot were used to select the best solution and the 

number of factors per category (eigenvalue > 1.0) because there was no ‘a priori’ expected 

number. Cronbach’s alpha (α) was used for reliability analysis.  

Pearson’s correlation showed several significant positive correlations between the factors; 

these factors were not independent. Therefore, a second order factor analysis was performed. 

SPSS Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) with varimax rotation was used, including the first-order 

factors with mean score > 3 (5-points scale), consisting of interpretable items and having reliable 

scales (α > .65). Further details are given in the Results section of this study. 

Since the sample consists of a variety of teachers, in term of their level of training, years 

of experience and age, each of which characteristics might influence teachers’ perceptions of 

students’ needs, t-tests for independent samples were used to compare group scale means of 

teacher-perceived needs of students by teachers’ level of training (e.g. BA of MSEN) and 

Pearson’s correlations were conducted to test relations between needs and years of experience 

and age. No significant mean differences or signification relations were found.  

Scale means of teacher-identified students (n = 114) were compared to those of their 

peers in the reference group (n = 43), using an independent sample t-test (2-sided). Further, 

within-group analyses compared scale means of male and female, and high and low achieving 

teacher-identified students. Effect sizes were calculated using Cohen’s d for t-tests and were 

interpreted according a standard rule of thumb: d  ≥  0.2 as a small effect size, d  ≥ 0.5 as a 

moderate effect size, and d  ≥ 0.8 as a large effect size.  
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Pearson’s correlations (2-sided) were computed between scale scores of teacher-perceived 

additional learning support and scale scores on the external reference points of teacher-perceived 

task-oriented behaviour of students, teacher-perceived problem behaviour in the classroom, and 

teacher-perceived relationships with students. Correlations were interpreted according to a 

standard rule of thumb: r  ≥ .1 as a small, r  ≥ .3 as a moderate, and r  ≥ .5 as a large effect size. 

 

Results 

Teacher Perceptions of Additional Support of Students 

Table 3.1 presents the outcomes of the exploratory factor analysis (PCA, varimax 

rotation) on the items of the Teachers’ Perceptions of Students’ Additional Support 

questionnaire, including the factors’ names, means (SD) and α’s.  

 

 

Eighteen factors appeared from the PCAs on the items within the categories: instruction 

(2 factors with eigenvalue >1, explaining 50.7% of item variance); assignment and activities (3 

factors with eigenvalue >1, explaining 45.8% of item variance); feedback and motivation (3 

factors with eigenvalue >1, explaining 55.5% of item variance); behavioural support (3 factors 

with eigenvalue >1, explaining 54.2% of item variance); social relationships (3 factors with 

eigenvalue >1, explaining 45.6% of item variance); and classroom management (4 factors with 

Table 3.1   Descriptive of Factors Extracted by Six Separate Explorative Factor 
Analyses with Varimax Rotation 

 

Factors per Category M (SD) α 

Instruction   
   Instruction and modelling  (11 items) 3.82 (0.88) .94 
   Relating lesson to other lessons (5 items) 3.45 (0.71) .76 
Assignment and materials    
   Repetition and remediation (9 items) 3.72 (0.79) .86 
   Challenge (7 items) 2.69 (0.73) .76 
   Reduction of stimuli  (5 items) 2.92 (0.73) .67 

Feedback   
   Emotional support (6 items) 3.89 (0.76) .87 
   Feedback (6 items) 4.00 (0.64) .83 
   Not interpretable (4 items) 3.19 (0.89) .63 
Behavioural support   
   Positive behaviour support (7 items)  3.20 (1.02) .94 
   Staying on task (5 items) 3.64 (0.95) .86 
   Not interpretable (5 items) 3.37 (0.75) .78 
Social relationships   
   Acceptance by peers (6 items) 3.47 (0.75) .85 
   Social support by peers (5 items) 3.55 (0.59) .70 
   Explanation of social behaviour (4 items) 2.76 (0.86) .74 
Classroom management   
   Rules (4 items) 3.11 (1.01) .92 
   Structure in activities (5 items)  3.38 (0.83) .84 
   Structure in the working place (4 items) 3.41 (0.91) .85 
   Preparation of unexpected situations (3 items) 2.74 (0.88) .80 
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eigenvalue >1, explaining 68.4% of item variance). All eighteen factors were reliable (α = .63 – 

.94) and had mean scores ranging from 2.69 to 3.98. Two of them were too ambiguous to 

interpret. 

  Subsequently, a second-order factor analysis (PAF; varimax) was conducted including 

factors with a mean score > 3 (on a 5-point scale, indicating sufficient importance), being 

interpretable and reliable (α > .65). Table 3.2 presents the results of the second-order factor 

analysis.  

 

 

 

 

 

The second order factor analysis resulted in four factors of additional support needs of 

teacher-identified students. The first factor was labelled as need for instructional support (30 

items; α = .95) consisting of the following first order factors: repetition and remediation (9 items; 

e.g., “understanding meaning of words using contexts”; α = .86; loading = .90); instruction and 

modelling (11 items; e.g., “using one strategy to solve a problem”; α = .94, loading = .82); 

structure in activities (5 items; e.g., “marking of starting and ending points of a task”; α = .84; 

loading = .61); and relating a lesson to other lessons (5 items; e.g., “activating prior knowledge”; 

α = .76; loading = .54). 

The second factor was labelled as need for (on-task) behavioural support (20 items; α = 

.94), consisting of the following first order factors: positive behaviour support (7 items; e.g., 

“setting boundaries”; α = .94, loading = .89); rules (4 items; e.g., “discussing and implementing 

classroom rules”; α = .92, loading = .71); staying on task (5 items; e.g., “task orientation”; α = .86, 

loading = .57); and structure in the working place (4 items; e.g., “materials being kept in a fixed 

Table 3.2   Factor Loadings for Exploratory Second Order Factor Analysis With Varimax Rotation 
of Teachers’ Perceptions of Students’ Additional Support 

 

 
 

Scale 

Need for 
instructional 

support 

Need for 
(on-task) 

behavioural 
support 

Need for 
emotional 
support 

Need for 
peer support 

Repetition and remediation .90    
Instruction and modelling   .82    
Structure in activities .61 .40   
Relating a lesson to other 
lessons 

.54    

Positive behaviour support  .89   
Rules  .71   
Staying on task .57 .57   
Structure in the working 
place 

 .46  .40 

Emotional support   .67  
Feedback .40  .67  
Social support by peers    .62 
Acceptance by peers    .39 

Note. Only Factor loadings >.30 are given. 
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place”; α = .85, loading = .46). One cross loading was found (e.g., “staying on task”), loading on 

the need for instructional support (.57) as well as on the need for on-task behavioural support 

(.57). After content analysis of the items, this factor was assigned to the need for on-task 

behavioural support and staying on task.  

Third, the factor of need for emotional support (12 items; α = .90;) consisted of the 

following first order factors: emotional support (6 items; e.g., “increase of self-confidence”; α = 

.87; loading = .67) and feedback (6 items; e.g., “feedback on effort”; α = .83; loading = .67).  

The fourth factor was labelled as need for peer support (11 items; α = .80) and consisted 

of the following first order factors: peer acceptance (6 items; e.g., “other students who are 

accepting different or odd behaviour”; α = .85; loading = .62) and social support by peers (5 

items; e.g., “working together with peers”; α = .70; loading = .40).  

 

Group Differences by Students’ Characteristics 

Table 3.3 presents the mean scale scores on additional support needs of teacher-identified 

students and these of the reference group (n = 43). Furthermore, mean scores are given by 

students’ characteristics (gender; attainment scores regarding mathematics and comprehensive 

reading). 

Teacher-identified students scored significantly higher on the need for instructional 

support than students from the reference group (t(156) = -7.72, p<.001, d = 1.45). Additionally, 

teacher-identified students scored significantly higher on the need for (on-task) behavioural 

support than their peers (t(156) = -6.32, p< .001, d = 1.19). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Table 3.3   Scale Scores (SD) of Dimensions of Additional Support by Students’ Characteristics 
 

 n 

 
Need for 
instructional 
support 
 

Need for (on-task) 
behavioural 

support 

Need for 
emotional 
support 

Need for 
peer support 

Type of student      
   Teacher-Identified  114 3.65 (0.68)**       3.33 (0.78)**   3.94 (0.63)**   3.51(0.63)** 
   Non-Identified  43 2.60 (0.77)  2.28 (0.98) 3.24 (0.80)   2.80 (0.91) 
Gender      
   Boys 56 3.51 (0.58) 3.28 (0.83) 3.85 (0.56) 3.51(0.64) 
   Girls 36 3.77 (0.66) 2.95 (0.73) 4.03 (0.54) 3.47(0.61) 
Mathematics      
   Low (<P50) 57 3.78 (0.50)** 3.11 (0.69) 3.92 (0.47) 3.49 (0.55) 

   High(≥P50)  31 3.33 (0.75) 3.35 (0.91) 3.89 (0.69) 3.61 (0.63) 
Attainment Reading       
   Low (<P50) 53 3.78 (0.46)** 3.23 (0.69) 3.97 (0.49) 3.52 (0.55) 

   High (≥P50)  34 3.36 (0.78) 3.12 (0.89) 3.80 (0.66) 3.55 (0.64) 

Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Furthermore, teacher-identified students scored significantly higher on the need for 

emotional support than their peers (t(156) = -5.29, p<.001, d = 0.97). This also holds for the need 

for peer support; teacher-identified students scored significantly higher than their peers (t(156) = 

-4.77, p = .00, d = 0.97). No differences were found between male and female teacher-identified 

students, Low-achieving teacher-identified students in mathematics scored significantly higher on 

the need for instructional support than high-achieving teacher-identified 

students (t(86) = 3.31, p<.001, d = 0.71). Furthermore, low-achieving students in comprehensive 

reading scored significantly higher on the need for instructional support than high-achieving 

teacher-identified students (t(85) = 2.95, p<.001, d = 0.66). 

 

Relations with other Teacher Ratings 

 The four dimensions of additional support needs of teacher-identified students were 

related to other teacher ratings, including teacher-perceived task-oriented behaviour of students; 

teacher-perceived problem behaviour in classrooms, and teacher-perceived relationships with 

students. Correlations are presented in Table 3.4. 

No significant correlations were found between teacher-perceived task-oriented 

behaviour of students and the need for instructional support.  

In contrast, six out of eight scales of teacher-perceived task-oriented behaviour of 

students showed significant correlations with the teacher-perceived need of students for on-task 

behavioural support: inhibit (r = .31, p <.001), emotional control (r = .21, p = .05), initiate (p = 

.03, r = .22), working memory (r = .22, p = .03), plan/organize (r = .26, p = .01), and monitor (r 

= .29, p = .01). Furthermore, four out of eight scales of teacher-perceived task-oriented 

behaviour of students showed positive correlations with the students’ need for emotional 

support, namely inhibit (r = .26, p = .01), shift (r = .31, p <.001), emotional control (r = .34, p 

<0.01), and initiate (r = .26, p = .01). No significant correlations were found between the task-

oriented behaviour of students and the need for peer support. 

Teacher-perceived classroom behaviour of students did not relate to the need of students 

for instructional support. However, significant correlations were found between four out of six 

scales of teacher-perceived problem behaviour and the need for (on-task) behavioural support, 

namely ADHD (r = .35, p = .00), oppositional disorder (r = .27, p = .01), aggression (r = .23, p = 

.03), and depression (r = .24, p = .02). The scale of ADHD is also significantly related to the need 

for emotional support (r = .24, p = .02), conduct disorder (r = .27, p = .01), and anxiety (r = .22, 

p = .02). No significant correlations were found between the task-oriented behaviour of students 

and the need for peer support. 
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Table 3.4  Correlations Between External Reference-Points and Dimensions of Additional Support Needs 
 

  
α 

Need for 
instructional 

support 

Need for (on-
task)behavio
ural support 

Need for 
emotional 
support 

Need for 
peer 

support 

Task-Oriented Behaviour       
   Inhibit   “has difficulties to put the break to his own behaviour” .93   .04     .31

** 
    .26

*
  .13 

   Shift  “gets upset when plans are being changed” .82   .02   .17     .31
**
  .07 

   Emotional control  “reacts more intensely to situations than other children” .93 - .01   .21
*
     .34

**
  .05 

   Initiate  “has problems starting with homework or chores” .77   .08   .22
*
    .26

*
  .10 

   Working memory  “can focus for a short period of time” .93   .15   .22
*
   .18  .07 

   Plan / Organize  “underestimates the time that is needed to finish his 
task” 

.77   .11   .26
*
   .15  .09 

   Organization of materials “cannot find things in the classroom” .92   .01  .12   .05 -.04 
   Monitor “does not notice when behaviour invokes negative 

reactions” 
.75   .03    .29

**
   .15  .09 

Problem Behaviour       
   ADHD “has little concentration or a short span of attention” .83   .10    .35

**
    .24

*
  .20 

   Oppositional Disorder “is being rebellious” .87   .03   .27
*
   .18  .03 

   Conduct Disorder “curses” .91   .10  .18     .27
**
  .08 

   Aggression “excludes other children when he is angry” .76   .09   .23
*
   .17  .11 

   Anxiety “is anxious” .72 - .09  .15    .22
*
  .07 

   Depression  “is being indifferent, absent-minded or not motivated” .72 - .06   .24
*
   .19  .12 

Student-teacher relationship       
   Conflict  “if this child is in a bad mood, I know this is going to be 

a long and challenging day” 
.88   .09  .09     .30

**
  .01 

   Dependency “I have a warm relationship with this child” .81   .17  .19     .33
**
  .00 

   Closeness “child reacts strongly to situations where he cannot be 
with me” 

.81   .09   .24
*
  -.07 -.01 

Note. * p < .05. ** p<.01.       



13 

 

Teacher-perceived relationships with students in terms of closeness significantly 

correlated (r = .24, p = .00) to the need for (on-task)behavioural support. Other aspects of 

teacher-student relationships, conflict (r = .30, p = .00), and dependency (r = .33, p = .00), 

showed significant correlations with the need for emotional support. No relations were found 

between teacher-perceived relationships with students and the need for instructional support or 

the need for peer support. 

 

Conclusion 

The aim of this study was to empirically substantiate the structure of additional support 

needs of students in mainstream primary education, from the perspective of teachers. This is one 

of the first empirical studies focusing on teacher views on the additional support needs of 

students. 

Factor analyses of responses to the teacher questionnaire presented four dimensions of 

teacher-perceived additional support needs of students: (a) the need for instructional support, (b) 

the need for on-task behavioural support, (c) the need for emotional support, and (d) the need 

for peer support. Though teachers scoring students’ needs in this study varied in term of their 

level of training, years of experience and age, none of these characteristics affected their 

perceptions of students’ needs. 

Teacher-identified students scored significantly higher on all dimensions of additional 

learning support than non-identified students from the same classroom, indicating known-groups 

validity of the dimensions. This finding does not imply that teacher-identified students have 

different support needs than their peers, but rather that teachers perceive these students’ needs to 

be more intense, frequent, explicit or systematic than the needs of their peers. This interpretation 

is related to literature reviews indicating a lack of evidence on specific pedagogic approaches to 

meet the special educational needs of students (Nind & Wearmouth, 2006; Norwich & Lewis, 

2001; Rix et al., 2009; Sheehy et al., 2009; Tomlinson et al., 2003).  

Furthermore, the associations between these identified dimensions of teacher-perceived 

additional learning support and academic performance as well as emotional and behavioural 

conduct of the students were tested. Teacher-identified students who achieved low scores in 

mathematics and comprehensive reading were considered in need of more instructional support 

but not of on-task behavioural support, emotional support or peer support. Moreover, students 

who are perceived by their teacher as having more problems regulating themselves or their work, 

being more often in conflict with the teacher, and showing problem behaviour and depressive 
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symptoms, were perceived to be in higher need of on-task behavioural support. The scale of 

depression also relates to the perceived need of on-task behavioural support. A possible 

explanation could be that the items in this depression scale (e.g., “being indifferent, absent-

minded or not motivated”) were associated by teachers with students’ motivational or task-

oriented problems. So, in addition to low academic performance (resulting in the need for 

instructional support), difficulties in class pertaining to school task regulation, social interaction 

with teachers as well as behavioural or emotional regulation were reasons to consider providing 

additional support. Furthermore, the more the identified students were having problems ignoring 

stimuli, coping with changes, controlling their emotions and being in conflict with or dependent 

upon the teacher, the more they were perceived as being in need of emotional support. The 

dimension of peer support was not related to any of the measured student characteristics. It 

could be that the need for peer support is related to social relationships, but no measurements of 

peer acceptance or rejection were performed within this study.  

 Thus, the present study shows that teacher views on the additional support needs of 

teacher-identified students in Dutch mainstream primary education are both thorough and 

differentiated. Teachers discern four different dimensions of student needs that distinguish 

between teacher-identified students with special educational needs and other students. These 

perceptions are not affected by teachers’ level of training, years of experience or age. Clear 

relations between teacher-perceived student needs for instructional, emotional, and behavioural 

support and teacher-perceived student characteristics were found. This knowledge contributes to 

a paradigm shift from defining special educational needs in terms of children’s deficits towards 

identifying the support that children need to perform adequately in the classroom (Curry, 2003; 

Pameijer, 2006; Pameijer & Van Beukering, 2006). Empirical knowledge on distinctions made by 

teachers regarding the types of needs was lacking before now. These teacher-perceived additional 

support needs can be incorporated within the continuum of pedagogic approaches (Lewis & 

Norwich, 2001) and help teachers to define student needs in terms of the support that can be 

provided by themselves as needed in the classroom, rather than focusing on the deficits of 

children that may be beyond a teacher’s professional competence. This helps teachers to focus on 

their professional task of education, identifying what could help a particular student in his or her 

learning process to achieve set educational goals and organising the needed support within the 

classroom.  

Although this study has elucidated the additional support needs of teacher-identified 

students, it also has some limitations. The study is based on a relatively small cohort (n = 57) of 

Dutch teachers, of which all were female. It would have been better to include male teachers in 
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the sample, however, this was the population at disposal. Furthermore, only one informant was 

used (i.e., the teacher) in assessing the additional support needs of students and much of the 

information on associated student characteristics. However, standardised instruments were used 

to understand the latter. Finally, the characteristics of teachers were not measured, despite the 

fact that recent reviews (Brady & Woolfson, 2008; De Boer et al., 2011) show relationships 

between teacher characteristics and their accountability for adapting education to the needs of 

learners. Future studies might use more informants to address the needs and characteristics of 

students and to focus on the relationship between teacher characteristics and teacher perceptions 

of the additional support needs of students.  

Nevertheless, the present study showed that teacher views of their students’ additional 

support needs are meaningful, thorough and differentiated and should be acknowledged when 

discussing educational policies or reforms, such as mainstreaming, integration, least restrictive 

environment, inclusion or full inclusion (Pirrie & Head, 2007). This study provides new insights 

regarding the dimensions of additional support needs of students and the responsibility of 

teachers to meet the individual needs of students. These insights might become the core of 21st 

century teacher training in order to prepare newly qualified teachers for their complex jobs. 
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