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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Purpose of the Research 

The main aim of this study is to determine the competence perceptions of managers and teachers, to get 

their opinions about current practices and to determine their opinions about the factors that negatively 

affect the success of mainstreaming/inclusion practices in schools before the research to determine the 

training needs of the managers and teachers about mainstreaming/inclusion processes. In other words, this 

study is intended to provide input to Training Needs Analysis Research. 

Research Model 

This study, which aims to determine the perceptions of competence of the school managers and teachers 

about mainstreaming/inclusion practices and their views on the problems experienced in these practices, is 

a descriptive research in the screening model, which is one of the quantitative research methods. 

Population and Sample 

The population of the research consists of managers and teachers working in formal education schools all 

over Turkey. In order to reach the 61442 teachers in the population of Turkey, 7337 schools were selected 

from 81 provinces. The number of teachers who filled out the questionnaire is 39331. When the 

demographic characteristics of the participants were analysed, it was seen that 61.1% were women and 

38.9% were men. 60% of the sample group is 40 years old or younger and 40% of them are 41 years old 

or older. When the distribution of participants by education level is examined, it is determined that 87.3% 

of teachers have undergraduate degree, 8.7% of them has master's degree, 3.5% having associate degree 

and 0.2% with postgraduate degree. 

Data Collection Tool  

A questionnaire consisting of five parts, completed in about 15 minutes, was used to determine the teachers' 

perceptions of competence in mainstreaming/inclusion practices and their opinions on the problems 

experienced in these practices. In the first part of the questionnaire, 9 questions were asked to determine 

the demographic characteristics of the participants. In the second part of the questionnaire, there are 19 

questions for determining the perceptions of competence of the participants about inclusive education, and 

in the third part, 18 questions are presented to get their opinions about the current practices. In the fourth 

part of the questionnaire, there are 14 questions for determining the possible factors that prevent the 

provision of inclusion/mainstreaming practices in schools at the desired level, and in the last section, there 

are 8 questions for determining their opinions about the roles and attitudes of teachers. 
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Findings 

1. Perception of Competence Regarding Inclusion/Mainstreaming Practices 

The competencies in which the participants scored relatively low are presented below: 

▪ Knowledge about different types of disabilities and features, 

▪ Effectively supporting students with special needs and other students in the classroom, 

▪ Preparing Individualized Education Plan (IEP) based on different types of disability and applying 

it, 

▪ Adapting the acquisitions and the course curriculum with the individual needs of the students, 

▪ Supporting the career development of students with special education needs. 

2. Views on Inclusion/Mainstreaming Practices in Schools 

If the opinions of the participants regarding the current inclusion-mainstreaming practices are summarized, 

according to the vast majority of the teachers, the mainstreaming practices in the schools or special 

education classes are carried out as in the regulations, and the students studying in the mainstreaming and 

special education classes are offered equal rights and opportunities in education.  

Despite these positive evaluations, there are insufficient number of special education teachers according to 

a significant number of the participants, support education rooms are not attractive to children as a place, 

current practices cannot integrate students with their peers sufficiently, teachers are not competent to 

prepare IEP, IEPs are not mostly prepared based on the individual needs. 

However, some of the teachers think that informing the teachers about the students who are diagnosed is 

partially disrupted, some parents interfere with the diagnosis processes, the educational assessment and 

identification process takes long time, the support education rooms are insufficient and the IEP commissions 

are not actively working. 

Factors That Negatively Affect the Success of Inclusion-Mainstreaming Practices 

Factors that participants largely participated in include: 

▪ Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to overcrowded classrooms,  

▪ Lack of support education rooms in schools,  

▪ BEP processes are overly bureaucratic with too much paperwork,  

▪ Course hours are not suitable for support education, 
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▪ Parents with children having inclusive measures do not cooperate enough with the school. 

The factors that participants participated in at an average level are: 

▪ Insufficient number and quality of staff in Guidance and Research Centres (GRC),   

▪ Lack of support for teachers regarding inclusion/mainstreaming practices,  

▪ Parents' negative view of students with inclusive measures who are in the same class as their 

children,  

▪ Insufficiency of teachers in terms of inclusion/mainstreaming practices and  

▪ The culture of respecting differences in schools is not sufficiently understood. 

The factors that teachers participate in at a relatively low level are: 

▪ IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually implemented,  

▪ Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers and guidance teachers in schools,  

▪ Managers and teachers do not give the necessary importance to IEP processes,  

▪ Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in schools. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Special education services are an important component of inclusive education services in our day. Inclusive 

education is an approach that includes all children with special educational needs, and that all children 

benefit from the education system at the highest level. However, achieving the desired result from this 

education depends on the good functioning of all the elements involved in the process.  

The success of inclusion/mainstreaming practices is undoubtedly dependent on social acceptance, 

awareness and appreciation of student needs, determination of student needs, provision of effective 

management and teaching services, staff-parent cooperation and provision of supportive special education 

services (Batu, 2008).  

When past studies are examined, it was observed in these studies that the number of students is high, 

there are many students with special education needs in the same class, physical conditions are insufficient, 

there is a lack of material, parents and teachers lack knowledge, measurement tools are not sufficient and 

support education services are not provided well (Akçamete, Büyükkarakaya, Bayraklı & Sardohan, 2012). 

In another study (Saraç & Çolak, 2012), it was reported that teachers did not get enough support from 

other school staff in inclusion/mainstreaming practices. In a study conducted by Bakkaloğlu, Yılmaz, Könez 

and Yalçın (2018), it was determined that teachers' knowledge about inclusion/mainstreaming is insufficient 

and their adaptation skills are limited. In addition, it is observed that teachers and managers'' knowledge 

about inclusion/mainstreaming and special education is incomplete (Babaoğlan & Yılmaz, 2010; Demir & 

Açar, 2011), they do not have sufficient information about Individualized Education Plan (IEP) and they 

cannot fully implement IEP (Avcıoğlu, 2011; Çuhadar, 2006; Kargın et al., 2003).  

There is no doubt that systems that do not give equal rights and opportunities to students with inclusive 

measures, perceive inclusion/mainstreaming students as a burden, do not give due importance to IEP 

processes, do not respect differences, do not treat all students equally, are not sensitive to the needs of 

children, and discriminate between students with inclusive measures and other students are not expected 

to have successful inclusion/mainstreaming practices. 

When past studies on inclusion/mainstreaming which are conducted in Turkey practices are examined, it is 

noteworthy that these studies are generally conducted on small sample groups (Current Situation Analysis 

Report, 2020). However, in order to see the bigger picture of the current state of inclusion/mainstreaming 

practices in Turkey, extensive research is needed on large sample groups. With this research, it is aimed to 

eliminate this deficiency.  
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2. OBJECTIVE 

The main objective of this study is to collect data on inclusion/mainstreaming competencies of managers 

and teachers prior to the Training Needs Analysis (TNA) research and to identify the current situation and 

challenges experienced and to provide input to the TNA study which is to be conducted directly in the 

second round. Therefore, the main objective of this research is to analyse the current state of 

inclusion/mainstreaming practices in Turkey with the data obtained from 81 provinces. Within the 

framework of this general objective, an answer to the following questions were tried to be obtained: 

1. What is the level of the competences of teachers for inclusive education? 

2. Do these competences differ according to demographic variables such as gender, age, level of 

education, type and level of the school worked, professional position, year of experience in the 

profession? 

3. What are the participants ' views on inclusion/mainstreaming practices? 

4. What are the possible factors preventing inclusion/mainstreaming practices in schools from 

being provided at the desired level? 

5. How is the general attitude of teachers towards education and training processes and students? 
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3. METHOD 

This section includes research model, population and sample and data collection tools. 

Research Model 

This study, which aims to determine the perceptions of competence of the school managers and teachers 

about mainstreaming/inclusion practices and their views on the problems experienced in these practices, is 

a descriptive research and screening model, one of the quantitative research methods, was used. As it is 

known, in the screening studies based on descriptive method, a situation is tried to be defined as it is and 

as detailed as possible (Büyüköztürk, 2016).  

Population and Sample 

The sample of the study was created based on the publication named 2018-2019 National Education Formal 

Education Statistics1. The population of the research consists of managers and teachers working in formal 

education schools all over Turkey. The sample was designed as 50000, considering the non-response rate. 

However, due to the summer period and the New Coronavirus Outbreak (COVID-19), the sampling volume 

(number of teachers) was increased, considering the unresponsiveness rate to be high. First, the planned 

number of teachers (Table 1) and, after that, the number of schools (Figure 1) were determined. In order 

to reach to 61442 teachers selected in the provincial stage, 7337 schools were selected from 81 provinces 

throughout Turkey. 

 
1 http://sgb.meb.gov.tr/www/icerik_goruntule.php?KNO=361 
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Figure 1: Distribution of Participants' School Numbers by NUTS (Nomenclature of Territorial Units for 

Statistics) 1 Regions 

 

The pilot implementation of the questionnaire was conducted through Survey Monkey application with the 

participation of 110 teachers between 13-18 May, the feedbacks were evaluated, and the participants are 

given 2 weeks to fill the final form of the questionnaire. A total of 39331 teachers participated in the 

questionnaire, which was applied digitally through the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) survey 

platform between 10-19 June. The responsiveness rate was calculated as 64%. It was observed that female 

teachers (67.7%) had higher participation rates than their male colleagues (59%). Two out of every three 

female teachers answered the survey. In some areas, however, the response rate of men was higher than 

that of women.  

The responsiveness analysis and weighting controls and the deviations of the responses according to the 

demographic variables were analysed and it was observed that teachers' rates of unresponsiveness varying 

by region did not affect the country rates. 
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Table 1. Gender Distribution of the Sample, Participation and Responsiveness Rates by NUTS 1 Regions 

 

In ANNEX-1, there are the number of schools to which the questionnaires will be applied according to the 

provinces, 1st, 2nd and 3rd level and school type and level. The survey study only covered public schools. 

In order to reduce the bias of the questionnaires to be applied, it was reported to the MoNE provincial 

directorates that random selection was very important in the sample selection and the following principles 

were taken into consideration when choosing the sample (school):  

1) Schools were selected from the provincial centre and districts to reflect the number of schools 

given on a provincial basis by school type and level and to reflect the profile of that province. 

For this reason, differentiation was conducted based on simple ratios with certain criteria by 

MoNE provincial directorates. For each province, approximately 3 in 4 of the number of schools 

in the table are selected from provincial centres and 1 in 4 from districts. For example, if a 

province has 10 schools of a certain school type, 8 schools are selected from the centre, while 

the remaining 2 schools are selected from the largest 2 districts. The number of teachers in 

those districts was taken into account when the districts were selected. 

2) When choosing schools, schools that reflect the socio-economic and cultural characteristics of 

that province were preferred. Geographic distance was also taken into account while selecting 

the schools. Some schools were chosen from central neighbourhoods and some from 

neighbourhoods far from the centre. In some provinces, for example, there was an equal 

selection of central neighbourhoods (neighbourhoods in the north, neighbourhoods in the south, 

neighbourhoods in the east, and neighbourhoods in the west) based on the location of the 

province. 

 

NUTS 1 Regions Teacher Sample Answered by Teachers Responsivity rate % 

Women Men Total Women Men Total Women Men Total NUTS1 Regions 
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3) It was explained to the managers and deputy managers and all teachers of the selected schools 

that it is important that they fill out the questionnaire.  

4) Participation of special education teachers working in special education classes within selected 

schools was also encouraged. For this reason, schools with special education classes were taken 

into account in the selection of schools. 

5) Sports, Arts and Social Sciences High Schools in the secondary education level were also taken 

into account in the selection of schools and participation was obtained from these high schools. 

Demographic Features of the Sample Group 

The demographic features of the sample group are presented below. In this context, distributions regarding 

the participants' gender, age, level of education, the type and level of school they work in, the positions 

they occupied, the year of experience in the teaching profession, whether they have received in-service 

training on inclusion-special education-mainstreaming and whether they have taken courses on inclusion-

special education-mainstreaming during their undergraduate education were presented. 

Gender Distribution 

As seen in Table 2, 61,1% of the 39,331 people participating in the research are female and 28,9% are 

male. 

Table 2. Gender Distribution of the Participants 

 Frequency % 

Female 24021 61.1 

Male 15310 38.9 

Total 39331 100.0 

Age Distribution 

The age distribution of participants is presented in Table 3. When the table is examined, it is seen that 

19.1% of the participants in the 22-30 age range; 41% of the participants in the 31-40 age range; 28.2% 

of the participants in the 41-50 age range; and 11.7% of the participants in the 41-50 age range. 

Accordingly, 60% of the group is 40 years old or younger, and 40% of the group is 41 years old or older. 

 

Table 3. Age Distribution of the Participants 

 Frequency % Total % 
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22-25 1301 3.3 3.3 

26-30 6194 15.7 19.1 

31-35 7782 19.8 38.8 

36-40 8321 21.2 60.0 

41-45 6263 15.9 75.9 

46-50 4842 12.3 88.2 

51-55 3030 7.7 95.9 

55-60 1065 2.7 98.6 

61-65 523 1.3 100.0 

Total 39331 100.0   

Educational Level Distribution 

Information on the educational level of the participants is presented in Table 4. When the table is examined, 

it is understood that a large part of the participants, such as 87.3%, has bachelor's degree and 8.9% of 

them has postgraduate degree.  

Table 4. Educational Level Distribution of the Participants 

 Frequency % Total % 

Associate 

Degree 

1394 3.5 3.5 

Bachelor's 

Degree 

34343 87.3 90.9 

Postgraduate 

Degree 

3437 8.7 99.6 

PhD 66 0.2 99.8 

Other 91 0.2 100.0 

Total 39331 100.0   

Type and Level of the School Worked 

Information on the type and level of school where participants work is presented in Table 5. According to 

the findings, approximately one-third (34.8%) of the sample group were teachers working in primary 

schools, followed by teachers working in secondary schools (27.3%) and preschool education institutions 

(14.4%). In other words, three out of every four teachers who make up the sample group work in preschool, 

primary or secondary school. When the ratio of teachers working in different high schools is combined, it is 

seen that this ratio is 16.1%, and, similarly, the ratio of participants working in special education classes of 

different school levels is approximately 6%. 

Table 5. Distribution of the Type and Level of the Schools Participants Work 
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  Frequency % 

Primary 13684 34.8 

Secondary 10750 27.3 

Preschool 5660 14.4 

Vocational And Technical Anatolian High School 3192 8.1 

Anatolian High School 1928 4.9 

Elementary School-Special Education Class 1106 2.8 

Anatolian Imam Hatip High School 980 2.5 

Secondary School-Special Education Class 743 1.9 

Imam Hatip Secondary School 484 1.2 

Preschool-Special Education Class 286 0.7 

Vocational And Technical Anatolian High School-Special 

Education Class 

197 0.5 

Social Sciences High School 117 0.3 

Fine Arts High School 89 0.2 

Sports High School 58 0.1 

Anadolu Imam Hatip High School-Special Education 

Class 

31 0.1 

Imam Hatip Secondary School-Special Education Class 14 0.0 

Anadolu High School-Special Education Class 12 0.0 

Total 39331 100.0 

Professional Position 

The distributions of the participants according to their current professional positions are presented in Table 

6. According to the findings, branch teachers constitute the largest group with 38.2%, followed by classroom 

teachers with 27.7% and preschool teachers with 13.9%, respectively. These three groups of teachers 

account for about 80% of the total sample. According to the findings, while the ratio of the participants 

who took the managerial duties such as manager or deputy manager is 9.2%, the teacher group that 

constitutes the smallest rate is culture lesson teachers (3.8%), vocational lessons teachers (3.7%) and 

guidance teachers (3.6%). 

Table 6. Distribution of Participants By Professional Positions 

 Frequency % 

Branch Teacher 15018 38.2 

Classroom Teacher 10890 27.7 

Preschool Teacher 5467 13.9 

Manager or Vice Manager 3606 9.2 

Culture Lesson Teacher 1491 3.8 
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Vocational Lesson Teacher 1444 3.7 

Guidance Teacher 1415 3.6 

Total 39331 100.0 

Year of Experience in MoNE 

When the distribution of participants based on their year of experience in MoNE is examined (Table 7), it is 

observed that 16.5% of the group worked in MoNE for 0-5 years; 21.5% for 6-10 years; 21.2% for 11-15 

years; and 40.8% for 16 years or longer. According to these findings, more than half of the teachers 

included in the research sample have less than 15 years of professional experience in MoNE. 

Table 7. Distribution Of Participants By Years of Experience in MoNE 

 Frequency % Total % 

0 – 5 years 6476 16.5 16.5 

6 – 10 years 8457 21.5 38.0 

11 – 15 years 8354 21.2 59.2 

16 years and 

more 

16044 40.8 100.0 

Total 39331 100.0   

In-Service Training Experience in Inclusion-Special Education-Mainstreaming 

The distribution of teachers who participated and did not participate in any in-service training program on 

inclusion-special education-mainstreaming is presented in Table 8. Accordingly, it is understood that 

approximately half of the participants participated in at least one in-service training program organized in 

this context previously, while a little more than half did not participate in any such training. 

Table 8. Distribution of Teachers Who Participated and Did Not Participate in Any In-service Training 

Program on Inclusion-Special Education-Mainstreaming 

 Frequency % Total % 

Yes 19020 48.4 48.4 

No 20311 51.6 100.0 

Total 39331 100.0   

Distribution of Teachers Taking Courses on Inclusion-Special Education-Mainstreaming During 

Their Undergraduate Education 

When the findings in Table 9 are analysed, it is seen that approximately half of the teachers did not take 

any courses related to inclusion, special education or mainstreaming during their undergraduate education, 
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and more than half of those who took courses during their undergraduate education in this regard took only 

one course. These findings clearly demonstrate the importance and even the necessity of MoNE to organize 

in-service training programs for the newly appointed teachers in the context of inclusion. 

 

Table 9. Distribution of Teachers Taking Courses on Inclusion-Special Education-Mainstreaming During 

Their Undergraduate Education 

 Frequency % Valid % Total % 

Those who haven't taken any 

courses 

18906 48.1 48.3 48.3 

Those who taken one course 10919 27.8 27.9 76.2 

Those who taken two 

courses 

5047 12.8 12.9 89.0 

Those who taken three 

courses 

1273 3.2 3.3 92.3 

Those who taken four or 

more courses 

3019 7.7 7.7 100.0 

Total 39164 99.6 100.0   

Missing data 167 0.4     

Total 39331 100.0   

Data Collection Tools 

In this study, a questionnaire was used to determine teachers ' perceptions of competence related to 

mainstreaming/inclusion practices and their thoughts related to problems experienced in practices. The 

purpose of the study was stated briefly in the directive of the survey and it was also explained what is 

meant by the concept of inclusion/mainstreaming and it was stated that the participants should give their 

answers accordingly.  

Inclusive/mainstream education refers to the education provided to students with special 

education needs in schools of all types and levels in order to achieve their educational goals at 

the highest level through mutual interaction with other individuals. 

It is also stated in the survey that participants were not required to write their names. 

This survey, which is completed in about 15 minutes, consists of four sections apart from demographic 

information, as can be seen in ANNEX-2.  

A total of 9 questions were asked at the beginning of the survey to learn about the demographic features 

of the participants. Through these questions, the provinces that the participants worked, gender, age, level 
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of education, the type and level of school they work in, their professional positions, the year of experience 

in the teaching profession, whether they have received in-service training on inclusion-special education-

mainstreaming and whether they have taken courses on inclusion-special education-mainstreaming during 

their undergraduate education were tried to be determined. 

In the first part of the survey, statements of the participants regarding the competences of teachers 

(knowledge, skills, attitudes) in terms of inclusive education were included and participants were asked to 

mark their answers on these statements according to a five-point rating scale ranging from completely 

disagree to completely agree.  

In the second part of the survey, there were 18 statements in order to get the opinions of the participants 

about the current inclusion/mainstreaming practices.  

In the third part of the survey, there are 14 questions to identify possible factors that prevent the provision 

of inclusion/mainstreaming practices in schools at the desired level. 

In the fourth part of the survey, there are 8 questions in order to determine teachers' opinions about their 

roles and attitudes. 
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4. FINDINGS 

The findings of the study will be presented in four sections. In Section 1, participants' perceptions of 

competence (knowledge, skills, attitudes) related to inclusion-mainstreaming processes, In Section 2, their 

views on inclusion-mainstreaming practices, In Section 3, their views on the factors that negatively affect 

the success of inclusion-mainstreaming practices, and in Section 4,  the general attitudes and approaches 

regarding the student, teacher and teaching process will be presented. 

In the presentation of the findings, first the arithmetic average obtained from each item in that section and 

the percentage of people marking each option will be provided, then these data will be presented separately 

according to demographic variables and a comparison will be made. 

4.1. Perception of Competence of the Participants Regarding Inclusion/Mainstreaming 

Practices 

There were 19 articles in the survey to determine to what extent teachers felt themselves competent in 

terms of inclusion-mainstreaming. The arithmetic averages obtained for each article and the percentage 

distribution of the teachers' degree of agreement to the opinions stated in these articles are presented in 

Table 10. The articles in the table are ranked from the article that teachers got the highest arithmetic 

averages to the lowest. In a sense, the findings are presented in order from the subjects that the participants 

deem themselves most sufficient to the subjects they deem least adequate. Since answering options for the 

questionnaire articles vary between 1-5, the highest arithmetic average that can be obtained from each 

article can be 5.00, while the lowest arithmetic average can be 1.00. 

When the arithmetic averages column in Table 10 is examined, it is seen that the participants' arithmetic 

averages from 3 articles are between 4.50 - 5.00; arithmetic averages taken from eight articles ranged 

between 4.00-4.50 and the arithmetic averages of the eight articles are between 3.50 - 4.00. 

The three articles with the highest arithmetic average of the participants according to the findings are:  

• I treat all my students equally according to the principle of respect for differences (X=4.65). 

• I strive for students with inclusive measures to be accepted by their peers (X=4.60). 

• I am sensitive to the characteristics and needs of the children in my class” (X=4.55).  

When the ratio of participants to disagree with the views stated in these articles is examined, it is observed 

that approximately 95% of the group responded “agree” or “completely agree” with these views. Findings 

show that the proportion of teachers who do not find themselves sufficient in terms of these articles is less 

than 2%, and even when the rates of those who consider themselves partially sufficient or partially 

insufficient are added to these rates, it is seen that these rates are approximately 5%. These findings show 

that almost all of the teachers behave equally to all of their students, make an effort to ensure that students 
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with inclusive measures be accepted by their peers, and behave sensitively to the characteristics and needs 

of children in their classrooms or think this way. 

Table 10. Arithmetic Average of Teachers' Competence Perceptions Regarding Inclusion-Mainstreaming 

Practices and Percentage Distribution of the Levels of Agreement in the Opinions Specified in the Articles 

Related to Competence 
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 Competence Articles X % % % % % 

1. I treat all my students equally according to the principle of respect 

for differences. 

4.65 0.27 0.95 4.52 22.00 72.26 

2. I strive for students with inclusive measures to be accepted by their 

peers. 

4.60 0.12 0.50 3.90 30.67 64.81 

3. I am sensitive to the characteristics and needs of the children in my 

class. 

4.55 0.03 0.50 3.91 35.18 60.38 

4. I do not differentiate between mainstreaming students in my class 

and other students. 

4.45 1.63 0.91 11.83 22.46 63.17 

5. I write the report only after I know enough about the student to 

write the pre-diagnosis performance report. 

4.31 1.02 1.34 11.54 38.05 48.05 

6. I support students with special education needs to develop their 

social and emotional skills. 

4.19 0.39 1.20 15.71 44.56 38.13 

7. I get support from the guidance teacher when necessary to prepare 

IEP and fill out educational assessment forms. 

4.18 3.40 2.57 13.63 33.31 47.10 

8. I correctly identify the interests and skills of talented children and 

help them develop their potential. 

4.15 0.50 1.46 17.64 43.78 36.63 

9. I can communicate effectively with the families of students with 

special education needs. 

4.15 0.74 2.09 19.10 37.29 40.78 

10. I make the necessary effort for the success of 

mainstreaming/inclusion practices (full-time mainstreaming, part-

time mainstreaming in special education classes, support education 

room, etc.) in my school. 

4.12 1.07 1.93 17.71 42.26 37.03 

11. I can identify students with special education needs in my class. 4.08 0.79 1.61 19.77 44.25 33.59 

12. I realistically evaluate the performance of students who continue 

their education with their peers in the same class full-time or part-

time in special education classes, using appropriate measurement 

tools. 

3.85 1.57 3.29 27.95 43.32 23.87 

13. I design and implement activities according to the interests and 

abilities of talented children. 

3.80 1.36 3.56 31.51 40.41 23.16 
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14. I support the career development of students with special education 

needs. 

3.78 1.95 4.28 30.74 39.47 23.56 

15. I can adapt the achievements with the curriculum according to the 

individual needs of the students who continue their education with 

their peers in the same class full time or part time in special 

education classes. 

3.74 1.93 3.96 33.76 38.54 21.80 

16. I can prepare IEPs for different types of disabilities. 3.70 3.85 4.87 33.43 33.67 24.18 

17. I apply the IEP I've prepared as it is in the program. 3.68 2.13 4.05 36.05 39.58 18.19 

18. I can effectively support both groups at the same time without 

neglecting students with special education needs and other students 

in the classroom. 

3.61 3.86 6.35 35.17 34.36 20.25 

19. I have sufficient knowledge about different types of disabilities and 

features. 

3.60 2.51 4.39 41.18 34.74 17.18 

 

There are eight competence expressions in which the participants ' arithmetic averages range from 4.00 to 

4.50. Accordingly, the highest arithmetic average was taken from the statement “I do not differentiate 

between mainstreaming students in my class and other students" (X=4.45) and the lowest arithmetic 

average was taken from the statement “I can identify students with special education needs in my class” 

(X=4.08).  

When those who marked “strongly agree” or “agree” to the opinions stated in these 8 articles are evaluated 

together, it is found that the ratio of teachers who consider themselves competent varies between 85.63% 

and 77.84% and the rate of teachers who do not consider themselves competent (those who select the 

option of "completely disagree" and "disagree") is less than 6%. However, when the ratio of those who 

marked the option "partially agree-partially disagree", that is, who consider themselves partially inadequate 

in a sense, is added to these rates, it is noteworthy that these rates increased to between 17.3% and 22.6% 

as can be seen below. 

• Identifying students with special education needs in the classroom (%22.6),  

• Communicating effectively with the families of students with special education needs (%21.92),  

• Making the necessary effort for the success of inclusion/mainstreaming practices in the 

school/classroom (20.71%), 

• Correctly identifying the interests and skills of talented children and helping them develop their 

potential (%19.60), 

• Getting support from the guidance teacher when necessary to prepare IEP and filling out 

educational assessment forms (%19.58),  
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• Supporting students with special education needs to develop their social and emotional skills 

(%17.3). 

There are eight articles in which the participants' arithmetic averages are lower than 4.00. In these articles, 

it is observed that the arithmetic averages of teachers vary between 3.60 and 3.85. In a sense, these 8 

articles refer to areas where teachers consider themselves to be least adequate.  

When the percentage distribution of the responses given by the participants to these expressions of 

competence is examined, it is observed that the rate of those who marked the "strongly agree" and "agree" 

options varied between 51.93% and 67.19% and the rate of those who marked “strongly disagree” and 

“disagree” options ranged from 4.86% to 10.21%. When those who marked "partially agree-partially 

disagree" are added to the "strongly disagree" and "disagree" options, the ratio of those who find 

themselves inadequate or partially inadequate in a sense is presented below: 

• I have sufficient knowledge about different types of disabilities and features (%48,07). 

• I can effectively support both groups at the same time without neglecting students with special 

education needs and other students in the classroom (%45,38). 

• I apply the IEP I've prepared as it is in the program (%42,23). 

• I can prepare IEPs for different types of disabilities (%42,15). 

• I can adapt the achievements with the curriculum according to the individual needs of the students 

who continue their education with their peers in the same class full time or part time in special 

education classes (%39,66). 

• I support the career development of students with special education needs (%36,97). 

• I design and implement activities according to the interests and abilities of talented children 

(%36,44). 

• I realistically evaluate the performance of students who continue their education with their peers 

in the same class full-time or part-time in special education classes, using appropriate measurement 

tools (%32,81). 

When these findings are evaluated together, it can be stated that approximately half to one third of teachers 

lack knowledge on different types of disabilities, they have difficulty in providing effective support to both 

groups in a classroom environment with students with and without special education needs, they have 

difficulties in preparing and applying IEP according to different types of disabilities, they have difficulties in 

adapting the curriculum and acquisitions to the individual needs of the students, they do not provide enough 

support for the career development of students with special education needs, they have problems in 

designing and implementing activities according to the interests and abilities of talented children and they 

have difficulties in evaluating the performance of students by using appropriate measurement tools. 
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Analysis of Participants' Perceptions of Inclusive Education Competencies According to 

Demographic Variables 

In this section, the arithmetic average of the scores obtained by the participants from each competence 

statement in the first part of the questionnaire will be analysed according to demographic variables. These 

variables include gender, age, level of education, the type and level of school worked in, professional 

position, years of experience, participation to in-service training programs on inclusion-special education-

mainstreaming and courses taken during undergraduate education on inclusion-special education-

mainstreaming. 

Gender 

Arithmetic means of teachers' perceptions of competence by gender are presented in Table 11. Accordingly, 

the arithmetic average of women was found to be 4.07 and that of men was found to be 4.06. As can be 

seen in the table, in many competence articles, the arithmetic averages of men and women is very close to 

each other and in five competence statements, which have the most significant difference, the arithmetic 

average of men is higher in three of them while the arithmetic average of women is higher in two 

statements. Table 11 shows that the arithmetic average of men is higher than that of women in the following 

three articles: 

• I have sufficient knowledge about different types of disabilities and features (Men=3,68; 

Women=3,55). 

• I can effectively support both groups at the same time without neglecting students with special 

education needs and other students in the classroom (Men=3,67; Women=3,57). 

• I support the career development of students with special education needs (Men=3,84; 

Women=3,75). 

On the other hand, the articles in which the arithmetic average of women is higher than that of men are as 

follows: 

• I write the report only after I know enough about the student to write the pre-diagnosis 

performance report (Women=4,37; Men=4,21). 

• I strive for students with inclusive measures to be accepted by their peers  (Women=4,63; 

Men=4,54). 
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Table 11. Arithmetic Means of Teachers' Perceptions of Competence for Inclusion-Mainstreaming 

Practices by Gender 

 

Competence Articles 

Femal

e 

Male 

Averag

e 

Averag

e 

1. I treat all my students equally according to the principle of respect for differences. 4.65 4.66 

2. I strive for students with inclusive measures to be accepted by their peers. 4.63 4.54 

3. I am sensitive to the characteristics and needs of the children in my class. 4.58 4.52 

4. I do not differentiate between mainstreaming students in my class and other 

students. 

4.45 4.43 

5. I write the report only after I know enough about the student to write the pre-

diagnosis performance report. 

4.37 4.21 

6. I support students with special education needs to develop their social and 

emotional skills. 

4.20 4.17 

7. I get support from the guidance teacher when necessary to prepare IEP and fill 

out educational assessment forms. 

4.18 4.18 

8. I correctly identify the interests and skills of talented children and help them 

develop their potential. 

4.15 4.14 

9. I can communicate effectively with the families of students with special education 

needs. 

4.18 4.12 

10. I make the necessary effort for the success of mainstreaming/inclusion practices 

(full-time mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in special education classes, 

support education room, etc.) in my school. 

4.11 4.14 

11. I can identify students with special education needs in my class. 4.11 4.05 

12. I realistically evaluate the performance of students who continue their education 

with their peers in the same class full-time or part-time in special education 

classes, using appropriate measurement tools. 

3.86 3.82 

13. I design and implement activities according to the interests and abilities of 

talented children. 

3.81 3.80 

14. I support the career development of students with special education needs. 3.75 3.84 

15. I can adapt the achievements with the curriculum according to the individual 

needs of the students who continue their education with their peers in the same 

class full time or part time in special education classes. 

3.74 3.76 

16. I can prepare IEPs for different types of disabilities. 3.68 3.73 

17. I apply the IEP I've prepared as it is in the program. 3.67 3.69 
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18. I can effectively support both groups at the same time without neglecting 

students with special education needs and other students in the classroom. 

3.57 3.67 

19. I have sufficient knowledge about different types of disabilities and features. 3.55 3.68 

 Total Arithmetic Average 4.07 4.06 
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Age 

Participants were divided into four groups in terms of age variable as  22-30 years old, 31-40 years old, 41-

50 years old, 51 years and over.  

The total arithmetic averages according to the age variable and the arithmetic averages taken from each 

article are presented in Table 12. When the data in the table is examined, it is observed that the group with 

the highest arithmetic average is teachers over 50 years (X=4.15), followed by teachers who are 41-50 

years (x=4.08), 22-30 years (X=4.07) and 31-40 years (x=4.02), respectively. 

When the groups that got the highest arithmetic average according to each competence article are 

examined, it is seen that teachers over 50 years old get the highest arithmetic average in 16 of the total 19 

competence articles. When the groups with the lowest arithmetic average are examined, it is seen that the 

31-40 age group received the lowest arithmetic average in 15 competence articles and 22-30 age group 

teachers in 5 articles. It is noteworthy that teachers in the age group of 41-50 and teachers over 50 years 

old do not get the lowest arithmetic mean in any of the competence statements. 

These findings indicate that if teachers in the 31-40 age group are considered as an exception, as expected, 

teachers' perceptions of competence increase as the age gets older.  
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Table 12. Arithmetic Means of Teachers' Perceptions of Competence for Inclusion-Mainstreaming 

Practices by Age 

 

 

22-30 

Age 

31-40 

Age 

41-50 

Age 

51 + 

Age 

Competence Articles 

Averag

e 

Averag

e 

Averag

e 

Averag

e 

1. I treat all my students equally according to the principle of 

respect for differences. 

4.60 4.62 4.70 4.71 

2. I strive for students with inclusive measures to be accepted by 

their peers. 

4.60 4.58 4.61 4.60 

3. I am sensitive to the characteristics and needs of the children 

in my class. 

4.54 4.53 4.58 4.61 

4. I do not differentiate between mainstreaming students in my 

class and other students. 

4.46 4.42 4.46 4.48 

5. I write the report only after I know enough about the student 

to write the pre-diagnosis performance report. 

4.27 4.29 4.34 4.37 

6. I support students with special education needs to develop 

their social and emotional skills. 

4.25 4.16 4.17 4.23 

7. I get support from the guidance teacher when necessary to 

prepare IEP and fill out educational assessment forms. 

4.14 4.13 4.22 4.32 

8. I correctly identify the interests and skills of talented children 

and help them develop their potential. 

4.14 4.11 4.16 4.24 

9. I can communicate effectively with the families of students 

with special education needs. 

4.12 4.12 4.17 4.26 

10

. 

I make the necessary effort for the success of 

mainstreaming/inclusion practices (full-time mainstreaming, 

part-time mainstreaming in special education classes, support 

education room, etc.) in my school. 

4.13 4.10 4.14 4.17 

11

. 

I can identify students with special education needs in my 

class. 

4.02 4.03 4.14 4.21 

12

. 

I realistically evaluate the performance of students who 

continue their education with their peers in the same class 

full-time or part-time in special education classes, using 

appropriate measurement tools. 

3.89 3.82 3.85 3.87 

13

. 

I design and implement activities according to the interests 

and abilities of talented children. 

3.85 3.78 3.78 3.86 

14

. 

I support the career development of students with special 

education needs. 

3.85 3.72 3.79 3.91 

15

. 

I can adapt the achievements with the curriculum according to 

the individual needs of the students who continue their 

education with their peers in the same class full time or part 

time in special education classes. 

3.80 3.69 3.74 3.84 

16

. 

I can prepare IEPs for different types of disabilities. 3.66 3.64 3.74 3.81 
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17

. 

I apply the IEP I've prepared as it is in the program. 3.61 3.62 3.74 3.84 

18

. 

I can effectively support both groups at the same time without 

neglecting students with special education needs and other 

students in the classroom. 

3.71 3.52 3.62 3.74 

19

. 

I have sufficient knowledge about different types of disabilities 

and features. 

3.61 3.51 3.64 3.77 

 Total Arithmetic Average 4.07 4.02 4.08 4.15 
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Educational Level of the Participants 

Arithmetic means of teachers' perceptions of competence by education level are presented in Table 13. The 

education levels of the participants were examined in four different groups as associate, undergraduate, 

postgraduate and PhD degrees.  

Although the higher the education level of teachers, the higher their level of competence is expected, the 

findings show the opposite. As can be seen in Table 13, the group with the highest perception of total 

competence is associate degree graduates (X = 4.22), respectively, undergraduate graduates (X = 4.06), 

postgraduate graduates (X = 4.01) and teachers having a PhD degree (X = 4.22). = 3.96). 

In addition, when the competence articles are examined one by one, it is seen that in all 19 competence 

articles, teachers with associate degree have the highest arithmetic average, followed by bachelor's, 

master's and PhD graduate teachers, respectively. 

When the groups with the lowest arithmetic average are examined, it is observed that PhD graduate 

teachers have the lowest arithmetic average in 14 out of a total of 19 competence statements, followed by 

the group with a master's degree with 8 competencies, followed by the undergraduate group with 1 

competency statement, and associate degree graduates do not have the lowest arithmetic average  in any 

of the competency statements. 

In summary, when teachers' perceptions of competence regarding inclusion-mainstreaming practices are 

examined according to the educational level variable, it is seen that the group that considers themselves 

most competent is by far the teachers with associate degrees, followed by undergraduate teachers. 

Similarly, it was determined that the group that found themselves the most inadequate was teachers with 

a PhD degree, followed by teachers with a master's degree. 

Although these findings reveal that the arithmetic averages of associate degree teachers are the highest 

and teachers with PhD degree are the lowest, these results should be evaluated as perceived competencies 

rather than real competencies. It would not be correct to interpret these results as associate degree 

graduates as the most adequate group and PhD graduates as the least adequate group. On the contrary, 

it should be evaluated in terms of how teachers see and perceive themselves. 
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Table 13. Arithmetic Means of Teachers' Perceptions of Competence for Inclusion-Mainstreaming 

Practices by Education Level 

 Competence Articles 

Associat

e 

Degree 

Bachelo

r's 

Degree 

Master's 

Degree 

PhD 

Average Average Average Average 

1. I treat all my students equally according to the principle of 

respect for differences. 

4.72 4.65 4.61 4.53 

2. I strive for students with inclusive measures to be accepted by 

their peers. 

4.66 4.60 4.54 4.64 

3. I am sensitive to the characteristics and needs of the children in 

my class. 

4.65 4.56 4.50 4.42 

4. I do not differentiate between mainstreaming students in my 

class and other students. 

4.53 4.45 4.39 4.30 

5. I write the report only after I know enough about the student to 

write the pre-diagnosis performance report. 

4.46 4.31 4.19 4.21 

6. I support students with special education needs to develop their 

social and emotional skills. 

4.32 4.19 4.12 3.99 

7. I get support from the guidance teacher when necessary to 

prepare IEP and fill out educational assessment forms. 

4.35 4.18 4.14 4.12 

8. I correctly identify the interests and skills of talented children 

and help them develop their potential. 

4.31 4.14 4.11 4.14 

9. I can communicate effectively with the families of students with 

special education needs. 

4.40 4.15 4.07 3.94 

10. I make the necessary effort for the success of 

mainstreaming/inclusion practices (full-time mainstreaming, 

part-time mainstreaming in special education classes, support 

education room, etc.) in my school. 

4.21 4.12 4.14 4.00 

11. I can identify students with special education needs in my class. 4.28 4.08 3.99 4.06 

12. I realistically evaluate the performance of students who continue 

their education with their peers in the same class full-time or 

part-time in special education classes, using appropriate 

measurement tools. 

3.96 3.85 3.80 3.80 

13. I design and implement activities according to the interests and 

abilities of talented children. 

3.98 3.80 3.76 3.65 

14. I support the career development of students with special 

education needs. 

3.97 3.78 3.78 3.62 

15. I can adapt the achievements with the curriculum according to 

the individual needs of the students who continue their 

education with their peers in the same class full time or part 

time in special education classes. 

3.92 3.74 3.71 3.68 
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16. I can prepare IEPs for different types of disabilities. 3.84 3.69 3.67 3.53 

17. I apply the IEP I've prepared as it is in the program. 3.91 3.67 3.63 3.49 

18. I can effectively support both groups at the same time without 

neglecting students with special education needs and other 

students in the classroom. 

3.83 3.60 3.55 3.55 

19. I have sufficient knowledge about different types of disabilities 

and features. 

3.81 3.59 3.58 3.62 

 Total Arithmetic Average 4.22 4.06 4.01 3.96 
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Type and Level of the School Worked 

The arithmetic averages of teachers ' perceptions of competence according to the type and level of school 

they work in are presented in Table 14. The type and level of school in which participants worked were 

examined in five groups: preschool, primary, secondary, high school and special education class.  

When the data are examined, it is seen that the teachers who work in special education classes (X = 4.35) 

are the teachers with the highest perception of competence regarding inclusion-mainstreaming practices, 

this group is followed by teachers working in primary schools (X = 4.16), teachers working in pre-school 

institutions (X = 4). , 07), teachers working in secondary schools (X = 3.97) and teachers working in high 

schools (X = 3.91), respectively. 

When the competence articles are examined separately, it is observed that teachers working in special 

classes have the highest arithmetic average in 18 of the total 19 competence articles. When the groups 

with the lowest arithmetic average are examined, it is seen that teachers working in high schools have the 

lowest arithmetic average in 14 competence articles, teachers working in secondary schools in 4 competence 

articles, and teachers working in preschool institutions in 1 competence articles.  

According to these findings, it can be said that the teachers working in high schools are the group of 

teachers who consider themselves the most inadequate in inclusion and mainstreaming, followed by the 

teachers working in secondary schools, and the teachers working in special education classes are the 

teachers who see themselves as the most competent. 
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Table 14. Arithmetic Means of Teachers' Perceptions of Competence for Inclusion-Mainstreaming 

Practices by the Type and Level of School Worked 
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 Competence Articles Aver

age 

Aver

age 

Aver

age 

Aver

age 

Aver

age 

1. I treat all my students equally according to the principle of respect for 

differences. 
4.68  4.71  4.58  4.59  4.74  

2. I strive for students with inclusive measures to be accepted by their 

peers. 

4.65  4.66  4.53  4.48  4.70  

3. I am sensitive to the characteristics and needs of the children in my 

class. 

4.63  4.61  4.47  4.45  4.72  

4. I do not differentiate between mainstreaming students in my class and 

other students. 

4.52  4.53  4.37  4.27  4.59  

5. I write the report only after I know enough about the student to write 

the pre-diagnosis performance report. 

4.45  4.46  4.17  4.01  4.55  

6. I support students with special education needs to develop their social 

and emotional skills. 

4.28  4.27  4.07  4.00  4.52  

7. I get support from the guidance teacher when necessary to prepare IEP 

and fill out educational assessment forms. 

4.02  4.27  4.21  4.16  4.01  

8. I correctly identify the interests and skills of talented children and help 

them develop their potential. 

4.22  4.26  4.04  3.97  4.32  

9. I can communicate effectively with the families of students with special 

education needs. 

4.36  4.34  3.93  3.85  4.47  

10. I make the necessary effort for the success of mainstreaming/inclusion 

practices (full-time mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in special 

education classes, support education room, etc.) in my school. 

4.07  4.23  4.04  3.95  4.46  

11. I can identify students with special education needs in my class. 4.10  4.21  3.97  3.85  4.44  

12. I realistically evaluate the performance of students who continue their 

education with their peers in the same class full-time or part-time in 

special education classes, using appropriate measurement tools. 

3.81  3.91  3.79  3.73  4.17  

13. I design and implement activities according to the interests and abilities 

of talented children. 

3.97  3.89  3.68  3.57  4.15  

14. I support the career development of students with special education 

needs. 

3.70  3.89  3.67  3.71  4.10  

15. I can adapt the achievements with the curriculum according to the 

individual needs of the students who continue their education with their 

peers in the same class full time or part time in special education 

classes. 

3.74  3.81  3.65  3.58  4.26  

16. I can prepare IEPs for different types of disabilities. 3.52  3.78  3.67  3.49  4.30  
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17. I apply the IEP I've prepared as it is in the program. 3.60  3.77  3.58  3.60  3.97  

18. I can effectively support both groups at the same time without 

neglecting students with special education needs and other students in 

the classroom. 

3.53  3.68  3.48  3.57  4.07  

19. I have sufficient knowledge about different types of disabilities and 

features. 

3.46  3.69  3.53  3.46  4.09  

 Total Arithmetic Average 4.07 4.16 3.97 3.91 4.35 

 

Current Professional Position 

Arithmetic averages of teachers' competence perceptions according to their current professional positions 

are presented in Table 15. The current professional positions of the participants were examined in seven 

groups as managers (principal or vice principals), preschool teachers, classroom teachers, branch teachers, 

vocational lesson teachers, culture lesson teachers and guidance teachers.  

When the data are examined, it is observed that the teacher group with the highest perception of 

competence in inclusion-mainstreaming practices is by far the guidance teachers (X = 4.52), this group is 

followed by culture lesson teachers (X = 4.31), classroom teachers (X = 4.16), school managers (X = 4.11), 

preschool teachers (X = 4.05), branch teachers (X = 3.93) and vocational lesson teachers (X = 3.89). 

When the competence articles are examined separately, it is seen that guidance teachers have the highest 

arithmetic average in 18 out of a total of 19 competence articles and culture lessons teachers in one. When 

the groups with the lowest arithmetic average are examined, it is seen that vocational lesson teachers have 

the lowest arithmetic average in 13 competence articles, and branch teachers and preschool teachers have 

the lowest in four competence articles.  

According to these findings, it can be stated that the group that sees themselves most competent in 

inclusion-mainstreaming is guidance teachers and culture lessons teachers, while the group of teachers who 

see themselves the least adequate is vocational lesson teachers and branch teachers. 
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Table 15. Arithmetic Means of Teachers' Perceptions of Competence for Inclusion-Mainstreaming 

Practices by Professional Position 
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Aver
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Aver
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Aver
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1. I treat all my students equally according to the principle of respect 

for differences. 

4.64 4.68 4.72 4.58 4.56 4.73 4.79 

2. I strive for students with inclusive measures to be accepted by their 

peers. 

4.54 4.66 4.68 4.52 4.47 4.64 4.75 

3. I am sensitive to the characteristics and needs of the children in my 

class. 

4.53 4.64 4.62 4.46 4.45 4.60 4.85 

4. I do not differentiate between mainstreaming students in my class 

and other students. 

4.49 4.51 4.54 4.34 4.14 4.65 4.66 

5. I write the report only after I know enough about the student to 

write the pre-diagnosis performance report. 

4.27 4.45 4.49 4.11 3.93 4.49 4.72 

6. I support students with special education needs to develop their 

social and emotional skills. 

4.22 4.28 4.28 4.04 3.98 4.41 4.71 

7. I get support from the guidance teacher when necessary to prepare 

IEP and fill out educational assessment forms. 

4.20 4.01 4.26 4.19 4.02 4.56 3.86 

8. I correctly identify the interests and skills of talented children and 

help them develop their potential. 

4.21 4.21 4.27 4.00 3.95 4.30 4.41 

9. I can communicate effectively with the families of students with 

special education needs. 

4.28 4.35 4.37 3.84 3.88 4.52 4.65 

10. I make the necessary effort for the success of 

mainstreaming/inclusion practices (full-time mainstreaming, part-

time mainstreaming in special education classes, support education 

room, etc.) in my school. 

4.33 4.01 4.23 3.98 3.85 4.51 4.60 

11. I can identify students with special education needs in my class. 4.04 4.08 4.24 3.92 3.85 4.36 4.70 

12. I realistically evaluate the performance of students who continue 

their education with their peers in the same class full-time or part-

time in special education classes, using appropriate measurement 

tools. 

3.84 3.79 3.92 3.77 3.75 3.88 4.38 

13. I design and implement activities according to the interests and 

abilities of talented children. 

3.91 3.96 3.89 3.63 3.61 3.88 4.31 

14. I support the career development of students with special education 

needs. 

3.91 3.66 3.90 3.63 3.74 4.21 4.28 

15. I can adapt the achievements with the curriculum according to the 

individual needs of the students who continue their education with 

their peers in the same class full time or part time in special 

education classes. 

3.83 3.70 3.80 3.61 3.60 4.01 4.56 
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16. I can prepare IEPs for different types of disabilities. 3.78 3.46 3.76 3.59 3.46 4.18 4.68 

17. I apply the IEP I've prepared as it is in the program. 3.70 3.58 3.79 3.58 3.62 3.74 4.17 

18. I can effectively support both groups at the same time without 

neglecting students with special education needs and other students 

in the classroom. 

3.70 3.50 3.67 3.47 3.68 3.95 4.36 

19. I have sufficient knowledge about different types of disabilities and 

features. 

3.71 3.41 3.68 3.46 3.43  4.27 4.41 

 Total Arithmetic Average 4.11 4.05 4.16 3.93 3.89 4.31 4.52 

 

Year of Experience in the Teaching Profession 

The arithmetic averages of teachers ' perceptions of competence according to year of experience in the 

teaching profession are presented in Table 16. The working years of the participants were examined in four 

groups as 0 - 5 years of seniority, 6 - 10 years of seniority, 11 - 15 years of seniority, and 16 years of 

seniority and more.  

When the data are examined, it is seen that the teachers with the highest perception of competence 

regarding the inclusion-mainstreaming practices are teachers with seniority of 16 years or more (X = 4.10), 

followed respectively by teachers with 0 - 5 years of seniority (X = 4.07), teachers with 11-15 years of 

seniority (X = 4.03) and teachers with 6-10 years of seniority (X = 4.01). 

When a total of 19 competence articles are examined separately, it is seen that the group with the highest 

arithmetic average in 13 articles is teachers with seniority of 16 years and more, and in the remaining 6 

competence articles, the group with the highest arithmetic average is teachers whose seniority varies 

between 0-5 years. When the groups with the lowest arithmetic average were examined, it was found that 

teachers whose seniority varied between 6-10 years had the lowest arithmetic average in 15 competence 

articles, teachers whose seniority ranged between 11-15 years in six competence articles, and teachers 

whose seniority varied between 0-5 years in 1 competence article.  

According to these findings, although the competence perceptions of teachers with different working years 

in the teaching profession regarding inclusion-mainstreaming are generally close to each other, it could be 

stated that the group that sees themselves as the most sufficient is teachers with a seniority of 16 years or 

more, and the group with the lowest perception of competence has a seniority of 6-10 years. In other 

words, the perceptions of competence of teachers whose seniority ranged between 6-15 years were found 

to be lower than the perceptions of competence of teachers with both less and more seniority than 

themselves. 
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Table 16. Arithmetic Means of Teachers' Perceptions of Competence for Inclusion-Mainstreaming 

Practices by Year of Experience in the Teaching Profession 

 

Competence Articles 

0 – 5  

Years 

6-10  

Years 

11-15  

Years 

16 + 

years 

Averag

e 

Averag

e 

Averag

e 

Averag

e 

1. I treat all my students equally according to the principle of 

respect for differences. 

4.60 4.60 4.65 4.70 

2. I strive for students with inclusive measures to be accepted by 

their peers. 

4.60 4.56 4.59 4.61 

3. I am sensitive to the characteristics and needs of the children in 

my class. 

4.55 4.51 4.54 4.58 

4. I do not differentiate between mainstreaming students in my 

class and other students. 

4.44 4.40 4.45 4.48 

5. I write the report only after I know enough about the student to 

write the pre-diagnosis performance report. 

4.25 4.24 4.33 4.36 

6. I support students with special education needs to develop their 

social and emotional skills. 

4.26 4.16 4.17 4.18 

7. I get support from the guidance teacher when necessary to 

prepare IEP and fill out educational assessment forms. 

4.17 4.10 4.14 4.25 

8. I correctly identify the interests and skills of talented children 

and help them develop their potential. 

4.16 4.09 4.13 4.18 

9. I can communicate effectively with the families of students with 

special education needs. 

4.11 4.10 4.16 4.20 

10. I make the necessary effort for the success of 

mainstreaming/inclusion practices (full-time mainstreaming, 

part-time mainstreaming in special education classes, support 

education room, etc.) in my school. 

4.13 4.08 4.09 4.15 

11. I can identify students with special education needs in my class. 4.01 3.98 4.08 4.17 

12. I realistically evaluate the performance of students who continue 

their education with their peers in the same class full-time or 

part-time in special education classes, using appropriate 

measurement tools. 

3.90 3.83 3.80 3.86 

13. I design and implement activities according to the interests and 

abilities of talented children. 

3.87 3.77 3.79 3.80 

14. I support the career development of students with special 

education needs. 

3.87 3.74 3.69 3.82 

15. I can adapt the achievements with the curriculum according to 

the individual needs of the students who continue their 

education with their peers in the same class full time or part 

time in special education classes. 

3.82 3.71 3.68 3.77 

16. I can prepare IEPs for different types of disabilities. 3.65 3.64 3.64 3.77 
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17. I apply the IEP I've prepared as it is in the program. 3.63 3.59 3.63 3.77 

18. I can effectively support both groups at the same time without 

neglecting students with special education needs and other 

students in the classroom. 

3.77 3.54 3.49 3.64 

19. I have sufficient knowledge about different types of disabilities 

and features. 

3.61 3.51 3.51 3.68 

 Total Arithmetic Average 4.07 4.01 4.03 4.10 

Competence Status of Teachers Who Have Received and Have Not Received In-service Training 

in Inclusion-Special Education-Mainstreaming 

The total competence averages of the teachers who previously received in-service training or not, and the 

arithmetic averages they got from each article on inclusion-special education-mainstreaming are presented 

in Table 17.  

As can be seen in the table, the arithmetic average (X = 4.15) of teachers who previously participated in 

in-service training programs on inclusion-special education-mainstreaming is clearly higher than the 

arithmetic average (X = 3.98) of their colleagues who did not participate in these trainings.  

The findings also reveal that the arithmetic average of the teachers participating in in-service training 

programs on inclusion-special education-mainstreaming in all 19 competence statements is significantly 

higher than the arithmetic average of their colleagues who do not participate in these trainings. 

These findings mean that teachers who attend in-service training programs on inclusion-special education-

mainstreaming clearly consider themselves more competent. 
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Table 17. Arithmetic Averages of Competence Perceptions of Teachers Who Participate and Do Not 

Participate in In-service Training in Inclusion-Special Education-Mainstreaming 

 

Competence Articles 

Yes No 

Average Average 

1. I treat all my students equally according to the principle of respect for 

differences. 

4.67 4.63 

2. I strive for students with inclusive measures to be accepted by their peers. 4.64 4.55 

3. I am sensitive to the characteristics and needs of the children in my class. 4.60 4.51 

4. I do not differentiate between mainstreaming students in my class and other 

students. 

4.49 4.40 

5. I write the report only after I know enough about the student to write the pre-

diagnosis performance report. 

4.41 4.21 

6. I support students with special education needs to develop their social and 

emotional skills. 

4.27 4.11 

7. I get support from the guidance teacher when necessary to prepare IEP and 

fill out educational assessment forms. 

4.22 4.15 

8. I correctly identify the interests and skills of talented children and help them 

develop their potential. 

4.23 4.07 

9. I can communicate effectively with the families of students with special 

education needs. 

4.27 4.04 

10. I make the necessary effort for the success of mainstreaming/inclusion 

practices (full-time mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in special 

education classes, support education room, etc.) in my school. 

4.24 4.01 

11. I can identify students with special education needs in my class. 4.21 3.97 

12. I realistically evaluate the performance of students who continue their 

education with their peers in the same class full-time or part-time in special 

education classes, using appropriate measurement tools. 

3.93 3.77 

13. I design and implement activities according to the interests and abilities of 

talented children. 

3.90 3.72 

14. I support the career development of students with special education needs. 3.87 3.71 

15. I can adapt the achievements with the curriculum according to the individual 

needs of the students who continue their education with their peers in the 

same class full time or part time in special education classes. 

3.86 3.63 

16. I can prepare IEPs for different types of disabilities. 3.88 3.52 

17. I apply the IEP I've prepared as it is in the program. 3.75 3.60 

18. I can effectively support both groups at the same time without neglecting 

students with special education needs and other students in the classroom. 

3.67 3.55 

19. I have sufficient knowledge about different types of disabilities and features. 3.77 3.43  
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 Total Arithmetic Average 4.15 3.98 

 

Perception of Competence of Teachers Taking Courses or Not on Inclusion-Special Education-

Mainstreaming During Their Undergraduate Education 

The total competence averages of the teachers who took or did not take courses within the scope of 

inclusion-special education-mainstreaming during undergraduate education and the arithmetic averages 

they got from each article are presented in Table 18.  

Participants were examined in five groups: those who did not take any courses during their undergraduate 

education, those who took 1 course, those who took 2 courses, those who took 3 courses, and those who 

took 4 or more courses. 

When the data were analysed, it was found that the teacher group with the highest perception of 

competence regarding inclusion-mainstreaming practices was by far the ones who took 4 or more courses 

(X = 4.36), followed by those who took 3 courses (X = 4.22), and those who took 2 courses (X = 4). , 13), 

those who took 1 course (X = 4.05) and teachers who did not take any courses (X = 3.99). 

When the competence articles are examined separately, it is noteworthy that the highest arithmetic 

averages in all 19 competence articles are received by teachers who took 4 or more courses within the 

scope of inclusion-special education-mainstreaming during their undergraduate education. When the groups 

with the lowest arithmetic average are examined, it is seen that the group who did not take any courses on 

inclusion-special education-mainstreaming during their undergraduate education had the lowest arithmetic 

average in 16 competence articles, and the group taking 1 course in 3 competence articles.  

These findings clearly show that the more pre-service teachers take courses on inclusion-special education-

mainstreaming during their undergraduate education, the more they consider themselves competent when 

they become teachers. 
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Table 18. Arithmetic Average of Perception of Competence of Teachers Taking Courses or Not on 

Inclusion-Special Education-Mainstreaming During Their Undergraduate Education 

 

Competence Articles 

T
h
o
se

 w
h
o
 

h
a
v
e
n
't
 

ta
k
e
n
 a

n
y
 

co
u
rs

e
s 

T
h
o
se

 t
a
k
in

g
 

1
 c

o
u
rs

e
 

T
h
o
se

 t
a
k
in

g
 

2
 c

o
u
rs

e
s 

T
h
o
se

 t
a
k
in

g
 

3
 c

o
u
rs

e
s 

T
h
o
se

 t
a
k
in

g
 

fo
u
r 

o
r 

m
o
re

 

co
u
rs

e
s 

Avera

ge 

Avera

ge 

Avera

ge 

Avera

ge 

Avera

ge 

1. I treat all my students equally according to the principle of respect 

for differences. 

4.65 4.62 4.63 4.70 4.77 

2. I strive for students with inclusive measures to be accepted by their 

peers. 

4.55 4.60 4.63 4.67 4.73 

3. I am sensitive to the characteristics and needs of the children in my 

class. 

4.52 4.54 4.58 4.64 4.74 

4. I do not differentiate between mainstreaming students in my class 

and other students. 

4.41 4.44 4.47 4.51 4.62 

5. I write the report only after I know enough about the student to 

write the pre-diagnosis performance report. 

4.22 4.32 4.39 4.45 4.59 

6. I support students with special education needs to develop their 

social and emotional skills. 

4.09 4.20 4.30 4.36 4.49 

7. I get support from the guidance teacher when necessary to prepare 

IEP and fill out educational assessment forms. 

4.20 4.15 4.16 4.20 4.20 

8. I correctly identify the interests and skills of talented children and 

help them develop their potential. 

4.07 4.14 4.24 4.29 4.41 

9. I can communicate effectively with the families of students with 

special education needs. 

4.03 4.18 4.29 4.37 4.48 

10. I make the necessary effort for the success of 

mainstreaming/inclusion practices (full-time mainstreaming, part-

time mainstreaming in special education classes, support education 

room, etc.) in my school. 

4.05 4.11 4.21 4.28 4.42 

11. I can identify students with special education needs in my class. 4.01 4.05 4.16 4.27 4.45 

12. I realistically evaluate the performance of students who continue 

their education with their peers in the same class full-time or part-

time in special education classes, using appropriate measurement 

tools. 

3.78 3.83 3.91 3.98 4.17 

13. I design and implement activities according to the interests and 

abilities of talented children. 

3.68 3.83 3.95 4.03 4.15 

14. I support the career development of students with special education 

needs. 

3.70 3.76 3.88 3.96 4.12 

15. I can adapt the achievements with the curriculum according to the 

individual needs of the students who continue their education with 

their peers in the same class full time or part time in special 

education classes. 

3.64 3.72 3.85 3.99 4.20 

16. I can prepare IEPs for different types of disabilities. 3.60 3.63 3.79 3.94 4.21 

17. I apply the IEP I've prepared as it is in the program. 3.65 3.64 3.68 3.79 3.94 
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18. I can effectively support both groups at the same time without 

neglecting students with special education needs and other students 

in the classroom. 

3.53 3.58 3.69 3.78 4.00 

19. I have sufficient knowledge about different types of disabilities and 

features. 

3.48 3.55 3.74 3.88 4.15 

 Total Arithmetic Average 3.99 4.05 4.13 4.22 4.36 

 

4.2. Views of Teachers on Inclusion/Mainstreaming Practices 

In the second part of the questionnaire, a total of 18 questions, 9 of which are positive and 9 of which are 

negative, are included in order to determine the teachers' views on current inclusion-mainstreaming 

practices in schools. A 6-point grading scale presented below was used to determine to what extent teachers 

agree or disagree with these statements based on their own experiences.  

1. Completely Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Partly Agree-Partly Disagree 

4. Agree 

5. Completely Agree 

6. I don't have information 

The numerical and percentage distribution of the participants who expressed their opinions on the current 

inclusion-mainstreaming practices in schools and those who marked the option "I don't have information" 

are presented in Table 19. 

When the data in the table is analysed, it is observed that the rate of the participants expressing their 

opinions varied between 80.6% and 97.8% and the rate of those who stated that they had no information 

ranged from 2.2% to 19.42%. This situation stems from the difference in the ratio of teachers who marked 

"I do not have information" in different options of the questionnaire. 

When the questions in which the participants marked the option “I do not have information” at a relatively 

high rate are analysed, it is noteworthy that these questions are related to situations which not every 

teacher could be informed of such as "Educational assessment and diagnosis process takes a long time" 

(19.42%), "Sufficient attention is paid to the diagnosis processes in GRCs" (19.04%) and "parents try to 

influence the report content by intervening in the diagnosis processes" (16.61%). For this reason, statistics 

on teacher views on inclusion-mainstreaming practices will be presented only by taking into account the 

participants who have expressed their views. 
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Table 19. Distribution of Participants Who Express Their Views on Inclusion-Mainstreaming Practices and 

Mark the Option ”I Do Not Have Information" 

  Those 

Answering the 

Options 

Those Stating That 

They Do Not Have 

Information 

 Questions n % n % 

1. Teachers are sufficient in preparing IEP. 38459 97.8 872 2.22 

2. Sufficient information is provided to the teachers 

teaching the student having an educational assessment 

37826 96.2 1505 3.83 

3. Current practices fail to integrate mainstreaming students 

and their peers. 

37702 95.9 1629 4.14 

4. Students with full-time inclusion measure in schools and 

part-time inclusion measure in special education classes 

are offered equal rights and opportunities in education 

with their peers. 

37654 95.7 1677 4.26 

5. Parents fulfil their roles and responsibilities in educational 

assessment and diagnosis processes. 

37494 95.3 1837 4.67 

6. IEPs that need to be prepared according to individual 

needs are often downloaded from the internet or 

prepared according to the examples used in the past 

years. 

36766 93.5 2565 6.52 

7. A sufficient number of support education rooms are 

available in the schools. 

36686 93.3 2645 6.72 

8. Duties and responsibilities related to full-time inclusion 

practices or practices carried out in special education 

classes are fulfilled as in the regulation. 

36374 92.5 2957 7.52 

9. School rules are overstretched for students with IEP. 35993 91.5 3338 8.49 

10. At the end of the educational assessment and diagnosis 

process, the students are diagnosed correctly. 

35229 89.6 4102 10.43 

11. Students with inclusion measures are provided with more 

flexibility than is required according to the “Regulations 

for Promotion to a Higher Grade". 

35024 89.0 4307 10.95 

12. IEP commissions do not work actively and the meetings 

are conducted only on paper. 

33890 86.2 5441 13.83 

13. Institutional cooperation between the hospital, GRC, 

rehabilitation centre and school is satisfactory. 

33736 85.8 5595 14.23 

14. Support training rooms are not attractive to children as a 

place. 

33330 84.7 6001 15.26 
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15. There are deficiencies in the number of special education 

teachers. 

33043 84.0 6288 15.99 

16. Parents try to influence the content of the report by 

interfering with the diagnosis processes. 

32797 83.4 6534 16.61 

17. Sufficient attention is paid to diagnosis processes in 

GRCs. 

31842 81.0 7489 19.04 

18. The process of educational assessment and diagnosis 

takes long time. 

31691 80.6 7640 19.42 

 

Views of Participants on Inclusion/Mainstreaming Practices 

There were 18 articles in the questionnaire to determine the teachers' views on inclusion-mainstreaming 

practices. The arithmetic averages obtained for each article and the percentage distribution of the teachers' 

degree of agreement to the opinions stated in these articles are presented in Table 20. The questions in 

the table are ranked from the highest arithmetic average to the lowest.  

The answer options for the questionnaire articles vary between 1-5. In other words, the lowest arithmetic 

average that can be obtained from an article is 1.00, while the highest arithmetic average is 5.00. The high 

level of the arithmetic average means the high degree of teachers' participation with the statement specified 

in that article, and the low level of the arithmetic average means the low level of teachers' participation 

with the statement specified in that article. 

When the arithmetic average column in Table 20 is examined, it is seen that the highest arithmetic average 

is X = 3.86 and the lowest arithmetic average is X = 2.78. According to these findings, the article "Duties 

and responsibilities related to full-time mainstreaming practices or practices carried out in special education 

classes are fulfilled as in the regulation" has the highest arithmetic average, while the article "IEP 

commissions are not actively working, they are conducted only on paper" has the lowest arithmetic average. 

Percentage distributions regarding to what extent the participants agree or disagree with each of the 18 

questions in Table 20 are presented below.  

1. "Duties and responsibilities related to full-time inclusion practices or practices carried out 

in special education classes are fulfilled as in the regulation." 

When the ratio of teachers who "strongly agree" or "agree" in this question is evaluated together, it is 

understood that 65% of the teachers have the opinion that "duties and responsibilities regarding full-time 

mainstreaming practices or practices carried out in special education classes are fulfilled as in the 

regulation". When the ratio of teachers agreeing partially (28.1%) is added to this ratio, it is seen that 

93.1% of the teachers agree or partially agree that the mainstreaming practices carried out in schools or 

special education classes are fulfilled as in the regulation. On the other hand, it is noteworthy that the rate 



 

 

 

  46 

of teachers who “strongly disagree” or “disagree” with this view is only 6.9%. In summary, according to 

the opinion of the majority of teachers, mainstreaming practices carried out in schools or special education 

classes are carried out as in the regulation. 

2. "There are deficiencies in the number of special education teachers." 

The rate of teachers who “strongly agree” or “agree” with this statement is 63.1% and the rate of teachers 

who partially agree is 22.8%. When these rates are evaluated together, it can be stated that 85.9% of the 

participants agree or partially agree with the opinion that there is insufficient number of special education 

teachers. On the other hand, it is noteworthy that the rate of teachers who “strongly disagree” or “disagree” 

with this view is only 14.1%. According to this data, a very large number of teachers are of the opinion that 

there is and insufficient number of special education teachers. Based on these findings, it may be suggested 

that the Ministry allocate more quotas for the employment of special education teachers in order to 

strengthen inclusion-mainstreaming services. 
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Table 20. Views of Teachers on Inclusion/Mainstreaming Practices in Schools 
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 Questions Aver

age 

% % % % % 

1. Duties and responsibilities related to full-time inclusion practices 

or practices carried out in special education classes are fulfilled 

as in the regulation. 

3.86 2.41 4.49 28.06 34.82 30.22 

2. There are deficiencies in the number of special education 

teachers. 

3.74 6.73 7.39 22.83 31.16  31.89 

3. Students with full-time inclusion measure in schools and part-

time inclusion measure in special education classes are offered 

equal rights and opportunities in education with their peers. 

3.71 4.01 6.12 32.74 29.06 28.07 

4. Support training rooms are not attractive to children as a place. 3.62 6.05 8.06 30.95 27.84 27.10 

5. Sufficient information is provided to the teachers teaching the 

student having an educational assessment 

3.43  7.00 9.42 35.36 30.29 17.93 

6. Parents try to influence the content of the report by interfering 

with the diagnosis processes. 

3.42 6.20 9.37 39.70 26.01 18.72 

7. At the end of the educational assessment and diagnosis process, 

the students are diagnosed correctly. 

3.41 4.61 7.41 41.81 34.26 11.92 

8. The process of educational assessment and diagnosis takes long 

time. 

3.34 4.99 10.24 43.71 27.87 13.19 

9. Current practices fail to integrate mainstreaming students and 

their peers. 

3.28 4.99 10.76 47.78 24.20 12.27 

10. Sufficient attention is paid to diagnosis processes in GRCs. 3.22 10.75 10.09 39.27 26.27 13.62 

11. Teachers are sufficient in preparing IEP. 3.20 7.37 11.51 45.52 25.31 10.28 

12. IEPs that need to be prepared according to individual needs are 

often downloaded from the internet or prepared according to the 

examples used in the past years. 

3.16 10.30 12.68 41.52 21.96 13.54 

13. Students with inclusion measures are provided with more 

flexibility than is required according to the “Regulations for 

Promotion to a Higher Grade". 

3.14 11.23 15.90 35.68 21.53 15.65 

14. Parents fulfil their roles and responsibilities in educational 

assessment and diagnosis processes. 

3.03 7.93 13.07 53.94 18.13 6.92 

15. Institutional cooperation between the hospital, GRC, 

rehabilitation centre and school is satisfactory. 

2.83 16.06 16.75 41.48 19.24 6.47 
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16. School rules are overstretched for students with IEP. 2.80 14.31 22.45 40.38 14.65 8.21 

17. A sufficient number of support education rooms are available in 

the schools. 

2.79 20.95 17.43 33.88 17.62 10.12 

18. IEP commissions do not work actively and the meetings are 

conducted only on paper. 

2.78 16.45 20.09 40.77 14.06 8.62 

3.  "Students with full-time inclusion measure in schools and part-time inclusion measure in 

special education classes are offered equal rights and opportunities in education with their 

peers." 

The rate of teachers who “strongly agree” or “agree” with this statement is 57.1% and the rate of teachers 

who partially agree is 32.7%. When these rates are evaluated together, it can be stated that 89.9% of the 

participants agree or partially agree with the view that "students with full-time inclusion measure in schools 

and part-time inclusion measure in special education classes are offered equal rights and opportunities in 

education with their peers". On the other hand, it is noteworthy that the rate of teachers who “strongly 

disagree” or “disagree” with this view is only 10.1%. In summary, according to the majority of teachers, 

equal rights and opportunities in education are offered to students studying in mainstreaming and special 

education classes. 

4. "Support training rooms are not attractive to children as a place." 

The rate of teachers who “strongly agree” or “agree” with this statement is 54.9% and the rate of teachers 

who partially agree is 31%. When these rates are evaluated together, it is understood that a majority of 

teachers, which is 85.9%, agree or partially agree with the view that "support education rooms are not 

attractive to children as a place". On the other hand, the rate of teachers who disagree with this view is 

only 14.1%. According to these data, support education rooms are far from being attractive for children, 

according to the vast majority of teachers. These findings require the Ministry to take measures to make 

support education rooms more attractive to students. 

5. "Sufficient information is provided to the teachers teaching the students having an 

educational assessment." 

The rate of teachers who “strongly agree” or “agree” with this statement is 48.2% and the rate of teachers 

who partially agree is 35.4%. Accordingly, approximately half of the teachers agree with the view that 

“Sufficient information is provided to the teachers teaching the students having an educational assessment”, 

while approximately one third partly agree. A relatively small portion of the participants (16.4%) disagree 

with the view that teachers are provided enough information about students with educational diagnoses. It 

is possible to interpret this result as informing the teachers about the students who are diagnosed as being 

hindered to a certain extent. 

6. "Parents try to influence the content of the report by interfering with the diagnosis 

processes." 
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The rate of teachers who “strongly agree” or “agree” with this statement is 47.7% and the rate of teachers 

who partially agree is 39.7%. When these findings are evaluated together, it is noteworthy that 84.4% of 

the teachers agree or partially agree with the view that "parents try to influence the content of the report 

by interfering with the diagnosis processes". On the other hand, the rate of participants who "strongly 

disagree" or "disagree" with this view is only 15.6%. According to this result, some of the parents interfere 

with the diagnosis processes. In order to prevent this problem, it may be suggested to raise awareness of 

parents with family guidance services. 

7. "At the end of the educational assessment and diagnosis process, the students are 

diagnosed correctly." 

The rate of teachers who “strongly agree” or “agree” with this statement is 46.2% and the rate of teachers 

who partially agree is 41.8%. When these findings are evaluated together, it is understood that 88% of the 

teachers agree or partially agree with the view that "At the end of the educational assessment and diagnosis 

process, the students are diagnosed correctly". Although the rate of teachers who "strongly disagree" or 

"disagree" with this view is only 12%, considering that the rate of teachers that “partially agree and partially 

disagree” is 41.8%, it can be stated that a relatively important part of the participants are sceptical of the 

opinion that at the end of the educational assessment and diagnosis process, the students are diagnosed 

correctly. 

8. "The process of educational assessment and diagnosis takes long time." 

The rate of teachers who “strongly agree” or “agree” with this statement is 41.1% and the rate of teachers 

who partially agree is 43.7%. When these findings are evaluated together, it is understood that 84.8% of 

the teachers agree or partially agree with the view that "the process of educational assessment and 

diagnosis takes long time". Considering that the rate of teachers who “strongly disagree” or “disagree” with 

this view is only 15.2%, it can be interpreted that a significant portion of the participants agreed that the 

educational assessment and diagnosis process takes a long time. These findings indicate that the Ministry 

should take measures to speed up the educational assessment and diagnosis processes in GRCs. Increasing 

the number of staff involved in evaluation and diagnosis processes in GRCs can reduce this problem. 

9. "Current practices fail to integrate mainstreaming students and their peers." 

The rate of teachers who “strongly agree” or “agree” with this statement is 36.5% and the rate of teachers 

who partially agree is 47.8%. When these findings are evaluated together, it is understood that 84.3% of 

the teachers agree or partially agree with the view that "current practices fail to integrate mainstreaming 

students and their peers". Considering that the rate of teachers who “strongly disagree” or “disagree” with 

this view is only 15.8%, it can be stated that a significant part of the teachers are of the opinion that current 

practices fail to integrate mainstreaming students and their peers. This result reveals that more efforts 

should be made to ensure that children having inclusion measures are fully integrated with other children. 

10. "Sufficient attention is paid to diagnosis processes in GRCs." 
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When the ratio of teachers "strongly agree" or "agree" in this statement is evaluated together, it is 

understood that only 39.9% of the teachers agree with the opinion that "sufficient attention is paid to 

diagnosis processes in GRCs". On the other hand, the rate of teachers who "strongly disagree" or "disagree" 

with this view is 20.8%. In addition, it is noteworthy that a significant portion of the participants (39.27%) 

“partially agree or partially disagree” with this view. According to these findings, not a small part of the 

teachers believe that sufficient attention is not paid to the diagnosis processes. 

11. "Teachers are sufficient in preparing IEP." 

Even when the ratio of teachers who “strongly agree” or “agree” with this statement is evaluated together, 

it is understood that only one third (35.6%) of the participants consider teachers sufficient to prepare IEP. 

On the other hand, the rate of participants who "strongly disagree" or "disagree" with this view is 18.9%. 

In addition, it is noteworthy that a significant portion of the participants (45.5%) “partially agree or partially 

disagree” with this view. According to this data, a significant number of teachers consider themselves 

inadequate in the preparation of IEP. In order to reduce this problem and improve the existing competencies 

of teachers in preparing IEP, it may be suggested that the Ministry organizes in-service training programs. 

12. "IEPs that need to be prepared according to individual needs are often downloaded from 

the internet or prepared according to the examples used in the past years." 

The rate of teachers who “strongly agree” or “agree” with this statement is 35.5% and the rate of teachers 

who partially agree is 41.5%. When these findings are evaluated together, it is understood that 77% of the 

teachers agree with the opinion that IEPs are downloaded from the internet, not according to individual 

needs, or prepared according to the examples used in the past years. On the other hand, the rate of 

participants who "strongly disagree" or "disagree" with this view is only 23%. These findings can be 

interpreted as a significant portion of the teachers takes the easy way out instead of preparing IEPs based 

on the individual need. 

13. "Students with inclusion measures are provided with more flexibility than is required 

according to the “Regulations for Promotion to a Higher Grade"." 

The rate of teachers who “strongly agree” or “agree” with this statement is 37.2% and the rate of teachers 

who partially agree is 35.7%. When these findings are evaluated together, approximately three out of every 

four teachers (72.9%) agree that "students with inclusion measures are provided with more flexibility than 

is required according to the ”Regulations for Promotion to a Higher Grade".  

14. "Parents fulfil their roles and responsibilities in educational assessment and diagnosis 

processes." 

When the rate of teachers who “strongly agree” or “agree” with this statement is evaluated together, it is 

seen that the rate of teachers who agree with the view that “parents fulfil their roles and responsibilities in 

educational assessment and diagnosis processes” is only 25.1%. It is also noteworthy that more than half 

of the participants (53.9%) partially agree with this view. According to these findings, a significant 
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proportion of teachers believe that parents do not adequately fulfil their roles and responsibilities. To reduce 

this problem, guidance teachers may be advised to arrange seminars for parents or provide consultation 

services by conducting individual interviews where necessary. 

15. "Institutional cooperation between the hospital, GRC, rehabilitation centre and school is 

satisfactory." 

When the ratio of teachers who “strongly agree” or “agree” with this statement is evaluated together, it is 

understood that only 25.7% of the teachers agree with the view that "institutional cooperation between the 

hospital, GRC, rehabilitation centre and school is satisfactory". On the other hand, the rate of teachers who 

"strongly disagree" or "disagree" with this view is 32.8%. In addition, it is noteworthy that a significant 

portion of the participants (41.5%) “partially agree or partially disagree” with this view. In summary, 

institutional cooperation between the hospital, GRC, rehabilitation centre and school is not satisfactory 

according to a significant number of teachers.  

16. "School rules are overstretched for students with IEP." 

When the ratio of teachers who "strongly agree" or "agree" to this statement is evaluated together, it is 

understood that 22.9% of the teachers agree with the view that "school rules are overstretched for students 

with IEP". On the other hand, the rate of teachers who "strongly disagree" or "disagree" with this view is 

36.8%. In addition, it is noteworthy that a significant portion of the participants (40.4%) “partially agree or 

partially disagree” with this view. According to these findings, it can be stated that a significant portion of 

the teachers are of the opinion that school rules are overstretched for students with IEP. 

17. "A sufficient number of support education rooms are available in the schools." 

When the ratio of teachers who "strongly agree" or "agree" with this view is evaluated together, it is 

understood that only 27.7% of the teachers agree with the opinion that "a sufficient number of support 

education rooms are available in the schools". On the other hand, the rate of participants who "strongly 

disagree" or "disagree" with this view is 38.4%. Also, considering that an important part of participants 

(33.9%) “partially agree or partially disagree” with this view, it can be stated that a significant part of the 

teachers think that the support education rooms in schools are insufficient. 

18. "IEP commissions do not work actively and the meetings are conducted only on paper." 

When the ratio of teachers who "strongly agree" or "agree" to this statement is evaluated together, it is 

understood that 22.7% of the teachers agree with the view that "IEP commissions do not work actively and 

the meetings are conducted only on paper". On the other hand, it is seen that the rate of participants who 

“strongly disagree” or “disagree” with this view is only 36.5%. In addition, it is noteworthy that a significant 

portion of the participants (40.8%) “partially agree or partially disagree” with this view. These findings can 

be interpreted as follows: The idea that IEP commissions do not work actively and the meetings are 

conducted only on paper is common among teachers.  
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If the opinions of the participants regarding the current inclusion-mainstreaming practices are summarized, 

according to the vast majority of the teachers, the mainstreaming practices in the schools or special 

education classes are carried out "as in the regulation", and the students studying in the mainstreaming 

and special education classes are offered equal rights and opportunities in education.  

Despite these positive evaluations, there are insufficient number of special education teachers according to 

a significant number of the participants, support education rooms are not attractive to children as a place, 

current practices cannot integrate students with their peers sufficiently, teachers are not competent to 

prepare IEP, IEPs are not mostly prepared based on the individual needs.  

However, some of the teachers think that informing the teachers about the students who are diagnosed is 

partially disrupted, some parents interfere with the diagnosis processes, the educational assessment and 

identification process takes long time, the support education rooms are insufficient and the IEP commissions 

are not actively working. 

The arithmetic average of the opinions of the participants regarding the inclusion-mainstreaming practices 

in schools according to each demographic variable is presented in tables in the Appendices section. 

Accordingly, findings on gender variable are presented in Annex-3, findings on age variable in Annex-4, 

findings on education level variable in Annex-5, findings on school type and level worked in Annex-6, 

findings on professional position in Annex-7, findings on professional seniority in Annex-8, findings on 

participation in any in-service training program in Annex-9, and findings on the courses taken during 

undergraduate education within the scope of inclusion-special education-mainstreaming are presented in 

ANNEX-10. 
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4.3. Possible Factors Preventing The Success of Inclusion/Mainstreaming Practices 

In this part of the study, teachers' opinions on the factors that negatively affect the success of current 

inclusion-mainstreaming practices in schools are presented. A total of 14 questions related to this topic were 

included in the questionnaire. Teachers were expected to indicate to what extent they agree or disagree 

with these statements based on their own experiences according to the grading scale presented below.  

1. Completely Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Partly Agree-Partly Disagree 

4. Agree 

5. Completely Agree 

6. I don't have information 

Table 21 shows the numerical and percentage distribution of the participants who expressed their opinions 

about the factors that negatively affect the success of inclusion-mainstreaming practices in schools and 

those who marked the option "I do not have no information". 

Table 21. Distribution of Teachers Who Express Their Views on the Factors Affecting the Success of 

Inclusion-Mainstreaming Practices and Mark the Option ”I Do Not Have Information" 

  Those 

Answering the 

Options 

Those Stating That 

They Do Not Have 

Information 

 Questions n % n % 

1. 
Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to overcrowded 

classrooms 
38892 98.9 439 1.1 

2. 
The culture of respecting differences in schools is not sufficiently 

understood 
38877 98.8 454 1.2 

3. 
Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in 

schools 
38694 98.4 637 1.6 

4. 
Lack of support for teachers regarding inclusion/mainstreaming 

practices 
38678 98.3 653 1.7 

5. 
Managers and teachers do not give the necessary importance to 

IEP processes 
38494 97.9 837 2.1 

6. 

Teachers' inadequacy in mainstreaming/inclusion practices (full-

time mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in special 

education classes, support education room, etc.) 

38289 97.4 1042 2.6 

7. 
Parents' negative view of students with inclusive measures who 

are in the same class as their children 
37455 96.5 1383 3.5 

8. 
Parents with children having inclusive measures do not 

cooperate enough with the school 
37609 95.6 1722 4.4 

9. Course hours are not suitable for support education 37562 95.5 1769 4.5 

10. 
Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers 

and guidance teachers in schools 
37503 95.4 1828 4.6 
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11. IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually implemented 37948 95.2 1876 4.8 

12. 

The IEP, identification, placement, monitoring and evaluation 

processes are excessively bureaucratic, and the paperwork is too 

much 

37007 94.1 2324 5.9 

13. Lack of support education rooms in schools 36821 93.6 2510 6.4 

14. Insufficient number and quality of staff in Guidance and 

Research Centres (GRC) 

22451 57.1 16880 42.9 

 

When the data in Table 21 are examined, it is seen that the rate of the participants expressing their opinion 

varies between 57.1% and 98.9%, and the rate of those who do not have knowledge varies between 1.1% 

and 42.9%. This situation is due to the difference between the ratio of teachers who have knowledge about 

the questions stated in different articles of the questionnaire and those who do not. As can be seen in Table 

21, the rate of participants who mark the option of " I do not have information'' in article 14 is by far the 

highest (42.9%). The rate of participants who mark the option of "I do not have information '' for all other 

articles is at most 6.4%. 

Factors That Affect the Success of Inclusion-Mainstreaming Practices 

The arithmetic averages obtained for each factor affecting the success of inclusion-mainstreaming practices 

in schools and the percentage distribution of the teachers' level of agreement to the opinions stated in these 

articles are presented in Table 22. The questions in the table are ranked from the highest arithmetic average 

to the lowest.  

The answer options for the questionnaire articles vary between 1-5. In other words, the lowest arithmetic 

average that can be obtained from an article is 1.00, while the highest arithmetic average is 5.00. The high 

level of the arithmetic average means the high degree of teachers' participation with the statement specified 

in that article, and the low level of the arithmetic average means the low level of teachers' participation 

with the statement specified in that article. 

When the arithmetic average column in Table 22 is examined, it is seen that the highest arithmetic average 

is X = 4.05 and the lowest arithmetic average is X = 2.45. In other words, the arithmetic average of five 

statements out of a total of 14 is higher than 3.50, the arithmetic average of the five statements is between 

3.00 and 3.50, and the arithmetic average of the remaining four is between 2.50 and 3.00. 

The three articles with the highest arithmetic average according to the findings are: 

▪ Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to overcrowded classrooms (X=4,05) 

▪ Lack of support education rooms in schools (X=3,77) 

▪ The IEP, identification, placement, monitoring and evaluation processes are excessively 

bureaucratic, and the paperwork is too much (X=3,75) 
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The three articles with the lowest arithmetic average are: 

▪ Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in schools (X=2,45) 

▪ Managers and teachers do not give the necessary importance to IEP processes (X=2,53) 

▪ Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers and guidance teachers in schools 

(X=2,95) 

 

Table 22. Arithmetic Average and Percentage Distribution of Teacher Opinions on the Factors Affecting 

the Success of Inclusion-Mainstreaming Practices 
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1. 
Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to 

overcrowded classrooms 
4.05 3.71 4.40 19.97 27.07 44.85 

2. Lack of support education rooms in schools 3.77 6.15 7.16 24.74 27.53 34.41 

3. 

The IEP, identification, placement, monitoring and 

evaluation processes are excessively bureaucratic, 

and the paperwork is too much 

3.75 4.52 6.74 28.65 29.59 30.49 

4. Course hours are not suitable for support education 3.60 7.30 8.71 28.65 27.05 28.29 

5. 
Parents with children having inclusive measures do 

not cooperate enough with the school 
3.59 4.25 6.64 37.47 29.56 22.09 

6. 
Insufficient number and quality of staff in Guidance 

and Research Centres (GRC) 
3.32 9.40 11.02 36.89 23.38 19.31 

7. 
Lack of support for teachers regarding 

inclusion/mainstreaming practices 
3.32 10.83 11.58 31.99 26.15 19.45 

8. 
Parents' negative view of students with inclusive 

measures who are in the same class as their children 
3.28 9.76 12.07 36.88 22.94 18.35 

9. 
Insufficiency of teachers in terms of 

inclusion/mainstreaming practices 
3.17 10.03 12.40 41.32 23.02 13.23 

10. 
The culture of respecting differences in schools is not 

sufficiently understood 
3.16 12.44 13.59 33.27 26.64 14.06 
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11. 
IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually 

implemented 
2.99 14.48 15.59 39.03 17.82 13.08 

12. 
Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, 

teachers and guidance teachers in schools 
2.95 14.86 17.79 36.05 20.23 11.06 

13. 
Managers and teachers do not give the necessary 

importance to IEP processes 
2.53 23.81 24.26 33.24 12.80 5.89 

14. 
Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  

in schools 
2.45 30.24 21.61 28.21 12.39 7.55 

 

Percentage distributions regarding to what extent the participants agree or disagree with each of the 14 

questions in Table 22 are presented below.  

1. "Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to overcrowded classrooms" 

When the ratio of teachers who "quite agree" or " strongly agree" to this is evaluated together, it is 

understood that 71.9% of the teachers are of the opinion that teachers cannot spare time for students with 

IEP due to crowded classes. When the rate of teachers who "partially agree" is added to this ratio (20.0%), 

it is seen that 91.9% of the teachers agree with this view completely, quite or partially. In summary, 

according to the opinion of a large part of the participants, the reason why teachers cannot spare time for 

students with IEP is crowded classes. 

2. "Lack of support education rooms in schools" 

The rate of teachers who agree “quite” or “strongly” for this reason is 61.9% and the rate of teachers who 

mark "partially agree" is 24.7%. When these rates are evaluated together, it is seen that 86.7% of the 

participants strongly, quite and partially agree with the opinion that support education rooms in schools are 

insufficient. According to these data, most of the teachers find the support education rooms inadequate. 

Based on these findings, it can be suggested to increase the number of support education rooms in schools 

and to make them more attractive for students in order to increase the quality of inclusion-mainstreaming 

services. 

3. "The IEP, identification, placement, monitoring and evaluation processes are excessively 

bureaucratic, and the paperwork is too much" 

The rate of teachers who agree “quite” or “strongly” for this is 60.1% and the rate of teachers who mark 

"partially agree" is 28.7%. When these rates are evaluated together, it is understood that 87.7% of the 

participants strongly, quite or partially agree with the opinion that the IEP processes are excessively 

bureaucratic and the paperwork is too much. On the other hand, the rate of participants who "strongly 

disagree" or "quite disagree" with this view is only 11.3%. Since the vast majority of teachers think there 

are too many documents to be filled in during the IEP processes, the Ministry can review the forms that 
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teachers should fill in during the identification, placement, monitoring and assessment processes, and it can 

be suggested that a study which is as practical as possible and will reduce the paperwork as much as 

possible could be conducted. 

 

4. "Course hours are not suitable for support education" 

The rate of teachers who agree “quite” or “strongly” for this is 55.3% and the rate of teachers who mark 

"partially agree" is 28.7%. When these rates are evaluated together, 84% of the teachers strongly, quite 

or partially agree with the view that lesson hours are not suitable for support education. On the other hand, 

the rate of participants who "strongly disagree" or "quite disagree" with this view is only 16%. Based on 

the view that most of the teachers think that lesson hours are not suitable to provide support education, it 

can be suggested that lesson hours should be planned in a way that is suitable for support education and 

efforts should be made to this end. 

5. "Parents with children having inclusive measures do not cooperate with the school" 

The rate of teachers who agree “quite” or “strongly” for this is 51.7% and the rate of teachers who mark 

"partially agree" is 37.5%. Accordingly, it is understood that slightly more than half of the teachers 

completely or quite agree with the view that parents having children with mainstreaming measures do not 

cooperate enough with the school and slightly more than one third of them partially agreed. Considering 

that only a small part of the participants (10.9%) “strongly disagree” or “quite disagree” with this view, it 

can be suggested that studies should be carried out to increase the awareness level of parents who have 

children having mainstreaming measures. In this context, seminars can be conducted for parents and 

consultation services can be provided. 

6. "Insufficient number and quality of staff in Guidance and Research Centres (GRC)" 

The rate of teachers who agree “quite” or “strongly” for this is 42.7% and the rate of teachers who mark 

"partially agree" is 36.9%. When these rates are evaluated together, it is understood that approximately 

four out of every five teachers (79.6%) strongly, quite or partially agree with the opinion that the number 

and quality of staff in GRCs are insufficient. However, only one in five teachers strongly or quite disagrees 

with this view. According to most of the participants, there are inadequacies observed in the number and 

quality of staff in GRCs and this situation negatively affects the success of mainstreaming-inclusion practices. 

According to this result, it seems inevitable to increase the number of staff working in GRCs and to 

strengthen them in terms of quality for the improvement of the mainstreaming-inclusion processes. 

7. "Lack of support for teachers regarding inclusion/mainstreaming practices" 

The rate of teachers who agree “quite” or “strongly” for this is 45.6% and the rate of teachers who mark 

"partially agree" is 32%. When these rates are evaluated together, it is understood that 77.6% of the 

teachers strongly, quite or partially agree with the opinion that teachers are not given the necessary support 
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in inclusion/mainstreaming practices. On the other hand, it is seen that the rate of teachers who strongly 

or quite disagree with this is 22.4%. According to these findings, a significant number of participants think 

that the necessary support is not provided to teachers in inclusion/mainstreaming practices and this 

situation negatively affects the success of inclusion/mainstreaming practices. These findings clearly 

demonstrate that teachers working in these institutions should be supported to improve 

inclusion/mainstreaming processes schools or special education classrooms. 

8. "Parents' negative view of students with inclusive measures who are in the same class as 

their children" 

The rate of teachers who agree “quite” or “strongly” for this is 41.3% and the rate of teachers who mark 

"partially agree" is 36.9%. When these rates are evaluated together, the rate of teachers who strongly, 

quite or partially agree with the fact that parents have negative view of students with inclusive measures 

who are in the same class as their children increases to 78.2%. On the other hand, it is seen that the rate 

of teachers who strongly or quite disagree with this is 21.8%. According to these findings, a significant 

number of the participants indicate that parents do not want children with inclusive measures in their 

children's classroom, and this situation negatively affects the quality of mainstreaming-inclusion practices. 

For this reason, it seems necessary to take necessary measures to increase the awareness of all parents 

and even the society, regardless of whether they have children with inclusive measures or not. 

9. "Teachers' inadequacy in mainstreaming/inclusion practices (full-time mainstreaming, 

part-time mainstreaming in special education classes, support education room, etc.)" 

The rate of teachers who agree “quite” or “strongly” for this is 36.3% and the rate of teachers who mark 

"partially agree" is 41.3%. When these rates are evaluated together, the rate of teachers who strongly, 

quite or partially agree with the opinion that teachers are insufficient in mainstreaming/inclusion practices 

increases up to 77.6%. However, 22.4% of the teachers do not agree with this idea. According to these 

findings, it can be stated that a significant number of participants believe that teachers are not sufficient in 

mainstreaming/inclusion practices and that this situation negatively affects the success of mainstreaming-

inclusion practices. Therefore, supporting teachers through in-service training seems necessary to improve 

mainstreaming-inclusion processes. 

10. "The culture of respecting differences in schools is not sufficiently understood" 

The rate of teachers who agree “quite” or “strongly” for this is 40.7% and the rate of teachers who mark 

"partially agree" is 33.3%. When these rates are evaluated together, it is understood that 74% of the 

teachers strongly, quite or partially agree with the view that the culture of respecting differences in schools 

is not sufficiently understood. On the other hand, it is seen that the rate of teachers who strongly or quite 

disagree with this is only 26%. According to these findings, approximately three out of every four teachers 

agree to a certain extent that the culture of respecting differences in schools is not sufficiently understood 

and believe that this situation negatively affects the success of mainstreaming-inclusion practices. In order 

to overcome this problem, it seems inevitable to take measures to increase the awareness of the whole 
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society, especially managers, teachers, students and parents, and to establish a culture of respect for 

differences in society. 

 

 

11. "IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually implemented" 

It is seen that the ratio of teachers who "strongly" or "quite" agree with this view (30.9%) and the rate of 

those who strongly disagree or quite disagree (30.1%) are very close to each other. On the other hand, the 

rate of teachers who “partially agree- partially disagree” with this idea constitutes the highest rate with 

39%. According to these findings, it is understood that nearly half of the teachers strongly, quite or partially 

agree with the view that IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually implemented, but the other half 

strongly, quite or partially disagree with this view. Although the rates seem equal, it should be taken into 

consideration that a relatively large part of the teachers are of the opinion that IEPs are not actually 

implemented and this situation negatively affects the mainstreaming-inclusion practices.  

12. "Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers and guidance teachers in 

schools" 

It is found that the ratio of teachers who "strongly" or "quite" agree with this view (31.3%) and the rate of 

those who strongly disagree or quite disagree (32.7%) are very close to each other. On the other hand, the 

rate of teachers who “partially agree- partially disagree” with this idea constitutes a higher rate with 36.1%. 

According to these findings, it is understood that nearly half of the teachers agree with the view that the 

roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers and guidance teachers in mainstreaming processes in 

schools are not clear, while the other half do not. Although the ratio of teachers who agree and disagree 

with this view is close to each other, it should be taken into consideration that a relatively large proportion 

of teachers stated that the roles and responsibilities of school staff regarding inclusion processes are not 

clear and they think that this situation negatively affects mainstreaming-inclusion practices. In order to 

minimize the conflict of roles and responsibilities, it seems inevitable that roles and responsibilities should 

be clarified not only in regulation but also in practice. 

13. "Managers and teachers do not give the necessary importance to IEP processes" 

The proportion of those who agree with this view “strongly” or “quite” (18.7%) was found to be significantly 

lower than the proportion of those who strongly disagree or quite disagree (48.1%).  About one-third 

(33.2%) of participants “partially agree- partially disagree” with this view. These findings mean that 

approximately half of the participants disagree with the view that managers and teachers do not give 

necessary importance to the IEP processes, and one third partially disagree. However, it should not be 

ignored that 18.7% of the participants agree with the opinion that "managers and teachers do not give the 

necessary importance to IEP processes", and 33.2% of them partially agree.  
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14. "Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in schools" 

The rate of those who "strongly" or "quite" agree with this opinion is 19.9%, the rate of those who "strongly" 

or "quite" disagree is 51.9%, and the rate of those who "partially agree-partially disagree" is 28.2%. These 

findings mean that a significant portion of the participants did not agree with the proposition that "students 

with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in schools". On the other hand, taking into account the fact 

that approximately 20% of the participants agree with the view that “students with inclusive measures are 

seen as burdens  in schools”, and also 28% of them partially agree with this view, it could be stated that 

almost half of the participants agree with this view to a certain extent. Undoubtedly, if 

inclusion/mainstreaming practices are to be presented at the desired level, students who have inclusion 

measures in schools should not be seen as a burden, on the contrary, all students should be supported in 

line with the principles of inclusive education. 

If the opinions of the participants about the possible factors that hinder the success of the current 

mainstreaming-inclusion practices are summarized, the factors that the participants mostly agreed are as 

follows:  

▪ Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to overcrowded classrooms,  

▪ Lack of support education rooms in schools,  

▪ BEP processes are overly bureaucratic with too much paperwork,  

▪ Course hours are not suitable for support education, 

▪ Parents with children having inclusive measures do not cooperate enough with the school. 

The factors that participants agreed with at an average level are as follows respectively: 

▪ Insufficient number and quality of staff in Guidance and Research Centres (GRC),   

▪ Lack of support for teachers regarding inclusion/mainstreaming practices,  

▪ Parents' negative view of students with inclusive measures who are in the same class as their 

children,  

▪ Insufficiency of teachers in terms of inclusion/mainstreaming practices, 

▪ The culture of respecting differences in schools is not sufficiently understood 

The factors that teachers participate in at a relatively low level are: 

▪ IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually implemented,  

▪ Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers and guidance teachers in schools,  

▪ Managers and teachers do not give the necessary importance to IEP processes,  

▪ Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in schools 
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The arithmetic mean of the opinions of the participants regarding the possible factors that hinder the 

success of the current mainstreaming-inclusion practices according to each demographic variable is 

presented separately in the ANNEXES section. Accordingly, findings on gender variable are presented in 

Annex-11, findings on age variable in Annex-12, findings on education level variable in Annex-13, findings 

on school type and level worked in Annex-14, findings on professional position in Annex-15, findings on 

year of experience in MoNE in Annex-16, findings on participation in any in-service training program in 

Annex-17, and findings on the courses taken during undergraduate education within the scope of inclusion-

special education-mainstreaming are presented in ANNEX-18. 

4.4. Views on the Roles and Attitudes of Teachers 

In the last part of the research questionnaire, 8 propositions about learning the educational processes of 

teachers and their perspectives on children were included and participants were asked to answer to what 

extent they agree or disagree with these statements according to the grading scale presented below. 

1. Completely Disagree 

2. Quite Disagree 

3. Partly Agree-Partly Disagree 

4. Quite Agree 

5. Strongly Agree 

The arithmetic averages obtained for these statements and the percentage distribution of the teachers' 

degree of agreement to the opinions stated in these articles are presented in Table 23. The questions in 

the table are ranked from the highest arithmetic average to the lowest. The answer options for the 

questionnaire articles vary between 1-5. The high level of the arithmetic average for a certain article means 

the high degree of participation with the statement specified in that article, and the low level of the 

arithmetic average means the low level of participation with the statement specified in that article. 

Table 23. Arithmetic Averages and Percentage Values for Teachers' Educational Processes and Their 

Perspectives on Children 
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Average % % % % % 

1. Students should be helped to reach their potential. 4.65 0.06 0.50 2.97 27.25 69.22 

2. Since each child has different abilities, there 

should not be despair for any child. 

4.58 0.13 0.52 5.78 27.98 65.58 

3. Teachers should focus on students in their work. 4.58 0.24 0.62 4.47 30.18 64.50 
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4. Teachers should plan their lessons to teach the 

skills needed rather than the information students 

need to memorize. 

4.57 0.34 0.61 6.32 27.20 65.53 

5. Since each child has different abilities, the task of 

teachers is to realize and develop it. 

4.57 0.15 0.53 6.29 28.72 64.32 

6. Many students have behavioural problems. 3.49 4.37 9.76 38.24 28.10 19.54 

7. There are some students in schools who will never 

succeed, and there is nothing teachers can do for 

those students. 

1.57 69.31 12.53 12.62 2.91 2.63 

8. The main task of teachers should be to select and 

educate the smartest students. 

1.31 81.79 10.49 4.22 1.73 1.78 

 

As seen in Table 23, the participants were presented with five positive and three negative propositions, and 

they were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with the stated opinions.  

As seen in the first 5 items of the table, the participants obtained high arithmetic averages ranging from X 

= 4.57 to X = 4.65 in all 5 positive statements. In these positive propositions, it is desirable that the 

participants' arithmetic averages be high, and the arithmetic averages of these statements was found to be 

quite high. On the other hand, it is desirable for the participants to have a low arithmetic average in negative 

expressions. As a matter of fact, the arithmetic average of the 7th and 8th articles are X = 1.57 and X = 

1.51, respectively. However, it is noteworthy that the arithmetic average (X = 3.49) of the article "many 

students have behavioural problems" is high. 

Detailed findings on the extent to which participants agree or disagree with each statement are presented 

below as articles.  

1. "Students should be helped to reach their potential" 

69.2% of teachers “strongly” and 27.3% of them “quite” agree with this proposition. When these two rates 

are evaluated together, it is understood that 96.5% of the teachers agree with the view that "students 

should be helped to reach their potential". On the other hand, the rate of teachers who "strongly disagree" 

or "quite disagree" with this proposition is 0.6% in total, and 3% of them "partially agree-partially disagree". 

According to these findings, it is not wrong to say that nearly all teachers feel that students should be 

helped to reach their potential. 

2. "Since each child has different abilities, there should not be despair for any child" 

65.6% of the teachers "strongly" agree with this statement  and 28% of them "quite" agree. When these 

two ratios are evaluated together, it is understood that 93.6% of the teachers agree with the view that 

"since each child has different abilities, there should not be despair for any child". On the other hand, the 

rate of teachers who "strongly disagree" or "quite disagree" with this proposition is only 0.7% in total, and 
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5.8% of them "partially agree-partially disagree". According to these findings, almost all teachers agree 

with the view that students should be helped to reach their potential. 

3. "Teachers should focus on students in their work" 

64.5% of the teachers "strongly" agree with this statement  and 30.2% of them "quite" agree. When these 

two rates are evaluated together, it is understood that 94.7% of the teachers agree with the view that 

"teachers should focus on students in their work". On the other hand, the rate of teachers who "strongly 

disagree" or "quite disagree" with this proposition is 0.9% in total, and 4.5% of them "partially agree-

partially disagree". According to these findings, a great majority of teachers agree that teachers should 

focus on students in their work. 

4. "Teachers should plan their lessons to teach the skills needed rather than the information 

students need to memorize" 

65.5% of the teachers "strongly" agree with this statement  and 27.2% of them "quite" agree. When these 

two rates are evaluated together, it is understood that 92.7% of the teachers agree with the view that 

"teachers should plan their lessons to teach the skills needed rather than the information students need to 

memorize". On the other hand, the rate of teachers who "strongly disagree" or "quite disagree" with this 

proposition is 1% in total, and 6.3% of them "partially agree-partially disagree". According to these findings, 

a great majority of teachers agree that "teachers should plan their lessons to teach the skills needed rather 

than the information students need to memorize". 

5. "Since each child has different abilities, the task of teachers is to realize and develop it" 

64.3% of the teachers "strongly" agree with this statement  and 28.7% of them "quite" agree. When these 

two ratios are evaluated together, 93% of teachers agree that “since each child has different abilities, the 

task of teachers is to realize and develop it". On the other hand, the rate of teachers who "strongly disagree" 

or "quite disagree" with this proposition is 0.7% in total, and 6.3% of them "partially agree-partially 

disagree". According to these findings, a great majority of teachers agree that “since each child has different 

abilities, the task of teachers is to realize and develop it”. 

6. "Many students have behavioural problems" 

19.5% of the teachers "strongly" agree with this statement  and 28.1% of them "quite" agree. When these 

two ratios were evaluated together, 47.6% of teachers agreed that “many students have behavioural 

problems". On the other hand, the rate of teachers who "strongly disagree" or "quite disagree" with this 

proposition is 14.1% in total, and 38.2% of them "partially agree-partially disagree". According to these 

findings, nearly half of teachers agree that “many students have behavioural problems” and when the 

participants who partially agree are added to this ratio, this ratio increases to 85.9%. The fact that a 

significant number of teachers believe that most of the students have behavioural problems points to an 

important problem to be taken into account. 
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7. "There are some students in schools who will never succeed, and there is nothing teachers 

can do for those students" 

2.6% of the teachers "strongly" agree with this statement  and 2.9% of them "quite" agree. When these 

two ratios are evaluated together, 5.5% of teachers agree that “there are some students in schools who 

will never succeed, and there is nothing teachers can do for those students”. On the other hand, the rate 

of teachers who "strongly disagree" or "quite disagree" with this proposition is 81.8% in total, and 12.6% 

of them "partially agree-partially disagree". According to these findings, a great majority of teachers 

disagree with the view that “there are some students in schools who will never succeed, and there is nothing 

teachers can do for those students”. 

 

8. "The main task of teachers should be to select and educate the smartest students" 

1.8% of the teachers "strongly" agree with this statement  and 1.7% of them "quite" agree. When these 

two ratios are evaluated together, it is understood that 3.5% of teachers agree with the view that “the main 

task of teachers should be to select and educate the smartest students”. On the other hand, the rate of 

teachers who "strongly disagree" or "quite disagree" with this proposition is 92.3% in total, and 4.2% of 

them "partially agree-partially disagree". According to these findings, a great majority of teachers disagree 

with the view that “the main task of teachers should be to select and educate the smartest students”. 

The arithmetic averages of the participants' educational processes and their perspectives on children 

according to each demographic variable are presented in the Annexes section. Accordingly, findings on 

gender variable are presented in Annex-19, findings on age variable in Annex-20, findings on education 

level variable in Annex-21, findings on school type and level worked in Annex-22, findings on professional 

position in Annex-23, findings on year of experience in MoNE in Annex-24, findings on participation in any 

in-service training program in Annex-25, and findings on the courses taken during undergraduate education 

within the scope of inclusion-special education-mainstreaming are presented in ANNEX-26. 
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5. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The results obtained from the study and recommendations based on these results are presented below. 

▪ A great majority of the participants stated that they treated all their students equally in line 

with the principle of respect for differences, that they made an effort to ensure that students 

with inclusive measures be accepted by their peers, and that they were sensitive to the 

characteristics and needs of children in their classrooms. These three competence statements 

attract attention as the topics that participants consider themselves to be the most sufficient. 

Although the participants consider themselves competent on these topics individually, it is 

noteworthy that approximately three out of every four teachers stated that the fact that the 

culture of respect for differences is not well established in schools negatively affects the 

success of mainstreaming-inclusion practices. In order to overcome this problem, it seems 

inevitable to take measures to increase the awareness of the whole society, especially 

managers, teachers, students and parents, and to establish a culture of respect for differences 

in society. 

▪ When the subjects that the participants considered themselves relatively less adequate, it is 

observed that they do not have enough information about different types of disabilities and 

their features, they have difficulty in effectively supporting both groups at the same time 

without neglecting students with special education needs and other students in the classroom, 

they have the problem of preparing and applying IEP according to different types of disability, 

they have difficulties in adapting the curriculum and acquisitions to the individual needs of the 

students and they cannot adequately support the career development of students with special 

education needs. Based on these results, it can be suggested to organize in-service training 

programs on different types and features of disabilities, preparation and implementation of IEP 

and career counselling for students with special education needs. 

• When the competence perceptions of the participants were examined according to 

demographic variables, it was observed that there were similarities in terms of demographic 

variables in many competence items, but there were also certain differences. For example, 

considering the gender variable, it was observed that men perceived themselves more 

competent than women in terms of having knowledge about different types of disabilities and 

features, effectively supporting students with special education needs and other students at 

the same time in the classroom, and supporting the career development of students with 

special education needs. On the other hand, it was determined that women perceive 

themselves more competent than their male colleagues in the items of writing the performance 

report of the student before the pre-diagnosis and also making efforts to ensure that the 

students who have mainstreaming measures are accepted by their peers. 

• When the competence perceptions of teachers regarding inclusion-mainstreaming practices 

were examined according to the age variable, it was determined that teachers' perceptions of 
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competence also increased as they get older. When the competency perceptions of teachers 

with different years of experience (seniority) in the teaching profession were examined, it was 

determined that the group that considered themselves most sufficient was teachers with a 

seniority of 16 years or more, and the lowest perception of competence was of the teachers 

with a seniority of 6-10 years. Based on these findings, it may be preferable to give priority to 

teachers who are younger in age and have less professional seniority when organizing in-

service training programs. 

• An interesting finding was obtained when the education level of teachers was taken into 

account. It has been observed that the group that considers themselves the most competent 

is by far the teachers with associate degrees, and the group that considers them the most 

insufficient is the teachers with a PhD degree contrary to expectations. However, instead of 

interpreting these results as associate degree graduates as the most adequate group and PhD 

graduates as the least adequate group, it should be evaluated in terms of how teachers see 

and perceive themselves. In addition, it is possible to explain this result by the fact that more 

educated people see their shortcomings better. In addition, teachers with high levels of 

education are likely to have answered the questionnaire more sincerely due to their high self-

confidence. 

• Taking into account the school type and level worked, it was determined that the teachers 

working in high schools are the group of teachers who consider themselves less adequate in 

inclusion and mainstreaming, followed by the teachers working in secondary schools, and the 

teachers working in special education classes are the teachers who see themselves as the most 

competent. Based on these findings, it may be suggested that secondary school and high 

school teachers should be given priority in the trainings to be organized on inclusion. 

• When teachers' perceptions of competence are analysed according to their current professional 

positions, it is observed that the group that sees themselves most competent in inclusion-

mainstreaming is guidance teachers and culture lessons teachers, while the teachers who see 

themselves the least adequate is vocational lesson teachers and branch teachers. Based on 

these findings, it may be recommended that vocational course teachers and branch teachers 

should be given priority in in-service trainings to be organized on inclusion, special education 

or mainstreaming. 

▪ It has been determined that teachers who attended in-service training programs on inclusion-

special education-mainstreaming consider themselves much more adequate than teachers who 

do not attend in-service training programs. This result indicates the importance of in-service 

training programs. It is recommended that the ministry organize more frequent trainings on 

special education-mainstreaming-inclusion based on the results of the training needs analysis. 

▪ The perceptions of competence of teachers who took courses within the scope of inclusion-

special education-mainstreaming during their undergraduate education were found to be much 

higher than the perceptions of competence of teachers who did not take courses in these 
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subjects during their undergraduate education. This result indicates the importance of teacher 

candidates to take courses within the scope of inclusion-special education-mainstreaming in 

their undergraduate programs. Making a course called “Special Education and Inclusion” 

compulsory in all of the new teaching programs prepared by the Council of Higher Education 

recently can be considered as an appropriate step in this regard.  

▪ When the opinions of the participants regarding the current inclusion-mainstreaming practices 

are examined, according to the vast majority of the teachers, the mainstreaming practices in 

the schools or special education classes are carried out as in the regulations, and the students 

studying in the mainstreaming and special education classes are offered equal rights and 

opportunities in education. Despite these positive evaluations, there are insufficient number of 

special education teachers according to a significant number of the participants, support 

education rooms are not attractive to children as a place, current practices cannot integrate 

students with their peers sufficiently, teachers have difficulties to prepare and implement IEP, 

IEPs are not mostly prepared based on the individual needs. It seems necessary for the Ministry 

to allocate more quotas for special education teaching staff, to make the support education 

rooms more attractive to students, and to make more efforts to integrate children with inclusion 

measures with other children for strengthening inclusion-mainstreaming services. In addition, 

in-service trainings are recommended in order to reduce the problems encountered in the 

preparation and implementation of IEP.  

▪ When the opinions of the participants regarding the factors that hinder the success of current 

mainstreaming-inclusion practices were examined, it was stated that teachers could not devote 

time to students with IEP due to crowded classes, the support education rooms in schools were 

insufficient, IEP processes were excessively bureaucratic and there was too much paperwork, 

and course hours were not suitable to provide support education. Based on these findings, it 

may be suggested that the number of support education rooms in schools should be increased 

and made more attractive for students, course hours should be planned to be suitable for 

providing support education, and that the Ministry should do a work to reduce the paperwork 

regarding IEPs. 
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ANNEXES 

Annex-1:  1., 2. and 3. Number of Schools to Apply Surveys According to Level and Type of 

the School  

İ ller
Okul Öncesi İ lkokul Ortaokul Lise

Mesleki ve Teknik 

Lise
I mam Hatip Lisesi

GENEL TOPLAM

İ stanbul 157 105 114 28 63 20 487

 Tekirdağ 19 15 15 4 7 2 62

 Edirne 11 10 9 2 4 1 36

 Kırklareli 10 8 7 2 3 1 30

 Balıkesir 36 32 24 5 9 2 107

 Çanakkale 13 12 10 3 5 1 44

 İ zmir 82 68 54 13 23 5 244

 Aydın 35 32 22 5 8 2 104

 Denizli 29 26 23 4 8 2 93

 Muğla 31 30 21 4 7 2 95

 Manisa 43 45 31 6 10 2 137

 Afyonkarahisar 35 36 28 4 9 2 114

 Kütahya 19 20 16 3 7 2 67

 Uşak 11 12 9 2 3 1 39

 Bursa 52 42 43 8 18 5 167

 Eskişehir 16 14 12 4 5 1 53

 Bilecik 6 6 5 1 3 1 22

 Kocaeli 39 29 30 7 11 3 119

 Sakarya 28 25 24 4 7 2 92

 Düzce 13 11 10 2 3 1 40

 Bolu 7 7 7 1 4 1 26

 Yalova 7 5 6 1 2 1 22

 Ankara 83 62 58 17 29 7 256

 Konya 69 70 56 9 21 7 230

 Karaman 10 9 7 2 3 1 31

 Antalya 53 47 52 9 15 4 180

 I sparta 17 16 13 3 6 2 56

 Burdur 11 9 9 2 3 1 34

 Adana 53 48 34 10 11 3 159

 Mersin 48 42 35 6 11 2 145

 Hatay 58 56 42 7 9 3 175

 Kahramanmaraş 40 46 31 5 9 2 133

 Malatya 24 29 22 5 7 2 89

 Elazığ 16 18 13 3 5 1 56

 Bingöl 15 20 10 1 3 1 50

 Tunceli 3 3 2 1 1 1 11

 Van 71 88 40 4 9 3 214

 Muş 31 42 21 2 4 1 101

 Bitlis 29 44 19 2 4 1 99

 Hakkari 15 21 11 2 3 1 52

 Gaziantep 50 51 34 8 12 3 158

 Adıyaman 31 43 24 3 7 2 109

 Kilis 7 9 4 1 2 1 23

 Şanlıurfa 101 125 67 8 14 5 319

 Diyarbakır 84 84 48 6 10 4 236

 Mardin 49 60 34 4 7 3 157

 Batman 34 39 19 3 4 2 100

 Şırnak 28 29 25 2 5 2 91

 Siirt 23 29 14 2 4 1 73

 Osmaniye 19 17 12 3 4 1 55

 Kırıkkale 7 7 7 1 4 1 26

 Aksaray 18 19 13 3 4 1 58

 Niğde 16 16 13 2 4 1 52

 Nevşehir 14 13 10 2 3 1 43

 Kırşehir 7 7 7 2 3 1 27

 Kayseri 34 37 33 6 11 4 126

 Sivas 22 29 20 4 7 2 83

 Yozgat 16 18 20 3 7 2 67

 Zonguldak 19 21 13 3 6 1 63

 Karabük 7 6 7 1 3 1 24

 Bartın 7 6 4 1 2 1 22

 Kastamonu 9 11 11 2 6 2 40

 Çankırı 5 6 5 1 3 1 21

 Sinop 7 6 5 1 3 1 22

 Samsun 41 41 30 6 10 3 130

 Tokat 28 29 19 3 7 2 86

 Çorum 15 20 15 3 6 2 60

 Amasya 13 11 10 2 5 1 42

 Trabzon 24 19 22 4 8 2 79

 Ordu 21 19 20 3 7 2 72

 Giresun 15 11 14 2 7 2 51

 Rize 10 9 10 2 5 1 36

 Artvin 7 5 6 1 3 1 23

 Gümüşhane 5 6 7 1 2 1 21

 Erzurum 35 65 32 5 7 2 147

 Erzincan 9 9 7 1 3 1 30

 Bayburt 3 4 6 1 1 1 16

 Ağrı 42 59 26 3 4 1 135

 Kars 25 35 17 2 3 1 82

 I ğdır 12 14 9 1 2 1 38

 Ardahan 7 8 5 1 2 1 23

Total 2269 2308 1699 309 589 166 7339

İ llere Göre Örneklem Dağılım ı ( Okul)
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Annex-2: Research Survey 

Dear Teacher, 

The following questionnaire was prepared to determine teachers ' perceptions of competence in 

mainstreaming/inclusion practices and the problems experienced in these practices. Inclusive/mainstream 

education refers to the education provided to students with special education needs in schools of all types 

and levels in order to achieve their educational goals at the highest level through mutual interaction with 

other individuals. 

Based on the data obtained from this survey, a series of in-service training programs will be developed, and 

trainings will be organized. The knowledge, skills and attitudes that our teachers really need in 

inclusion/mainstreaming practices will be determined as a result of your realistic and sincere answers to 

this questionnaire. The questionnaire focuses on determining the needs of teachers in 

inclusion/mainstreaming practices, and the study has no other purpose. You are not required to write your 

name on the questionnaire.  

We would like to thank you in advance for your valuable contribution to the process. 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

1. Province: 

2. Gender: 

▪ Male   

▪ Female 

3. Age: 

4. Your Level of Education 

▪ Associate Degree 

▪ Bachelor's Degree 

▪ Postgraduate Degree 

▪ PhD 

5. Type and Level of the School Worked: 

▪ Preschool  

▪ Preschool - Special Education Class 

▪ Primary 

▪ Primary School - Special Education Class 

▪ Secondary  

▪ Secondary School- Special Education Class 

▪ Imam Hatip Secondary School 

▪ Imam Hatip Secondary School - Special Education Class 

▪ Anatolian High School 

▪ Anadolu High School - Special Education Class 
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▪ Anatolian Imam Hatip High School 

▪ Anadolu Imam Hatip High School - Special Education Class 

▪ Vocational And Technical Anatolian High School 

▪ Vocational And Technical Anatolian High School - Special Education Class 

▪ Social Sciences High School 

▪ Sports High School 

▪ Fine Arts High School 

6. Current Professional Position: 

▪ Manager or Vice Manager 

▪ Preschool Teacher 

▪ Classroom Teacher 

▪ Branch Teacher 

▪ Vocational Lesson Teacher 

▪ Culture Lesson Teacher 

▪ Guidance Teacher 

▪ Special Education Teacher 

7. Year of Experience in the Teaching Profession: 

8. Have you previously participated in any in-service training programs on inclusion-

special education-mainstreaming? 

▪ Yes 

▪ No 

9. Did you receive any course or courses in inclusion-special education-mainstreaming 

during your undergraduate education? 

▪ No 

▪ 1 course 

▪ 2 courses 

▪ 3 courses 

▪ 4 or more courses 

PART I 

The following are a number of statements regarding the inclusive education competencies of 

teachers. Please read these statements and indicate to what extent you agree or disagree, 

taking into account the five-point grading scale. 

1. Completely Disagree 

2. Quite Disagree 

3. Partly Agree-Partly Disagree 

4. Quite Agree 

5. Strongly Agree 
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  1 2 3 4 5 

10. I treat all my students equally according to the principle of respect for 

differences. 

     

11. I do not differentiate between mainstreaming students in my class and other 

students. 

     

12. I have sufficient knowledge about different types of disabilities and features.      

13. I can identify students with special education needs in my class.      

14. I am sensitive to the characteristics and needs of the children in my class.      

15. I write the report only after I know enough about the student to write the 

pre-diagnosis performance report. 

     

16. I can prepare IEPs for different types of disabilities.      

17. I can adapt the achievements with the curriculum according to the individual 

needs of the students who continue their education with their peers in the 

same class full time or part time in special education classes. 

     

18. I apply the IEP I've prepared as it is in the program.      

19. I realistically evaluate the performance of students who continue their 

education with their peers in the same class full-time or part-time in special 

education classes, using appropriate measurement tools. 

     

20. I can effectively support both groups at the same time without neglecting 

students with special education needs and other students in the classroom. 

     

21. I get support from the guidance teacher when necessary to prepare IEP and 

fill out educational assessment forms. 

     

22. I support students with special education needs to develop their social and 

emotional skills. 

     

23. I support the career development of students with special education needs.      

24. I make the necessary effort for the success of mainstreaming/inclusion 

practices (full-time mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in special 

education classes, support education room, etc.) in my school. 

     

25. I strive for students with inclusive measures to be accepted by their peers.      

26. I correctly identify the interests and skills of talented children and help them 

develop their potential. 

     

27. I design and implement activities according to the interests and abilities of 

talented children. 

     

28. I can communicate effectively with the families of students with special 

education needs. 
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PART II 

Below are some statements regarding mainstreaming/ inclusion applications. Please state to 

what extent you agree or disagree with these statements based on your own experience. 

1. Completely Disagree 

2. Quite Disagree 

3. Partly Agree-Partly Disagree 

4. Quite Agree 

5. Strongly Agree 

6. I don't have information 

 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 

29. Students with full-time inclusion measure in schools and part-time inclusion 

measure in special education classes are offered equal rights and 

opportunities in education with their peers. 

      

30. Duties and responsibilities related to full-time inclusion practices or practices 

carried out in special education classes are fulfilled as in the regulation. 

      

31. Sufficient attention is paid to diagnosis processes in GRCs.       

32. At the end of the educational assessment and diagnosis process, the 

students are diagnosed correctly. 

      

33. Sufficient information is provided to the teachers teaching the student 

having an educational assessment. 

      

34. Parents fulfil their roles and responsibilities in educational assessment and 

diagnosis processes. 

      

35. Teachers are sufficient in preparing IEP.       

36. A sufficient number of support education rooms are available in the schools.       

37. Institutional cooperation between the hospital, GRC, rehabilitation centre 

and school is satisfactory. 

      

38. Current practices fail to integrate mainstreaming students and their peers.       

39. Parents try to influence the content of the report by interfering with the 

diagnosis processes. 

      

40. The process of educational assessment and diagnosis takes long time.       

41. IEP commissions do not work actively and the meetings are conducted only 

on paper. 

      

42. IEPs that need to be prepared according to individual needs are often 

downloaded from the internet or prepared according to the examples used in 

the past years. 
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43. There are deficiencies in the number of special education teachers.       

44. Support training rooms are not attractive to children as a place.       

45. School rules are overstretched for students with IEP.       

46. Students with inclusion measures are provided with more flexibility than is 

required according to the “Regulations for Promotion to a Higher Grade". 

      

PART III 

Some of the possible factors preventing inclusion/mainstreaming practices in schools from 

being provided at the desired level are presented below. Please indicate to what extent you 

agree or disagree with these factors. 

1. Completely Disagree 

2. Quite Disagree 

3. Partly Agree-Partly Disagree 

4. Quite Agree 

5. Strongly Agree 

6. I don't have information 

 

 

  1 2 3 4 5 

47. The culture of respecting differences in schools is not sufficiently understood      

48. Managers and teachers do not give the necessary importance to IEP 

processes 

     

49. Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in schools      

50. Lack of support for teachers regarding inclusion/mainstreaming practices      

51. Teachers' inadequacy in mainstreaming/inclusion practices (full-time 

mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in special education classes, 

support education room, etc.) 

     

52. Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers and guidance 

teachers in schools 
     

53. The IEP, identification, placement, monitoring and evaluation processes are 

excessively bureaucratic, and the paperwork is too much 

     

54. Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to overcrowded classrooms      

55. Lack of support education rooms in schools      
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56. Course hours are not suitable for support education      

57. IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually implemented      

58. Insufficient number and quality of staff in Guidance and Research Centres 

(GRC) 

     

59. Parents with children having inclusive measures do not cooperate enough 

with the school 

     

60. Parents' negative view of students with inclusive measures who are in the 

same class as their children 

     

 

 

 

PART IV 

Below is a set of views on the roles and attitudes of teachers. Please state to what extent 

you agree or disagree with these views. 

1. Completely Disagree 

2. Quite Disagree 

3. Partly Agree-Partly Disagree 

4. Quite Agree 

5. Strongly Agree 

 

  1 2 3 4 5 

61. Teachers should focus on students in their work.      

62. Students should be helped to reach their potential.      

63. Since each child has different abilities, the task of teachers is to realize and 

develop it. 

     

64. Since each child has different abilities, there should not be despair for any 

child. 

     

65. Teachers should plan their lessons to teach the skills needed rather than the 

information students need to memorize. 

     

66. Many students have behavioural problems.      

67. The main task of teachers should be to select and educate the smartest 

students. 

     

68. There are some students in schools who will never succeed, and there is 

nothing teachers can do for those students. 

     

THE QUESTIONNAIRE IS COMPLETED - THANK YOU 
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ADDITIONAL TABLES 

 

ANNEX-3. 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants ' Views on Inclusion-Mainstreaming Practices in Schools According to 

Gender Variable 
 

Female Male 

Average Average 

Students with full-time inclusion measure in schools and part-time inclusion 

measure in special education classes are offered equal rights and opportunities in 

education with their peers. 

3.68 3.76 

Duties and responsibilities related to full-time inclusion practices or practices 

carried out in special education classes are fulfilled as in the regulation. 
3.84 3.89 

Sufficient attention is paid to diagnosis processes in GRCs. 3.20 3.24 

At the end of the educational assessment and diagnosis process, the students are 

diagnosed correctly. 
3.40 3.43 

Sufficient information is provided to the teachers teaching the student having an 

educational assessment 
3.38 3.49 

Parents fulfil their roles and responsibilities in educational assessment and 

diagnosis processes. 
3.02 3.04 

Teachers are sufficient in preparing IEP. 3.15 3.27 

A sufficient number of support education rooms are available in the schools. 2.68 2.94 

Institutional cooperation between the hospital, GRC, rehabilitation centre and 

school is satisfactory. 
2.81 2.87 

Current practices fail to integrate mainstreaming students and their peers. 3.30 3.24 

Parents try to influence the content of the report by interfering with the diagnosis 

processes. 
3.46 3.35 

The process of educational assessment and diagnosis takes long time. 3.39 3.26 

IEP commissions do not work actively and the meetings are conducted only on 

paper. 
2.77 2.79 

IEPs that need to be prepared according to individual needs are often downloaded 

from the internet or prepared according to the examples used in the past years. 
3.15 3.17 

There are deficiencies in the number of special education teachers. 3.76 3.72 

Support training rooms are not attractive to children as a place. 3.65 3.58 

School rules are overstretched for students with IEP. 2.76 2.85 

Students with inclusion measures are provided with more flexibility than is 

required according to the “Regulations for Promotion to a Higher Grade". 
3.14 3.16 
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ANNEX-4 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants ' Views on Inclusion-Mainstreaming Practices in Schools According to 

Age Variable 

 

 

 

22-30 

Age 

31-40 

Age 

41-50 

Age 

51 + 

Age 

Competence Articles 

Averag

e 

Averag

e 

Averag

e 

Averag

e 

1. 

Students with full-time inclusion measure in schools and part-

time inclusion measure in special education classes are offered 

equal rights and opportunities in education with their peers. 

3.798 3.738 3.859 3.948 

2. 

Duties and responsibilities related to full-time inclusion 

practices or practices carried out in special education classes 

are fulfilled as in the regulation. 

3.708 3.797 3.972 4.031 

3. Sufficient attention is paid to diagnosis processes in GRCs. 3.205 3.134 3.265 3.400 

4. 
At the end of the educational assessment and diagnosis 

process, the students are diagnosed correctly. 
3.450 3.356 3.428 3.526 

5. 
Sufficient information is provided to the teachers teaching the 

student having an educational assessment 
3.392 3.321 3.492 3.693 

6. 
Parents fulfil their roles and responsibilities in educational 

assessment and diagnosis processes. 
2.893 2.970 3.115 3.250 

7. Teachers are sufficient in preparing IEP. 3.075 3.102 3.302 3.463 

8. 
A sufficient number of support education rooms are available 

in the schools. 
2.555 2.688 2.925 3.134 

9. 
Institutional cooperation between the hospital, GRC, 

rehabilitation centre and school is satisfactory. 
2.787 2.755 2.876 3.057 

10

. 

Current practices fail to integrate mainstreaming students and 

their peers. 
3.306 3.329 3.242 3.164 

11

. 

Parents try to influence the content of the report by 

interfering with the diagnosis processes. 
3.518 3.434 3.371 3.317 

12

. 

The process of educational assessment and diagnosis takes 

long time. 
3.343 3.355 3.320 3.336 

13

. 

IEP commissions do not work actively and the meetings are 

conducted only on paper. 
2.879 2.821 2.720 2.676 

14

. 

IEPs that need to be prepared according to individual needs 

are often downloaded from the internet or prepared according 

to the examples used in the past years. 

3.230 3.204 3.089 3.053 

15

. 

There are deficiencies in the number of special education 

teachers. 
3.687 3.753 3.769 3.713 
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16

. 

Support training rooms are not attractive to children as a 

place. 
3.630 3.653 3.615 3.501 

17

. 
School rules are overstretched for students with IEP. 2.696 2.801 2.827 2.887 

18

. 

Students with inclusion measures are provided with more 

flexibility than is required according to the “Regulations for 

Promotion to a Higher Grade". 

3.078 3.159 3.131 3.228 

 

ANNEX-5 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants ' Views on Inclusion-Mainstreaming Practices in Schools According to 

Level of Education Variable 
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Average Average Average Average 

Students with full-time inclusion measure in schools and part-time 

inclusion measure in special education classes are offered equal 

rights and opportunities in education with their peers.  

3.89  3.71  3.64  3.76  

Duties and responsibilities related to full-time inclusion practices or 

practices carried out in special education classes are fulfilled as in 

the regulation.  

4.02  3.86  3.79  3.74  

Sufficient attention is paid to diagnosis processes in GRCs.  3.39  3.21  3.19  3.20  

At the end of the educational assessment and diagnosis process, 

the students are diagnosed correctly.  
3.54  3.41  3.36  3.35  

Sufficient information is provided to the teachers teaching the 

student having an educational assessment  
3.67  3.42  3.37  3.39  

Parents fulfil their roles and responsibilities in educational 

assessment and diagnosis processes.  
3.26  3.02  2.98  2.84  

Teachers are sufficient in preparing IEP.  3.50  3.19  3.08  2.91  

A sufficient number of support education rooms are available in 

the schools.  
3.15  2.77  2.74  2.71  

Institutional cooperation between the hospital, GRC, rehabilitation 

centre and school is satisfactory.  
3.09  2.83  2.74  2.72  

Current practices fail to integrate mainstreaming students and 

their peers.  
3.14  3.28  3.30  3.13  

Parents try to influence the content of the report by interfering 

with the diagnosis processes.  
3.39  3.42  3.42  3.10  
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The process of educational assessment and diagnosis takes long 

time.  
3.35  3.34  3.33  3.57  

IEP commissions do not work actively and the meetings are 

conducted only on paper.  
2.67  2.78  2.85  2.72  

IEPs that need to be prepared according to individual needs are 

often downloaded from the internet or prepared according to the 

examples used in the past years.  

3.08  3.15  3.24  3.07  

There are deficiencies in the number of special education teachers.  3.67  3.74  3.80  3.77  

Support training rooms are not attractive to children as a place.  3.51  3.62  3.62  3.69  

School rules are overstretched for students with IEP.  2.85  2.79  2.91  2.90  

Students with inclusion measures are provided with more flexibility 

than is required according to the “Regulations for Promotion to a 

Higher Grade".  

3.20  3.13  3.22  3.24  

 

ANNEX-6 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants ' Views on Inclusion-Mainstreaming Practices in Schools According to 

the Type and Level of School Worked Variable 
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Average Average Average Average Average 

Students with full-time inclusion measure in schools 

and part-time inclusion measure in special education 

classes are offered equal rights and opportunities in 

education with their peers.  

3.83  3.84  3.76  3.84  3.73  

Duties and responsibilities related to full-time inclusion 

practices or practices carried out in special education 

classes are fulfilled as in the regulation.  

3.76  3.93  3.82  3.84  3.91  

Sufficient attention is paid to diagnosis processes in 

GRCs.  
3.11  3.14  3.34  3.42  3.01  

At the end of the educational assessment and 

diagnosis process, the students are diagnosed 

correctly.  

3.39  3.35  3.51  3.52  3.19  

Sufficient information is provided to the teachers 

teaching the student having an educational 

assessment  

3.15  3.39  3.56  3.55  3.34  
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Parents fulfil their roles and responsibilities in 

educational assessment and diagnosis processes.  
3.12  3.03  2.99  3.04  3.00  

Teachers are sufficient in preparing IEP.  2.95  3.28  3.24  3.15  3.21  

A sufficient number of support education rooms are 

available in the schools.  
2.32  2.93  2.80  2.81  2.84  

Institutional cooperation between the hospital, GRC, 

rehabilitation centre and school is satisfactory.  
2.64  2.84  2.91  2.89  2.75  

Current practices fail to integrate mainstreaming 

students and their peers.  
3.33  3.25  3.30  3.24  3.38  

Parents try to influence the content of the report by 

interfering with the diagnosis processes.  
3.51  3.46  3.31  3.29  3.65  

The process of educational assessment and diagnosis 

takes long time.  
3.43  3.41  3.29  3.28  3.09  

IEP commissions do not work actively and the 

meetings are conducted only on paper.  
2.87  2.76  2.77  2.75  2.84  

IEPs that need to be prepared according to individual 

needs are often downloaded from the internet or 

prepared according to the examples used in the past 

years.  

3.15  3.15  3.23  3.12  2.97  

There are deficiencies in the number of special 

education teachers.  
3.88  3.74  3.60  3.84  3.83  

Support training rooms are not attractive to children as 

a place.  
3.58  3.65  3.63  3.52  3.71  

School rules are overstretched for students with IEP.  2.88  2.72  2.76  3.05  2.66  

Students with inclusion measures are provided with 

more flexibility than is required according to the 

“Regulations for Promotion to a Higher Grade".  

3.02  3.05  3.17  3.45  2.97  

 

ANNEX-7 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants ' Views on Inclusion-Mainstreaming Practices in Schools According to 

Professional Position Variable 
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Students with full-time inclusion measure 

in schools and part-time inclusion measure 

in special education classes are offered 

3.93  3.68  3.74  3.66  3.79  3.65  3.59  
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equal rights and opportunities in education 

with their peers.  

Duties and responsibilities related to full-

time inclusion practices or practices carried 

out in special education classes are fulfilled 

as in the regulation.  

4.03  3.77  3.92  3.82  3.85  3.68  3.89  

Sufficient attention is paid to diagnosis 

processes in GRCs.  
3.32  3.08  3.08  3.34  3.38  3.58  2.87  

At the end of the educational assessment 

and diagnosis process, the students are 

diagnosed correctly.  

3.45  3.38  3.32  3.50  3.51  3.60  3.06  

Sufficient information is provided to the 

teachers teaching the student having an 

educational assessment  

3.55  3.13  3.35  3.53  3.44  3.92  3.23  

Parents fulfil their roles and responsibilities 

in educational assessment and diagnosis 

processes.  

3.07  3.11  3.01  3.00  3.01  3.17  2.96  

Teachers are sufficient in preparing IEP.  3.17  2.97  3.31  3.24  3.21  2.76  3.21  

A sufficient number of support education 

rooms are available in the schools.  
3.02  2.35  2.90  2.77  2.89  2.88  2.75  

Institutional cooperation between the 

hospital, GRC, rehabilitation centre and 

school is satisfactory.  

2.91  2.65  2.82  2.90  2.89  2.94  2.64  

Current practices fail to integrate 

mainstreaming students and their peers.  
3.28  3.33  3.25  3.28  3.20  3.27  3.43  

Parents try to influence the content of the 

report by interfering with the diagnosis 

processes.  

3.51  3.52  3.45  3.33  3.31  3.18  3.69  

The process of educational assessment 

and diagnosis takes long time.  
3.21  3.47  3.46  3.31  3.26  3.09  2.93  

IEP commissions do not work actively and 

the meetings are conducted only on paper.  
2.81  2.87  2.77  2.75  2.81  2.65  2.90  

IEPs that need to be prepared according to 

individual needs are often downloaded 

from the internet or prepared according to 

the examples used in the past years.  

3.28  3.13  3.15  3.19  3.04  3.09  2.86  

There are deficiencies in the number of 

special education teachers.  
3.78  3.84  3.75  3.65  3.81  3.82  3.93  

Support training rooms are not attractive 

to children as a place.  
3.57  3.57  3.66  3.60  3.52  3.72  3.77  

School rules are overstretched for students 

with IEP.  
2.92  2.87  2.72  2.82  3.14  2.51  2.57  

Students with inclusion measures are 

provided with more flexibility than is 
3.10  3.03  3.08  3.26  3.58  2.69  2.86  
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required according to the “Regulations for 

Promotion to a Higher Grade".  

 

 

 

ANNEX-8 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants ' Views on Inclusion-Mainstreaming Practices in Schools According to 

Professional Seniority (Year of Experience in MoNE) Variable 
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Students with full-time inclusion measure in schools and part-time 

inclusion measure in special education classes are offered equal 

rights and opportunities in education with their peers.  

3.70  3.60  3.64  3.81  

Duties and responsibilities related to full-time inclusion practices or 

practices carried out in special education classes are fulfilled as in 

the regulation.  

3.76  3.72   3.83   3.98  

Sufficient attention is paid to diagnosis processes in GRCs.  3.32  3.11  3.11   3.29  

At the end of the educational assessment and diagnosis process, 

the students are diagnosed correctly.  
   3.53     3.35  3.34  3.45  

Sufficient information is provided to the teachers teaching the 

student having an educational assessment  
  3.45  3.34  3.29  3.54  

Parents fulfil their roles and responsibilities in educational 

assessment and diagnosis processes.  
2.93  2.92  2.99  3.15  

Teachers are sufficient in preparing IEP.  3.16  3.04  3.10  3.34  

A sufficient number of support education rooms are available in 

the schools.  
2.61  2.59  2.71  2.99  

Institutional cooperation between the hospital, GRC, rehabilitation 

centre and school is satisfactory.  
2.89  2.73  2.73  2.91  

Current practices fail to integrate mainstreaming students and 

their peers.  
3.26  3.35  3.34  3.22  

Parents try to influence the content of the report by interfering 

with the diagnosis processes.  
3.48  3.48  3.43  3.36  

The process of educational assessment and diagnosis takes long 

time.  
3.32   3.36    3.36  3.33  
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IEP commissions do not work actively and the meetings are 

conducted only on paper.  
2.84  2.86  2.81  2.72  

IEPs that need to be prepared according to individual needs are 

often downloaded from the internet or prepared according to the 

examples used in the past years.  

3.20  3.24  3.18  3.09  

There are deficiencies in the number of special education teachers.  3.67  3.75   3.76   3.75  

Support training rooms are not attractive to children as a place.  3.57  3.68  3.66  3.59  

School rules are overstretched for students with IEP.  2.72  2.80  2.79  2.84  

Students with inclusion measures are provided with more flexibility 

than is required according to the “Regulations for Promotion to a 

Higher Grade".  

3.11  3.19  3.11  3.15  

 

ANNEX-9 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Inclusion-Mainstreaming Practices in Schools According to 

Their Participation to Any INSET Program Previously or Not Variable 

 
Yes No 

Average Average 

Students with full-time inclusion measure in schools and part-time inclusion measure in 

special education classes are offered equal rights and opportunities in education with their 

peers.  

3.74  3.68  

Duties and responsibilities related to full-time inclusion practices or practices carried out in 

special education classes are fulfilled as in the regulation.  
3.91  3.81  

Sufficient attention is paid to diagnosis processes in GRCs.  3.20  3.24  

At the end of the educational assessment and diagnosis process, the students are 

diagnosed correctly.  
3.39  3.44 

Sufficient information is provided to the teachers teaching the student having an 

educational assessment  
3.44  3.42  

Parents fulfil their roles and responsibilities in educational assessment and diagnosis 

processes.  
3.05  3.01  

Teachers are sufficient in preparing IEP.  3.25  3.14  

A sufficient number of support education rooms are available in the schools.  2.84  2.73  

Institutional cooperation between the hospital, GRC, rehabilitation centre and school is 

satisfactory.  
2.84  2.83  

Current practices fail to integrate mainstreaming students and their peers.  3.25  3.30  
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Parents try to influence the content of the report by interfering with the diagnosis 

processes.  
3.45  3.38  

The process of educational assessment and diagnosis takes long time.  3.34  3.34  

IEP commissions do not work actively and the meetings are conducted only on paper.  2.75  2.82  

IEPs that need to be prepared according to individual needs are often downloaded from 

the internet or prepared according to the examples used in the past years.  
3.11  3.21  

There are deficiencies in the number of special education teachers.  3.75  3.73  

Support training rooms are not attractive to children as a place.  3.64  3.60  

School rules are overstretched for students with IEP.  2.77  2.83  

Students with inclusion measures are provided with more flexibility than is required 

according to the “Regulations for Promotion to a Higher Grade".  
3.08  3.21  

 

ANNEX-10 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants ' Views on Inclusion-Mainstreaming Practices in Schools According to 

Taking Courses or Not on Inclusion-Special Education-Mainstreaming During Their 

Undergraduate Education Variable 
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Average Average Average Average Average 

Students with full-time inclusion measure in schools and part-time 

inclusion measure in special education classes are offered equal 

rights and opportunities in education with their peers.  

3.72  3.69  3.70  3.71  3.73  

Duties and responsibilities related to full-time inclusion practices or 

practices carried out in special education classes are fulfilled as in 

the regulation.  

3.89  3.82  3.81  3.81  3.91  

Sufficient attention is paid to diagnosis processes in GRCs.  3.26  3.21  3.16  3.18  3.12  

At the end of the educational assessment and diagnosis process, 

the students are diagnosed correctly.  
3.43  3.42  3.39  3.44  3.35  

Sufficient information is provided to the teachers teaching the 

student having an educational assessment  
3.47  3.38  3.38  3.39  3.42  

Parents fulfil their roles and responsibilities in educational 

assessment and diagnosis processes.  
3.04  3.02  3.01  3.01  3.06  

Teachers are sufficient in preparing IEP.  3.22  3.15  3.18  3.20  3.22  

A sufficient number of support education rooms are available in the 

schools.  
2.87  2.71  2.67  2.67  2.80  
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Institutional cooperation between the hospital, GRC, rehabilitation 

centre and school is satisfactory.  
2.86  2.82  2.78  2.83  2.80  

Current practices fail to integrate mainstreaming students and their 

peers.  
3.27  3.28  3.30  3.25  3.30  

Parents try to influence the content of the report by interfering with 

the diagnosis processes.  
3.35  3.43  3.51  3.49  3.55  

The process of educational assessment and diagnosis takes long 

time.  
3.34  3.35  3.38  3.36  3.27  

IEP commissions do not work actively and the meetings are 

conducted only on paper.  
2.76  2.79  2.83  2.83  2.78  

IEPs that need to be prepared according to individual needs are 

often downloaded from the internet or prepared according to the 

examples used in the past years.  

3.17  3.16  3.17  3.14  3.06  

There are deficiencies in the number of special education teachers.  3.73  3.74  3.73  3.78  3.82  

Support training rooms are not attractive to children as a place.  3.61  3.62  3.62  3.66  3.67  

School rules are overstretched for students with IEP.  2.83  2.78  2.77  2.78  2.75  

Students with inclusion measures are provided with more flexibility 

than is required according to the “Regulations for Promotion to a 

Higher Grade".  

3.21  3.10  3.06  3.10  3.03  

Students with full-time inclusion measure in schools and part-time 

inclusion measure in special education classes are offered equal 

rights and opportunities in education with their peers.  

3.72  3.69  3.70  3.71  3.73  

 

 

ANNEX-11 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Factors Affecting Negatively the Success of Inclusion-

Mainstreaming Practices According to Gender Variable 
 

Female Male 

Average Average 

The culture of respecting differences in schools is not sufficiently understood 3.19  3.12  

Managers and teachers do not give the necessary importance to IEP 

processes 
2.51  2.55  

Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in schools 2.45  2.47  

Lack of support for teachers regarding inclusion/mainstreaming practices 3.37  3.23  
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Teachers' inadequacy in mainstreaming/inclusion practices (full-time 

mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in special education classes, 

support education room, etc.) 

3.22  3.08  

Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers and guidance 

teachers in schools 
2.94  2.96  

The IEP, identification, placement, monitoring and evaluation processes are 

excessively bureaucratic, and the paperwork is too much 
3.77  3.72  

Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to overcrowded classrooms 4.12  3.93  

Lack of support education rooms in schools 3.85  3.64  

Course hours are not suitable for support education 3.63  3.56  

IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually implemented 3.01  2.97  

Insufficient number and quality of staff in Guidance and Research Centres 

(GRC) 
3.40  3.22  

Parents with children having inclusive measures do not cooperate enough 

with the school 
3.61  3.54  

Parents' negative view of students with inclusive measures who are in the 

same class as their children 
3.32  3.22  

ANNEX-12 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Factors Affecting Negatively the Success of Inclusion-

Mainstreaming Practices According to Age Variable 
 

22-30-

Year-

Old 

31-40-

Year-

Old 

41-50-

Year-

Old 

51 + 

Year-

Old 

Average Average Average Average 

The culture of respecting differences in schools is not 

sufficiently understood 
3.34 3.22 3.04 2.99 

Managers and teachers do not give the necessary 

importance to IEP processes 
2.74 2.56 2.41 2.34 

Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in 

schools 
2.56 2.49 2.39 2.31 

Lack of support for teachers regarding 

inclusion/mainstreaming practices 
3.45 3.41 3.21 3.06 
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Teachers' inadequacy in mainstreaming/inclusion practices 

(full-time mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in special 

education classes, support education room, etc.) 

3.32 3.23 3.08 2.97 

Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers 

and guidance teachers in schools 
3.05 3.00 2.88 2.78 

The IEP, identification, placement, monitoring and evaluation 

processes are excessively bureaucratic, and the paperwork is 

too much 

3.77 3.80 3.74 3.58 

Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to 

overcrowded classrooms 
4.16 4.14 3.96 3.76 

Lack of support education rooms in schools 3.93 3.82 3.69 3.51 

Course hours are not suitable for support education 3.66 3.66 3.56 3.43  

IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually implemented 3.20 3.07 2.86 2.72 

Insufficient number and quality of staff in Guidance and 

Research Centres (GRC) 
3.41 3.41 3.26 3.09 

Parents with children having inclusive measures do not 

cooperate enough with the school 
3.79 3.64 3.47 3.34 

Parents' negative view of students with inclusive measures 

who are in the same class as their children 
3.43  3.32 3.18 3.14 

ANNEX-13 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Factors Affecting Negatively the Success of Inclusion-

Mainstreaming Practices According to Level of Education Variable 
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Average Average Average Average 

The culture of respecting differences in schools is not 

sufficiently understood 
3.04  3.17  3.18  2.76  

Managers and teachers do not give the necessary 

importance to IEP processes 
2.26  2.53  2.65  2.28  

Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in 

schools 
2.24  2.45  2.61  2.38  

Lack of support for teachers regarding 

inclusion/mainstreaming practices 
3.11  3.33  3.31  3.14  
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Teachers' inadequacy in mainstreaming/inclusion practices 

(full-time mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in special 

education classes, support education room, etc.) 

2.94  3.17  3.30  3.27  

Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers 

and guidance teachers in schools 
2.73  2.94  3.08  3.15  

The IEP, identification, placement, monitoring and evaluation 

processes are excessively bureaucratic, and the paperwork is 

too much 

3.57  3.76  3.74  3.65  

Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to 

overcrowded classrooms 
3.71  4.06  4.05  4.09  

Lack of support education rooms in schools 3.54  3.78  3.76  3.47  

Course hours are not suitable for support education 3.38  3.61  3.67  3.55  

IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually implemented 2.71  2.99  3.12  2.92  

Insufficient number and quality of staff in Guidance and 

Research Centres (GRC) 
3.12  3.33  3.35  3.32  

Parents with children having inclusive measures do not 

cooperate enough with the school 
3.34  3.60  3.60  3.61  

Parents' negative view of students with inclusive measures 

who are in the same class as their children 
3.20  3.29  3.24  2.95  

 

ANNEX-14 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Factors Affecting Negatively the Success of Inclusion-

Mainstreaming Practices According to Type and Level of the School Worked Variable 
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Average Average Average Average Average 

The culture of respecting differences in schools is not 

sufficiently understood 
3.20 3.11 3.20 3.11 3.32 

Managers and teachers do not give the necessary 

importance to IEP processes 
2.60 2.44 2.55 2.52 2.74 

Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in 

schools 
2.60 2.41 2.34 2.44 2.94 
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Lack of support for teachers regarding 

inclusion/mainstreaming practices 
3.66 3.31 3.21 3.21 3.35 

Teachers' inadequacy in mainstreaming/inclusion practices 

(full-time mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in special 

education classes, support education room, etc.) 

3.47 3.04 3.13 3.22 3.27 

Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers 

and guidance teachers in schools 
3.11 2.89 2.90 3.00 2.96 

The IEP, identification, placement, monitoring and evaluation 

processes are excessively bureaucratic, and the paperwork is 

too much 

3.76 3.76 3.75 3.77 3.60 

Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to 

overcrowded classrooms 
4.25 4.01 4.09 3.91 3.95 

Lack of support education rooms in schools 4.10 3.70 3.77 3.65 3.73 

Course hours are not suitable for support education 3.69 3.60 3.60 3.61 3.42 

IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually implemented 3.09 2.91 3.06 2.99 2.97 

Insufficient number and quality of staff in Guidance and 

Research Centres (GRC) 
3.50 3.34 3.25 3.20 3.38 

Parents with children having inclusive measures do not 

cooperate enough with the school 
3.52 3.56 3.65 3.56 3.67 

Parents' negative view of students with inclusive measures 

who are in the same class as their children 
3.59 3.31 3.19 2.95 3.57 

 

ANNEX-15 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Factors Affecting Negatively the Success of Inclusion-

Mainstreaming Practices According to Professional Position Variable 
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The culture of respecting differences in 

schools is not sufficiently understood 
3.12 3.20 3.11 3.18 3.08 3.08 3.51 

Managers and teachers do not give the 

necessary importance to IEP processes 
2.54 2.57 2.41 2.50 2.53 3.12 2.88 
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Students with inclusive measures are seen 

as burdens  in schools 
2.52 2.55 2.37 2.32 2.42 3.08 3.29 

Lack of support for teachers regarding 

inclusion/mainstreaming practices 
3.11 3.69 3.37 3.24 3.23 2.88 3.42 

Teachers' inadequacy in 

mainstreaming/inclusion practices (full-time 

mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in 

special education classes, support education 

room, etc.) 

3.27 3.42 3.01 3.13 3.13 3.41 3.32 

Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of 

managers, teachers and guidance teachers 

in schools 

2.97 3.10 2.89 2.92 3.01 3.03 2.96 

The IEP, identification, placement, 

monitoring and evaluation processes are 

excessively bureaucratic, and the paperwork 

is too much 

3.54 3.79 3.81 3.77 3.76 3.66 3.56 

Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP 

due to overcrowded classrooms 
3.86 4.26 4.02 4.07 3.71 4.15 3.98 

Lack of support education rooms in schools 3.59 4.08 3.73 3.76 3.57 3.69 3.81 

Course hours are not suitable for support 

education 
3.54 3.67 3.62 3.62 3.48 3.57 3.41 

IEPs are usually only on paper and not 

actually implemented 
3.08 3.05 2.87 3.02 2.95 3.32 3.01 

Insufficient number and quality of staff in 

Guidance and Research Centres (GRC) 
3.22 3.51 3.37 3.26 3.18 3.15 3.45 

Parents with children having inclusive 

measures do not cooperate enough with the 

school 

3.61 3.52 3.55 3.63 3.57 3.51 3.73 

Parents' negative view of students with 

inclusive measures who are in the same 

class as their children 

3.41 3.59 3.29 3.12 2.83 3.17 3.82 

 

ANNEX-16 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Factors Affecting Negatively the Success of Inclusion-

Mainstreaming Practices According to Professional Seniority (Year of Experience in MoNE) Variable 
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Average Average Average Average 

The culture of respecting differences in schools is not sufficiently 

understood 
3.34  3.28  3.19  3.02  

Managers and teachers do not give the necessary importance to IEP 

processes 
2.68  2.65  2.53  2.40  

Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in schools 2.48  2.55  2.49  2.37  

Lack of support for teachers regarding inclusion/mainstreaming 

practices 
3.39  3.44  3.40  3.18  

Teachers' inadequacy in mainstreaming/inclusion practices (full-time 

mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in special education 

classes, support education room, etc.) 

3.26  3.31  3.21  3.04  

Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers and 

guidance teachers in schools 
2.98  3.06  2.99  2.86  

The IEP, identification, placement, monitoring and evaluation 

processes are excessively bureaucratic, and the paperwork is too 

much 

3.73  3.83  3.79  3.69  

Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to overcrowded 

classrooms 
4.07  4.19  4.16  3.91  

Lack of support education rooms in schools 3.89  3.89  3.82  3.63  

Course hours are not suitable for support education 3.61  3.71  3.64  3.53  

IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually implemented 3.13  3.15  3.05  2.83  

Insufficient number and quality of staff in Guidance and Research 

Centres (GRC) 
3.33  3.44  3.42  3.22  

Parents with children having inclusive measures do not cooperate 

enough with the school 
3.77  3.71  3.59  3.45  

Parents' negative view of students with inclusive measures who are 

in the same class as their children 
3.37  3.37  3.34  3.17  

 

ANNEX-17 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Factors Affecting Negatively the Success of Inclusion-

Mainstreaming Practices According to Their Participation to Any INSET Program Previously or Not 

Variable 
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Average Average 
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The culture of respecting differences in schools is not sufficiently 

understood 
3.13  3.19  

Managers and teachers do not give the necessary importance to IEP 

processes 
2.51  2.54  

Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in schools 2.49  2.42  

Lack of support for teachers regarding inclusion/mainstreaming practices 3.28  3.35  

Teachers' inadequacy in mainstreaming/inclusion practices (full-time 

mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in special education classes, 

support education room, etc.) 

3.11  3.23  

Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers and guidance 

teachers in schools 
2.92  2.98  

The IEP, identification, placement, monitoring and evaluation processes are 

excessively bureaucratic, and the paperwork is too much 
3.74  3.76  

Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to overcrowded 

classrooms 
4.05  4.04  

Lack of support education rooms in schools 3.74  3.79  

Course hours are not suitable for support education 3.58  3.63  

IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually implemented 2.94  3.04  

Insufficient number and quality of staff in Guidance and Research Centres 

(GRC) 
3.31  3.34  

Parents with children having inclusive measures do not cooperate enough 

with the school 
3.57  3.61  

Parents' negative view of students with inclusive measures who are in the 

same class as their children 
3.32  3.24  

 

ANNEX-18 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants ' Views on Factors Affecting Negatively the Success of Inclusion-

Mainstreaming Practices According to Taking Courses or Not on Inclusion-Special Education-

Mainstreaming During Their Undergraduate Education Variable 
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The culture of respecting differences in schools is not 

sufficiently understood 
3.11 3.19 3.23 3.28 3.25 

Managers and teachers do not give the necessary 

importance to IEP processes 
2.45 2.56 2.59 2.67 2.68 

Students with inclusive measures are seen as burdens  in 

schools 
2.37 2.46 2.55 2.63 2.73 

Lack of support for teachers regarding 

inclusion/mainstreaming practices 
3.25 3.39 3.40 3.41 3.32 

Teachers' inadequacy in mainstreaming/inclusion practices 

(full-time mainstreaming, part-time mainstreaming in special 

education classes, support education room, etc.) 

3.13 3.21 3.20 3.22 3.19 

Lack of clear roles and responsibilities of managers, teachers 

and guidance teachers in schools 
2.92 2.98 2.99 3.04 2.92 

The IEP, identification, placement, monitoring and evaluation 

processes are excessively bureaucratic, and the paperwork is 

too much 

3.75 3.75 3.76 3.75 3.72 

Teachers' lack of time for students with IEP due to 

overcrowded classrooms 
3.99 4.11 4.13 4.09 4.06 

Lack of support education rooms in schools 3.70 3.82 3.87 3.91 3.80 

Course hours are not suitable for support education 3.59 3.62 3.64 3.63 3.60 

IEPs are usually only on paper and not actually implemented 2.95 3.03 3.05 3.09 3.00 

Insufficient number and quality of staff in Guidance and 

Research Centres (GRC) 
3.26 3.36 3.40 3.33 3.40 

Parents with children having inclusive measures do not 

cooperate enough with the school 
3.54 3.61 3.64 3.67 3.62 

Parents' negative view of students with inclusive measures 

who are in the same class as their children 
3.16 3.34 3.43  3.46 3.50 

 

 

ANNEX-19 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Educational Processes and Their Perspectives on Children 

According to Gender Variable 
 

Female Male 
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Average Average 

Teachers should focus on students in their work. 4.60 4.54 

Students should be helped to reach their potential. 4.67 4.62 

Since each child has different abilities, the task of teachers is 

to realize and develop it. 
4.58 4.55 

Since each child has different abilities, there should not be 

despair for any child. 
4.61 4.55 

Teachers should plan their lessons to teach the skills needed 

rather than the information students need to memorize 
4.59 4.54 

Many students have behavioural problems. 3.52 3.44 

The main task of teachers should be to select and educate 

the smartest students. 
1.25 1.41 

There are some students in schools who will never succeed, 

and there is nothing teachers can do for those students. 
1.48 1.71 

 

ANNEX-20 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Educational Processes and Their Perspectives on Children 

According to Age Variable 
 

22-30-

Year-

Old 

31-40-

Year-

Old 

41-50-

Year-

Old 

51 + 

Age 

Average Average Average Average 

Teachers should focus on students in their work. 4.59 4.58 4.58 4.58 

Students should be helped to reach their potential. 4.69 4.65 4.64 4.61 

Since each child has different abilities, the task of teachers is to 

realize and develop it. 
4.59 4.56 4.55 4.59 

Since each child has different abilities, there should not be 

despair for any child. 
4.60 4.56 4.58 4.63 
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Teachers should plan their lessons to teach the skills needed 

rather than the information students need to memorize 
4.59 4.56 4.56 4.59 

Many students have behavioural problems. 3.43  3.48 3.51 3.55 

The main task of teachers should be to select and educate the 

smartest students. 
1.31 1.31 1.31 1.32 

There are some students in schools who will never succeed, and 

there is nothing teachers can do for those students. 
1.59 1.60 1.54 1.52 
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ANNEX-21 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Educational Processes and Their Perspectives on Children 

According to Level of Education Variable 
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Average Average Average Average 

Teachers should focus on students in their work. 4.60  4.58  4.54  4.52  

Students should be helped to reach their potential. 4.63  4.65  4.63  4.64  

Since each child has different abilities, the task of teachers is 

to realize and develop it. 
4.61  4.57  4.53  4.62  

Since each child has different abilities, there should not be 

despair for any child. 
4.65  4.59  4.54  4.70  

Teachers should plan their lessons to teach the skills needed 

rather than the information students need to memorize 
4.60  4.57  4.52  4.62  

Many students have behavioural problems. 3.52  3.49  3.44  3.44  

The main task of teachers should be to select and educate 

the smartest students. 
1.32  1.31  1.36  1.24  

There are some students in schools who will never succeed, 

and there is nothing teachers can do for those students. 
1.43  1.57  1.65  1.48  
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ANNEX-22 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Educational Processes and Their Perspectives on Children 

According to Type and Level of School Worked Variable 
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Average Average Average Average Average 

Teachers should focus on students in their 

work. 
4.62 4.62 4.55 4.51 4.63 

Students should be helped to reach their 

potential. 
4.66 4.67 4.64 4.61 4.69 

Since each child has different abilities, the 

task of teachers is to realize and develop it. 
4.62 4.60 4.53 4.47 4.65 

Since each child has different abilities, there 

should not be despair for any child. 
4.65 4.61 4.54 4.51 4.66 

Teachers should plan their lessons to teach 

the skills needed rather than the information 

students need to memorize 

4.64 4.59 4.53 4.51 4.65 

Many students have behavioural problems. 3.32 3.49 3.52 3.53 3.61 

The main task of teachers should be to select 

and educate the smartest students. 
1.23 1.29 1.35 1.38 1.28 

There are some students in schools who will 

never succeed, and there is nothing teachers 

can do for those students. 

1.35 1.50 1.69 1.77 1.43 

 

  



 

 

 

  100 

ANNEX-23 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Educational Processes and Their Perspectives on Children 

According to Professional Position Variable 
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Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 

Teachers should focus on students 

in their work. 
4.54  4.63  4.63  4.54  4.50  4.56  4.65  

Students should be helped to reach 

their potential. 
4.61  4.66  4.67  4.64  4.59  4.68  4.73  

Since each child has different 

abilities, the task of teachers is to 

realize and develop it. 

4.59  4.61  4.60  4.51  4.45  4.61  4.70  

Since each child has different 

abilities, there should not be 

despair for any child. 

4.59  4.66  4.61  4.53  4.51  4.60  4.70  

Teachers should plan their lessons 

to teach the skills needed rather 

than the information students need 

to memorize 

4.56  4.65  4.59  4.52  4.53  4.59  4.68  

Many students have behavioural 

problems. 
3.43   3.34  3.51  3.54  3.60  3.17  3.67  

The main task of teachers should 

be to select and educate the 

smartest students. 

1.41  1.21  1.28  1.35  1.41  1.21  1.26  

There are some students in schools 

who will never succeed, and there 

is nothing teachers can do for 

those students. 

1.57  1.33  1.50  1.72  1.84  1.43  1.36  
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ANNEX-24 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Educational Processes and Their Perspectives on Children 

According to Professional Seniority (Year of Experience in MoNE) Variable 
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Average Average Average Average 

Teachers should focus on students in 

their work. 
4.59  4.55  4.61  4.58  

Students should be helped to reach 

their potential. 
4.70  4.65  4.66  4.63  

Since each child has different abilities, 

the task of teachers is to realize and 

develop it. 

4.61  4.54  4.58  
          

4.55  

Since each child has different abilities, 

there should not be despair for any 

child. 

4.62  4.55  4.58  4.59  

Teachers should plan their lessons to 

teach the skills needed rather than the 

information students need to 

memorize 

4.59  4.55  4.58  4.57  

Many students have behavioural 

problems. 
3.42  3.48  3.48  3.52  

The main task of teachers should be 

to select and educate the smartest 

students. 

1.30  1.32  1.30  1.32  

There are some students in schools 

who will never succeed, and there is 

nothing teachers can do for those 

students. 

1.58  1.64  1.55  1.54  
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ANNEX-25 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants' Views on Educational Processes and Their Perspectives on Children 

According to Their Participation to Any INSET Program Previously or Not Variable 

 
Yes No 

Average Average 

Teachers should focus on students in their work. 4.60 4.57 

Students should be helped to reach their potential. 4.66 4.64 

Since each child has different abilities, the task of teachers is to 

realize and develop it. 
4.60 4.54 

Since each child has different abilities, there should not be 

despair for any child. 
4.61 4.56 

Teachers should plan their lessons to teach the skills needed 

rather than the information students need to memorize 
4.59 4.55 

Many students have behavioural problems. 3.49 3.48 

The main task of teachers should be to select and educate the 

smartest students. 
1.30 1.33 

There are some students in schools who will never succeed, and 

there is nothing teachers can do for those students. 
1.51 1.62 
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ANNEX-26 

Arithmetic Averages of Participants ' Views on Teachers' Educational Processes and Their Perspectives on 

Children According to Taking Courses or Not on Inclusion-Special Education-Mainstreaming 

During Their Undergraduate Education Variable 
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Average Average Average Average Average 

Teachers should focus on students in their 

work. 
4.57 4.59 4.59 4.58 4.62 

Students should be helped to reach their 

potential. 
4.64 4.65 4.66 4.68 4.70 

Since each child has different abilities, the 

task of teachers is to realize and develop it. 
4.53 4.57 4.60 4.63 4.66 

Since each child has different abilities, there 

should not be despair for any child. 
4.56 4.59 4.60 4.64 4.67 

Teachers should plan their lessons to teach 

the skills needed rather than the 

information students need to memorize 

4.54 4.57 4.61 4.61 4.63 

Many students have behavioural problems. 3.53 3.45 3.43  3.41 3.49 

The main task of teachers should be to 

select and educate the smartest students. 
1.32 1.29 1.32 1.34 1.31 

There are some students in schools who will 

never succeed, and there is nothing 

teachers can do for those students. 

1.63 1.53 1.52 1.49 1.47 

 


