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Abstract

The purpose of this research is to examine the competencies of primary schools
for inclusive education practices from the point of view of classroom teachers. The
research was designed in a quantitative scanning design. The study group of the
research consists of 221 classroom teachers working in primary schools in Sivas
province in the Central Anatolia Region of Turkey. As a data collection tool, the
“Competence Scale for Inclusive Education Practices of Schools” developed by
Yazicioglu and Stimer-Dodur (2021) was used. Scale; It consists of four dimensions
and 25 items in the form of teacher knowledge level, school guidance services,
environmental educational regulation and support education room services. After
obtaining the relevant permissions, the research data were collected by the
researchers through the selection of voluntary participants by interviewing the
school administrations one by one and giving information about the research. An
online data collection tool was sent to the teachers who volunteered to participate
in the study. The data collection process took 85 days. SPSS-29 was used in the
analysis of the data obtained from the research, and descriptive statistics, T-test
and ANOVA test were performed. According to the findings obtained from the
research, the qualifications for inclusive education practices are lower in village
schools than in provincial and district schools. There is a significant difference
between the low socio-economic level and the middle socio-economic level in
favor of the middle level In addition, there is a parallelism between the physical
competencies of schools and their competencies for inclusive education practices.
There is a positive significant difference between the presence of a supportive
education classroom and guidance service in schools and their competencies for
inclusive education practices. There is a similar relationship in the case of
information activities and collaboration in schools. In this context, it is
recommended to policy makers to improve physical facilities, especially starting
from schools in rural areas, and to establish separate support education rooms
and guidance services in schools. In addition, curricula can be developed in order
to increase the existing collaboration and information in schools. Researchers can
design studies that examine the impact of collaboration and information on the
success of inclusive education practices.
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INTRODUCTION

Education is the process by which the child is harmonized with society and the world through various
methods in an environment where his or her individuality is taken into account. This process takes place
through instructional activities starting from kindergarten and extending to doctoral studies, and schools
are actually rehearsal places for the environments in which children will live in the future. Therefore, the
harmonization between children to be provided at school is important (Toprakgi, 2017). This importance
makes education a fundamental and integral part of human rights and reminds us that no student should
be excluded from the scope of education for any reason such as gender, language, disability, etc.
Inclusive education aims to enable all students with and without special needs to benefit from education
rights and opportunities at the highest level in line with their needs, without being separated from their
physical and social environments. Inclusive education practices include arrangements to ensure that all
students have active and equal access to and access to educational resources. Diversity is welcomed in
inclusive education environments. Each student's unique contribution is valued (Ainscow, 2020; iscen-
Karasu, 2021; i§cen—Karasu, 2022; Nutbrown et al., 2013; Open Society Foundations, 2019; UNESCO, 2017;
Yilmaz-Atman, 2022).

Especially in the 1960s, developments in the world on issues such as human rights and equality
reminded the education rights of individuals with special needs (Kargin, 2003). The first legal regulations
regarding the planning and execution of educational services to which these individuals are entitled
began in the mid-1970s under the leadership of the USA (1975 / Public Law 94-142 - Education for All
Handicapped Children Act). In the following years, the scope of these legal regulations, on which many
countries are based, was expanded in line with the changing resources and requirements over time.
Today, the education rights of individuals with special needs are guaranteed in many parts of the world,
especially in the context of inclusive Education (Brown & Guralnick, 2012).

In Turkey, this process started with the Law on Children in Need of Special Education in 1983.
Inclusive education has found its legal basis more specifically with the Decree Law No. 573 on Special
Education issued in 1997. In the Special Education Services Regulation, the scope of which has been
expanded in line with these laws, the most recent version of which has been in force since 2018, the
inclusive education rights of individuals with special needs have been highlighted (Yazicioglu, 2018).

With all these legal regulations in the world and in Turkey, an increasing number of students with
special needs are in general education environments. When applied successfully, not only students with
special needs, but also all stakeholders in the same environment can obtain positive outcomes from
inclusive Education (Hehir et al., 2016; Sucuoglu & Kargin, 2006). Schools are the first formal education
environments that come to mind, where formal education activities are carried out on a purposeful and
programmed basis (Demirel & Kaya, 2018). With the acceptance of inclusion in the education system,
the roles and responsibilities of schools are changing in order to obtain the expected benefit from
inclusive education for all (Yazicioglu & Stimer-Dodur, 2021).

Ainscow (2020) has also formulated a framework on how to promote inclusion and equity in the
education system, placing schools at the center of the framework. Accordingly, for the success of
inclusion, schools must focus on fostering, and developing their potential for, the participation and
learning of an increasingly diverse range of students. Schools’ inclusion initiatives should be about
improving their schools, not trying to integrate special needs groups into their existing arrangements.
Ainscow describes this as the “inclusive turn” of schools.

In order to move forward on the path of inclusion, schools must first adopt inclusiveness as a
principle in the context of policy. In this context, they are expected to see all members of the society as
stakeholders and to be warm and supportive to everyone. In the context of practices, they are expected
to use the evidence obtained by identifying the factors that support or hinder inclusivity, develop various
strategies to monitor and support the development of all students, and create a culture of collaboration
with all stakeholders from inside the school to the outside of the school door and from the micro level
to the macro level (Ainscow, 2020; Thomas, 1997; Villa & Thousand, 2005). In summary, all information
reveals the need for schools to take increasing responsibility for the education of groups previously
excluded from general education, especially students with disabilities, and to make necessary changes
in school policies, practices and curricula while educating them with appropriate support in
neighborhood schools (Kinsella, 2020).
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The basic criteria that inclusive schools must meet at the international level are reported. In
particular, subjects such as to provide teachers with educational support for inclusive practices, to
increase the collaboration and participation of families, to make the physical environment accessible, to
provide access to education programs and tools for all children, to provide specialist, environment and
consultancy support for support special education services, to maintain collaboration with other
institutions, provide visible administrative support are some of the important criteria that schools should
meet (Clark et al., 1999; McGregor & Vogelsberg, 1998; McLeskey et al., 2014; Yazicioglu & Siimer-Dodur,
2021). Of course, while all these criteria are met, it should be remembered that inclusion is more than
just providing money and better resources, and it is made to give everyone a chance to share the shared
wealth and culture of the school (Thomas, 1997).

In Turkey, there are basic criteria that schools are expected to meet for inclusive practices from
pre-school to secondary education on a legal basis. Regulations such as establishing Individualized
Education Program (IEPs) development units, opening support resource rooms, conducting needs
assessment studies, physical and educational environment arrangements, informing students, families,
teachers and other employees for inclusion, preparing support education programs, planning and
implementation of school guidance services are some of them (Ministry of National Education [MoNE],
2017, 2018; Yazicioglu & Sumer-Dodur, 2021).

So, do schools meet the basic criteria required for the successful implementation of inclusion? In
other words, what are the qualifications of schools for inclusive practices? There are studies that seek
answers to this question in the world and in Turkey.

In the literature, there are many studies in which the needs, opinions and difficulties are
determined in general or according to various parameters (eg IEPs, collaboration, staff preparation) for
the inclusive practices of various stakeholders such as teachers, parents, administrators, typically
developing children at different education levels (e.g. Akalin, 2014; Akalin et al., 2014; Adderley et al,
2015; Graham & Spandagou, 2011; Onciil & Batu, 2005; Sara¢ & Colak, 2012; Schwab et al., 2015; Vlachou
et al,, 2016; Yilmaz & Batu, 2016; Zagona et al, 2017 etc.). Among the important results from these
studies is evidence showing that inclusive schools are able to meet important criteria such as enhancing
teachers' professional development, effective classroom management and behavior control, effective
IEPs development and implementation, family involvement and collaboration to a limited extent.

In the literature, there are also studies conducted using measurement tools developed to evaluate
the inclusive practices of schools according to more than one parameter. For example, Carrington et al.
(2023), spent a year working on reviews, improvement and change in a middle school with the “Index
for Inclusion” developed by Booth & Ainscow (2011). The results showed that as the stages of the index
were implemented in the school, the dialogue between the staff and the students improved, and the
sense of commitment and belonging to the school increased. Loreman (2013) and Kyriazopoulou &
Weber (2009) developed tools based on input-process-output evaluation logic to determine inclusive
education and inclusive schools qualifications according to the research literature. In various studies, the
adequacy of integrating practices in schools were evaluated in the context of the literature with these
tools. (e.g. Hosshan et al.,, 2020; Van Mieghem et al., 2020 etc.). Although limited, such studies are also
found in Turkey. For example, Yilmaz (2014) focused on evaluating the quality of classroom
environments, which is one of the basic subsystems of schools, at the preschool level, with the "Inclusive
Classroom Profile - (ICP)" developed by Soukakou (2012). The researcher found that preschool
classrooms are located in the inadequate-limited category. Similarly, Bakkaloglu et al. (2017) evaluated
the quality of preschool inclusive classrooms from the perspective of teachers and independent
observers with The Classroom Quality Measurement Form (CQMF) developed by Sandall & Schwartz
(2008). The results showed that the quality of the classes was low. Gunli & Ozgiir-Yilmaz (2022),
“Inclusion Regulations Scale - (KIDO)" developed by Kargin et al. (2010) determined their situation
regarding inclusive practices in schools from the eyes of teachers working in various school types and
grade levels from different branches. The results showed that instructional and physical arrangements
were highly used in classroom practices in schools.

In this research, it is aimed to determine the current situation of primary schools from the
perspective of classroom teachers with the "Competence Scale for Inclusive Education Practices of
Schools" developed by Yazicioglu & Stimer-Dodur (2021). Yazicioglu and Simer-Dodur showed that the
scale measures most of the internationally specified criteria in a valid and reliable way. It is thought that
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the results of our research will contribute to the literature, as it allows a wider range of evaluations
compared to previous studies conducted with primary school teachers in Turkey. Approximately 35% of
the students who continue their education through inclusion in Turkey receive education at primary
school level (National Education Statistics Formal Education 2021/'22). Making evaluations based on the
statements of the classroom teachers, who are most responsible for the execution of educational
activities in these schools, will help to reach more information. It is hoped that the evidence to be
obtained as a result of the research will guide research and practices that aim to refine the quality of
inclusion in schools. The questions to be answered in line with the purpose of the research are listed as
follows:

e What are the qualifications that schools have for inclusive education practices?

e s there a significant difference between the qualifications of primary schools for inclusive
education practices and the characteristics of the schools (the location of the school, the socio-
economic level of the school, the physical facilities of the school, the status of being a support
education class, the status of being a guidance service, informing, collaborating)?

METHOD

This research is a quantitative research in screening design. In the study, which was handled with a
descriptive approach, single scanning and relational scanning models were used. The tendencies,
attitudes and views of the group can be determined based on the data obtained from the study group
with the screening design (Creswell, 2013). While descriptive statistical values can be reached with the
single survey model, estimations can be made about the situation of more than one variable against
each other with the relational survey model (Karasar, 2005). In this study, these methods were used
because both the descriptive values obtained from the scale and the level of differentiation in terms of
variables were examined.

1. Study Group

In the research, the competencies of primary schools for inclusive education practices are
determined in line with the opinions of classroom teachers. In this context, the study group of the
research cinsists of 221 classroom teachers working in the central, district and village schools of Sivas
Province, located in the Central Anotolia region. Demographic information about the teachers included
in the study group is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive information of teachers

Variable N %
Gender Woman 91 412
Male 130 58.8
Age 20-35 62 28.1
36-50 111 50.2
51 and Above 48 21.7
Professional Experience 1-10 43 19.5
11-20 82 371
21-30 65 29.4
31 and Above 31 14.0
Educational Status Licence 190 86.0
Postgraduate 31 14.0
Status of Trained on Inclusion Yes 167 75.6
No 54 24.4
Inclusive Education Experience Yes 172 77.8
No 49 22.2
Total 221 100

As seen in Table 1, 91 of the teachers are female and 130 are male. There are 62 teachers in the
age range of 20-35, 111 teachers in the age range of 36-50, 48 teachers in the age range of 51 and
above, 43 of whom are 1-10 years, 82 are 11-20 years, 65 are 21-30 years and 31'i Has 31 years or more
of professional experience. 190 teachers have undergraduate education and 31 teachers have
postgraduate education. 167 of the teachers have attended a training on inclusive education before and
172 teachers have previous inclusive education experience. In this study, since the competencies of
primary schools for inclusive education practices are examined, the research variables are descriptive
information about the schools where the teachers work. For this reason, descriptive information about
the primary schools where teachers work is presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Descriptive information of schools

Variable f %
Location of the School Province 161 729
District 33 14.9
Village 27 12.2
Socio-Economic Level of the School Good 37 16.7
Middle 118 534
Low 66 29.9
The School’s Physical Facilities Sufficient 73 33.0
Middle 115 52.0
Insufficient 33 14.9
Support Training Class Yes 140 63.3
No 81 36.7
Counseling Service Yes 148 67.0
No 73 33.0
Information Yes 166 75.1
No 55 24.9
Collaboration Yes 187 84.6
No 34 154
Total 221 100

As seen in Table 2, there are 161 provinces, 33 districts and 27 village schools. When the socio-
economic characteristics of the schools are examined, 37 is good, 118 is medium and 66 is low. It is
understood that the physical facilities of the schools are sufficient in 73 schools, 115 secondary schools
and 33 schools insufficient. There are support education classes in 140 schools and guidance services in
148 schools. Information activities are carried out in 166 schools and collaboration activities are carried
out in 187 schools.

2. Data Collection Tool

In the research, an information form and “Competence Scale for Inclusive Education Practices of
Schools” were used for data collection. The information form was developed by the researcher and
includes questions about demographic information about teachers and descriptive information about
the school they work at. The Competence Scale for Inclusive Education Practices of Schools was
developed by Yazicioglu & Stmer-Dodur (2021). There are four dimensions and 25 items in the scale
called “"teacher knowledge level, school guidance services, environmental educational regulation and
support education room services". According to the confirmatory factor analysis findings, the scale had
acceptable goodness-of-fit values and the Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient was calculated as .95.
Permission was obtained from the authors to use the scale.

3. Data Collection Process

During the research process, permission was obtained from the Social and Human Sciences Board
of Sivas Cumbhuriyet University, Scientific Research and Publication Ethics, dated 30.03.2022 and
numbered E-60263016-050.06.04-149786. After obtaining the necessary permission from the Ministry
of National Education Provincial Directorate of National Education, the researcher interviewed the
schools one by one and gave information about the research. An online measurement tool was directed
to the teachers who volunteered to participate in the study. The data collection process took 85 days
and no teachers were forced to participate in the process, gifts etc. incentives such as.

4. Analysis of Data

SPSS 29 was used in the analysis of the data obtained from the research. In order to determine
the tests to be used in this context, the normality test was performed. The normality test results for the
scale and its sub-dimensions are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Normality test results

Dimensions X sd Skewness Kurtosis
Teacher knowledge level 3.52 .809 .045 -613
School guidance services 3.59 1.290 -.688 -.651
Environmental and educational regulation 3.56 973 -.565 -131
Support training room services 3.69 1.098 =727 -.307
Scale Total 3.59 .819 -.245 -.684

As it can be seen in Table 3, since the skewness and kurtosis values are between +1 and -1, it
provides the assumption of normality (Hair et al, 2013). The data obtained from the research were
analyzed with descriptive analysis, T test and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA test). In the
presentation of the findings of the descriptive analysis results, the expressions in each dimension and
dimension were interpreted one by one. During the interpretation phase, 1-1.8 very low, 1.81-2.6 low,
2.61-3.4 medium, 3.41-4.2 high, 4.21-5 very high values were taken into account in determining the level
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of agreement of the study group. The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient for this study was calculated
as .856 for the teacher knowledge level dimension, .981 for the school guidance services dimension, .903
for the environmental and educational arrangement dimension, .936 for the support education room
services dimension and .956 for the scale total. It can be said that the scale and its sub-dimensions have
a high level of reliability (Tezbasaran, 1997).

FINDINGS

1. Findings Regarding the First Sub-Aim

Within the scope of the research, “What are the qualifications of primary schools for inclusive
education practices?” search for an answer to the question. In this context, the descriptive findings
obtained from the research are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of competence scale for inclusive education practices of schools

Di- Scale Items Never Rarely Sometimes Most of Always

men- the time

sions f % f % f % f % f % X sd
Teachers received in-service training on inclusive education. 12 54 41 186 89 403 54 244 25 113 3.17 1.03

Teachers have knowledge and skills related to inclusive education. 6 27 22 100 79 357 77 348 37 167 352 97
Teachers have knowledge and skills on preventive classroom 2 9 31 140 68 308 81 367 39 176 356 .96
management.

Teachers have knowledge and skills on behavior control. 0 0 18 81 58 262 92 416 53 240 3.81 .89

Teacher
knowledge level

The school guidance service cooperates with teachers in inclusive 25 113 18 81 45 204 55 249 78 353 3.64 133
education practices at school.

School guidance service cooperates with relevant persons, institutions 26 118 17 7.7 39 176 63 285 76 344 3.66 1.33
and organizations in the execution of educational services for students

with special needs.

School guidance service plans family trainings for families of students 30 136 20 9.0 37 167 54 244 80 36.2 3.60 140
with special needs.

E The school guidance service regularly monitors the education of 33 149 23 104 39 176 53 240 73 33.0 349 142
E students with special needs in the support education room.
§ The school guidance service organizes events such as meetings, 38 172 19 86 50 226 45 204 69 312 339 144
3 conferences and panels for teachers on inclusive education practices.
3 The school guidance service has knowledge and experience in directing 28 127 5 23 47 213 46 20.8 95 430 379 135
] students to be evaluated for special education eligibility to the Guidance
é Research Center (RAM).
The school guidance service follows the progress of students with 28 127 22 100 47 213 50 226 74 335 354 137
special needs who benefit from the support education room service.
The school guidance service is knowledgeable in conducting family 28 127 20 9.0 50 226 42 19.0 81 36.7 3.57 138
guidance services for families of students with special needs.
The school guidance service is knowledgeable in conducting family 31 140 13 59 46 208 51 231 80 362 3.61 138
guidance services for families of students who do not have special
needs.
Environmental regulations (access to places such as classroom, 18 81 21 95 66 299 59 267 57 258 3.52 1.20

playground, gym, etc., ramps, toilets, inscriptions on doors, etc.) are

sufficient for inclusive education practices at school.

Necessary educational arrangements (individualization of instruction, 11 50 22 10.0 78 353 63 285 47 213 3.51 1.08
educational material, methods and techniques used, measurement and

evaluation, etc.) are sufficient for inclusive education practices at school.

Necessary tools, materials and materials are sufficient for inclusive 18 81 28 127 71 321 76 344 28 127 330 1.10
education practices at school.

The physical environment of the classrooms (rows, heat, light, lighting, 8 36 17 77 56 253 69 312 71 321 3.80 1.08
etc.) and the safety of other environments in the school are sufficient for

all students.

The physical environment at the school (size of classes, student sizes, 17 77 22 100 49 222 59 267 74 335 368 1.24

Environmental and educational regulation

etc.) is sufficient for students with special needs.

The school has a number of support education rooms where students 43 195 23 104 55 249 39 176 61 276 323 145
with special needs can receive education.

Educational services are carried out within the plan and programinthe 18 81 14 63 46 208 65 294 78 353 3.77 122
support education room(s) at the school.

Physical conditions such as heat, light, width and hygiene of the support 28 127 10 45 44 199 57 258 82 37.1 370 1.34
training room(s) are sufficient.

Support training room(s) are far from noisy environments. 32 145 15 68 47 213 60 27.1 67 303 3.52 1.36
Instructional objectives for the students who will receive education in 22 100 12 54 43 195 70 317 74 335 373 125
the support education room(s) are determined by the IEP development

unit.

A sufficient number of teachers are assigned in the support education 22 100 9 41 39 176 56 253 95 43.0 387 128
room(s) according to the educational needs of the students.

All students are encouraged to participate in activities outside the 8 36 10 45 48 217 59 267 96 434 4.01 1.07
curriculum (cultural, sporting, social, family, etc.).

Support training room services
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When Table 4 is examined, it is seen that teachers agree at a moderate level in terms of teacher
knowledge level, while they agree at a high level in other statements. The general average of the
dimension is 3.52 and it is understood that teachers generally agree with the statements in this
dimension at a high level. When the statements in the dimension of school guidance services are
examined, it is seen that the teachers moderately agree with the statement that the school guidance
service organizes activities such as meetings, conferences and panels for teachers on inclusive education
practices, while they agree at a high level with the other statements. Its size average is 3.59, which is
high. In terms of environmental and educational regulation, “The necessary tools, materials and materials
are sufficient for inclusive education practices at school.” It is understood that they have moderate level
of agreement with the statement, and high level of agreement with the other statements. Its size average
is 3.56, which is high. In the dimension of support education room services, they agreed at a low level to
the statement of having a number of support education rooms where students with special needs can
receive education, at a high level to the other statements. The size average is 3.69, which is high. When
the whole scale is examined, the mean of the scale is 3.59, which is high. In line with the views of the
working group, the situations where inclusive education practices are at a moderate level, teachers
receive in-service training on inclusive education, the school guidance service organizes events such as
meetings, conferences and panels for teachers on inclusive education practices, the adequacy of the
tools, materials and materials required for inclusive education practices at school and It is in the form of
having a number of support education rooms in the school where students with special needs can
receive education.

2. Findings Related to the Second Sub-Problem

Within the scope of the research, "Is there a significant difference between the qualifications of
primary schools for inclusive education practices and the characteristics of the schools (the location of
the school, the socio-economic level of the school, the physical facilities of the school, the status of
being a support education class, the status of being a guidance service, informing, collaborating)?"
search for an answer to the question. In this context, the ANOVA test findings regarding the school
location variable are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. ANOVA test results of the competence scale for inclusive education practices of schools according to the variable of school
location

Mean

Location of the School N X sd Sou.rce of Sum of df of F p S|‘g nificant
Variance Squares Difference
Squares
Teacher Province* 161  3.49 .785 Between groups 3.324 2 1.662 2.570 .079
knowledge District? 33 379 6% Within groups 140.960 218 647 -
level Village© 27 336 1.017 Total 144.283 220
School Province* 161 3.72 1.253 Between groups 21.873 2 10.937 6.924 001"
guidance District® 33 3.64 1.191 Within groups 344343 218 1.580 Eiz
services Village® 27 2.75 1.354 Total 366.217 220
Environmental  Province® 161  3.60 974 Between groups 10.902 2 5.451 6.013 .003"
and District? 33 3.82 .840 Within groups 197.610 218 906 a>c
educational Vilage* 27 300 938 Total 208512 220 b>c
regulation
Support Province* 161 3.78 1.078 Between groups 23.174 2 11.587 10429  .0071°
training room  District® 33 393  .846 Within groups 242200 218 1.111 gzz
services Village® 27 2.83 1.132 Total 265.375 220
Province* 161  3.65 811 Between groups 11.812 2 5.906 9.473 001"
Scale Total Districtt 33 379 656 Within groups 135904 218 623 ?,ZE
Village® 27 2.98 .800 Total 147.715 220
*p<.05

When the table is examined, there is no significant difference in the dimension of teacher
knowledge at the p<.05 significance level in terms of the location of the school. There is a significant
difference in the dimensions of school guidance services (p=.001), environmental and educational
regulation (p=.003), support education room services (p=.001) and the scale total (p=.001). When the
direction of the significant difference is examined, there is a significant difference between the province
and the village in favor of the province and between the district and the village in favor of the district in
terms of school guidance services, environmental and educational arrangement, support education
room services and scale total. In other words, provincial and district schools are at a better level than
village schools in terms of all dimensions except teacher knowledge level and their competencies for
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inclusive education practices. The ANOVA test findings regarding the socio-economic level variable of
the school are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. ANOVA test results of the competence scale for inclusive education practices of schools according to the variable of the
socio-economic level of the school

Socio-Economic Level of N X <d Source of Sum of df Mean of F p Significant
the School Variance Squares Squares Difference
Teacher Good? 37 352 742 Between groups 1.246 2 .623 949 .389
knowledge Middle® 118 3.58 744 Within groups 143.038 218  .656 -
level Low¢ 66 340 947 Total 144.283 220
School Good? 37 3.64 1.187 Between groups 11.778 2 5.889 3622 .028
guidance Middle® 118 377 1253 Within groups 354.438 218 1.626 b>c
services Low© 66 324 1357 Total 366.217 220
Environmental  Good? 37 348 882 Between groups 9.975 2 4.987 5.476  .005
and Middle® 118 375 .983 Within groups 198.537 218 91 b>c
educational
. Low¢ 66 327 939 Total 208.512 220
regulation
Support Good? 37 356  1.074 Between groups 12.766 2 6.383 5508  .005
training room Middle® 118 391 1.066 Within groups 252.609 218 1.159 b>c
services Low¢ 66 3.37  1.095 Total 265.375 220
Good? 37 355 776 Between groups 7.776 2 3.888 6.057  .003"
Scale Total Middle® 118 375 .796 Within groups 139.939 218  .642 b>c
Low¢ 66 332 822 Total 147.715 220
*p<.05

When Table 6 is examined, there is no significant difference in the dimension of teacher
knowledge at p<.05 significance level. There is a significant difference in the dimensions of school
guidance services (p=.028), environmental and educational regulation (p=.005), support education room
services (p=.005) and the scale total (p=.003). The direction of the significant difference is in favor of the
middle socio-economic level between the middle socio-economic level and the low socio-economic
level in terms of school guidance services, environmental and educational arrangement, support
education room services and scale total. In this context, the fact that the socio-economic level is at a
medium level has a positive effect on the competences other than the teacher's knowledge level, since
it is at a low level. ANOVA test findings regarding the school's physical facilities variable are presented
in Table 7.

Table 7. ANOVA test results of the competence scale for inclusive education practices of schools according to the variable of school's
physical facilities

, . - Source of Sum of Mean of Significant
The School's Physical Facilities N X sd Variance Squares df Squares p Difference
Teacher Su-fficienta 73 3.65 755 Bgtwgen groups 4.067 2 2.033 3.161 044
knowledge level Middle® 115 351 814 Within groups 140.217 218 643 a>c
Insufficient® 33 323  .859 Total 144.283 220
School guidance Sufficienta 73 397 1187 Bgtwgen groups 16.349 2 8.175 5.094 007" asb
services Mlddl_e‘_’ 115 343 1296  Within groups 349.867 218 1.605 asc
Insufficient® 33 329 1330 Total 366.217 220
Environmental Sufficient® 73 407 766 Between groups 45.761 2 22.881 30.648  .001 a>b
and educational Middle® 115 350 .874 Within groups 162.751 218 747 a>c
regulation Insufficient® 33 266 1.019  Total 208.512 220 b>c
Support training Su-fficienta 73 409 981 Bgtwgen groups 33.310 2 16.655 15646 .00 a>b
room services Middle® 115 367 1.031  Within groups 232.065 218  1.065 a>c
Insufficient® 33 288 1136  Total 265375 220 b>c
Sufficient® 73 394 730 Between groups 20.514 2 10.257 17.579  .001 a>b
Scale Total Middle® 115 353 784 Within groups 127.202 218 583 a>c
Insufficient® 33 3.01 760 Total b>c

*p<.05

When the table is examined, the level of teacher knowledge (p=.044), school guidance services
(p=.007), environmental and educational arrangement (p=.001), support education room services
(p=.001) in terms of physical facilities variable at p<.05 significance level. .001) and scale total (p=.001)
there is a significant difference. When the direction of the significant difference is examined, there is a
significant difference in favor of sufficient between sufficient and insufficient in the dimension of teacher
knowledge level. There is a difference in favor of adequate between adequate, medium and insufficient
in the dimension of school guidance services. There is a significant difference between adequate,
medium and insufficient in favor of adequate and between moderate and inadequate in favor of
moderate in environmental and educational arrangement, support education room services and scale
total. In this context, the adequacy of the school's physical facilities positively affects the inclusive
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education practices of the schools. T-test findings regarding the variable of being a supportive education
class at school are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. T-Test results of the competence scale for inclusive education practices of schools according to the variable
of being a support education class at school

Status of being a support training class N X sd t p
Yes 140 3.58 .786 1.626 .053
Teacher knowledge level No 81 3.40 840
School quidance services Yes 140 3.88 1.189 4,701 001
9 No 81 3.08 1.303
. . . Yes 140 3.82 .833 5.614 .001"
Environmental and educational regulation No 81 311 1034
Support training room services ves 140 417 176 10.587 oot
PP 9 No 81 2.85 1.071
Yes 140 3.87 .701 7.384 .001"
Scale Total No 81 311 790
*p<.05

When Table 8 is examined, there is no significant difference in the dimension of teacher
knowledge in terms of the variable of being a supportive education class at school at p<.05 significance
level. There is a significant difference in the dimensions of school guidance services (p=.001),
environmental and educational regulation (p=.001), support education room services (p=.001) and scale
total (p=.001). In other words, being a support education class at school positively affects the
aforementioned dimensions and the inclusive education proficiency level of the school. Table 9 presents
the T-test findings according to the variable of being a school guidance service.

Table 9. T-Test results of the competence scale for inclusive education practices of schools according to the variable
of having a counseling service at school

Status of being a Guidance Service N X sd t p
Yes 148 3.51 .789 -179 429
Teacher knowledge level No 73 353 855 385
School guidance services ves 148 3.97 1.048 6.865 001
9 No 73 282 1393
. . . Yes 148 3.58 1.024 492 312
Environmental and educational regulation No 73 350 865
s rt training room servi Yes 148 3.80 1.074 2.223 014"
upport training room services No 73 346 1116
Yes 148 3.72 .819 3.374 .001"
Scale Total No 73 333 761
*p<.05

When the table is examined, there is no significant difference between teacher knowledge level
and environmental and educational regulation dimensions in terms of the variable of being a guidance
service at school at p<.05 significance level. There is a significant difference between the dimensions of
school guidance services (p=.001), support education room services (p=.014) and the total scale
(p=.001). significant difference is in favor of schools with guidance service at school. In other words, the
aforementioned dimensions and the sum of the scales are at a better level in schools with guidance
services. Table 10 presents the T-test findings according to the variable of informing activities at school.

Table 10. T-Test results of the competence scale for inclusive education practices of schools according to the variable
of providing information activities at school

Information activities at school N X sd t p
Yes 166 3.65 744 4.480 .001"
Teacher knowledge level No 55 311 867
School quidance services Yes 166 3.91 1.137 7.042 .001"
gy No 55 2.63 1.254
. . . Yes 166 3.78 .866 6.383 .001"
Environmental and educational regulation No 55 589 979
Support training room services ves 166 3.96 963 6.990 oot
PP 9 No 55 2.88 1.086
Yes 166 3.82 715 8.578 .001"
Scale Total No 55 2.88 695
*p<.05
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As can be seen in Table 10, according to the information activities at school, teacher knowledge
level (p=.001), school guidance services (p=.001), environmental and educational arrangement (p=.001),
support at p<.05 significance level. There is a significant difference between the dimensions of education
room services (p=.001) and the total scale. Significant difference is in favor of schools where information
activities are carried out. In other words, inclusive education practices in schools that are informed are
higher than schools that do not have proficiency levels. Table 11 presents the T-test findings according
to the variable of collaboration at school.

Table 11. T-Test results of the competence scale for inclusive education practices of schools according to the variable
of collaboration at school

Collaboration N X sd t p
Yes 187 3.56 789 2.074 .020°
Teacher knowledge level No 34 305 877
School quidance services Yes 187 3.70 1.282 3.205 .001"
9 No 34 295 1150
. . . Yes 187 3.70 903 5.106 .001"
Environmental and educational regulation No 34 282 1020
Support training room services ves 187 381 1.043 4013 oor
PP 9 No 34 302 1163
Yes 187 3.69 791 4.691 .001"
Scale Total No 34 301 732
*p<.05

When the table is examined, in terms of the variable of collaboration at school, teacher knowledge
level at p<.05 significance level (p=.020), school guidance services (p=.001), environmental and
educational arrangement (p=.001), support education room services dimensions. (p=.001) and a
significant difference in the total scale. The significant difference is in favor of the collaborating schools.
In other words, the inclusive education practices of the cooperated schools are at a better level than the
ones without qualifications.

CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In this study, it is aimed to determine the current situation of primary schools towards inclusive practices
with the "Competence Scale for Inclusive Education Practices of Schools" developed by Yazicioglu &
Sumer-Dodur (2021), based on the reports of classroom teachers. For this purpose, based on the data
obtained from 221 teachers with the scale, descriptive values and relational values showing the situations
of various variables against each other were reached.

According to the descriptive findings obtained as a result of the research, the competency of
schools towards inclusive practices is generally at a good level. Situations where inlusive applications are
at a moderate level; teachers receive in-service training on inclusive education, the school guidance
service organizes events such as meetings, conferences and panels for teachers on inclusion practices,
the adequacy of the tools, equipment and materials required for inclusion practices in the school, and
the availability of resource rooms in the school where students with special needs can receive education.

According to these results, the competency of schools towards inclusive practices seems to be
better than that shown in some other relevant research results in the literature. According to Bakkaloglu
et al. (2017) with CQMF and Yilmaz (2014) with ICP examined classes, which is an important subsystem
of the school, even though they do not have schools. In both studies, it was determined that the quality
of preschool inclusive classrooms was low. Carrington et al. (2023) examined the inclusion practices in a
secondary school for 1 year with the Index for Inclusion. In this process, they also carried out
development and changing activities at the school according to the criteria in the index. As the criteria
in the index were implemented, the researchers were able to see that the school's efficacy towards
inclusive practices increased in the context of staff-student dialogues, commitment to the school and
sense of belonging.

Some striking results of Bakkaloglu et al.'s (2017) study may explain why the results of this study
seem better than the literature. Accordingly, the researchers did not try to determine the qualities of
preschool inclusive classrooms with CQMF based solely on teacher reports. In addition, data were
collected by independent observers with PhD degrees in the special Education and inclusion field with
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the same tool. As a result of the analyzes, the researchers saw that the teachers evaluated their classes
as "adequate” in terms of quality. On the other hand, they determined that independent observers
described the same classes as “inadequate”. Moreover, the difference between the teacher and the
independent observers was also found to be significant. At the end of the study, the researchers decided
that the quality of preschool inclusive classrooms was low by comparing all the qualitative and
quantitative results obtained from all participants. In our study, the fact that the inclusive competencies
of the schools were determined only on the basis of teacher reports may explain the fact that the results
were better than those stated in the literature. Bakkaloglu et al. think that the significant difference
between the views of the two groups on the quality of inclusive classes in their research is due to the
fact that independent observers may have more in-depth knowledge of the issues related to qualified
inclusive practices. In this context, when evaluating the results of our research, it should be considered
that the data were obtained only from teacher reports. In further research, the sub-dimensions of the
scale used in this research can be made observable while determining the competencies of schools for
integrating practices. In this way, observations can be made by independent experts who have in-depth
knowledge and experience of inlusive practices in schools. In addition, with the scale we use, the
competency of schools for inclusive practices can be demonstrated based on more evidence by making
use of the reports of other stakeholders (families, administrators, counselors, etc.).

Similar to the results of this research, a study showing that schools have a good level of
competence in inclusive practices was conducted by Ginli & Ozgir-Yiimaz (2022). With KIDO, the
researchers evaluated the competency of schools for inclusion according to more limited criteria (only
in terms of instructional arrangements and physical arrangements) than in this study. According to the
statements of teachers working in various school types and grade levels from different branches,
instructional and physical arrangements are highly included in classroom practices in schools. Gunli and
Ozgur-Yilmaz also reached these results, which were obtained in parallel with our research, based on
teacher reports, as in this study. It can be said that this result can be added as a proof to the literature
(Akgln et al., 2011; Bakkaloglu et al., 2017; Sucuoglu et al., 2017), which states that teachers tend to
evaluate their own practices more positively.

A large number of research results are encountered in the literature regarding the situations in
which inclusive practices in schools are reported to be moderate by the teachers above. Regarding
teachers' in-service training on inclusive education; it is reported that teachers need in-service training,
training is generally based on theoretical knowledge transfer, and teachers have difficulties in reflecting
the knowledge they have learned in these trainings to their practices (e.g. Babaoglan & Yilmaz, 2010;
Ergin et al,, 2012; Srivastava et al., 2015 etc.). About the school guidance service's organizing activities
such as meetings, conferences and panels for teachers on inclusion practices; counselors who provide
these services have difficulties in providing guidance services because their knowledge and experience
on inclusive practices are limited, and the guidance service cannot work actively enough (e.g. Akalin,
2014; Hanchon & Fernald, 2013; Sarag & Colak, 2012 etc.). Regarding the adequacy of the tools, materials
and materials required for inclusion practices at school; It is mentioned that there are not enough tools
and materials in schools (Avramidis et al., 2000; Kogyigit, 2015), and that missing materials are requested
from families (Aggul-Yalcin & Yalcin, 2018). Finally, about the availability of support education rooms in
the school where students with special needs can receive education; there are results such as support
services are not provided adequately (Akay et al., 2014), the number of resource rooms is gradually
decreasing (Slobodzian, 2009) or the physical conditions and the qualifications of assigned teachers are
limited even though resource rooms become widespread (Talas et al., 2016).

Within the scope of the research, the findings obtained as a result of the analyzes made to
determine whether there is a significant difference in terms of primary schools' competency in inclusive
practices and various characteristics of these schools are given below.

The inclusion qualifications of village schools are significantly lower than those of district schools,
and those of district schools are significantly lower than those of provincial schools. More adequate
inclusive practices are carried out in middle socio-economic level schools compared to low socio-
economic level schools. As the physical facilities of the school increase, inclusive practice competencies
increase. Having a resource and school guidance level at school positively affects inclusive practice
competencies. Inclusion competency levels of the schools with which information activities and
cooperated are significantly higher than those that do not. Teacher knowledge level is affected by the
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physical facilities of the school, the information activities at the school and the collaboration in the
school.

All these results coincide with a significant majority of the basic criteria that schools must meet in
the literature for the "inclusive turn" of schools expressed by Ainscow (2020). Accordingly, collaboration
in schools is underlined, especially in the "school development" and "education departments"”
components of the framework formulated by Ainscow (2020) to promote inclusiveness and equality in
schools. Kinsella (2020) emphasizes the need to have physical accessibility, to accustom school personnel
to collaborative thinking, to provide adequate counseling services, to inform teachers for organizing
inclusive schools. Similarly, Kayahan-Yuksel & Polat (2022) emphasizes the importance of the physical
qualities of schools and collaboration in their work. Villa & Thousand (2005) also draws attention to the
importance of collaboration for creating an inclusive schools. On the other hand, Thomas (1997), reports
that inclusion works in schools that are well-financed.

While evaluating the results of our research, it should be remembered that the data were obtained
from a single province, with a single tool, and only based on the notifications of primary school teachers.
In future research, it is possible to work with classroom teachers from different provinces, different
school types and grade levels. Data can be collected from other branches or from different sources such
as families, counselors, administrators, and students. In the data collection process, both qualitative and
quantitative data diversity can be achieved with more than one tool. In this way, clearer evidence for the
competency of inclusive practices in schools can be obtained through multidimensional assessments.
On the other hand, researchers can focus on the variables determined to positively affect the efficacy of
inclusive practices in schools in this study. Researchers can design and implement programs that include
these features and examine the results of their implementation. It is hoped that the research results will
contribute to the work of policy makers and all other relevant practitioners who are responsible for the
planning and execution of effective integration practices.
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Ozet

Bu arastrmanin amact ilkokullarin  biitiinlestirme uygulamalarina  ydnelik
yeterliliklerinin sinif gretmenleri bakis acist ile incelenmesidir. Arastrma nicel
tarama deseninde tasarlanmstir. Arastirmanin calisma grubu Tiirkiye'nin ¢
Anadolu Bélgesinde bulunan Sivas ilindeki ilkokullarda gérev yapmakta olan 221
sinif 6gretmeninden olusmaktadir. Veri toplama aract olarak Yazicioglu ve Siimer-
Dodur (2021) tarafindan gelistirilen "Okullarin Biitiinlestirme Uygulamalarina
Yénelik Yeterlilik Olcegi” kullandmustir. Olcek; 6gretmen bilgi diizeyi, okul rehberlik
hizmetleri, cevresel egitsel diizenleme ve destek egitim odast hizmetleri seklindeki
dort boyut ve 25 maddeden olusmaktadir. Arasturma verileri ilgili izinlerin
alinmasinin ardindan arastirmacilar tarafindan okul idareleri ile tek tek goriistiliip
arastirma hakkinda bilgi verilerek gontillii katiimcilarin secimi yoluyla toplanmustur.
Arastirmaya katimaya goniillii olan égretmenlere online ortamda veri toplama
aract génderilmistir. Veri toplama siireci 85 giin siirmistiir. Arastirmadan elde
edilen verilerin analizinde SPSS-29 kullandmus olup, betimsel istatistik, T-testi ve
ANOVA testi yapumustir. Arastirmadan elde edilen bulgulara gére biitiinlestirme
uygulamalarina yénelik yeterlilikler k6y okullarinda il ve ilge okullarina gére daha
diistik diizeydedir. Diisiik sosyo-ekonomik diizey ile orta sosyo-ekonomik diizey
arasinda orta diizey lehine anlamlt farklilik bulunmaktadur. Ayrica okullarin fiziksel
yeterlilikleri ile bdtiinlestirme uygulamalarina yénelik yeterlilikleri arasinda
paralellik bulunmaktir. Okullarda destek egitim sinift ve rehberlik servisinin olmast
ile bdtiinlestirme uygulamalarina ydnelik yeterlilikleri arasinda pozitif yénde
anlamli farklilik bulunmaktadur. Okullarda bilgilendirme faaliyetlerinin yapimast ve
isbirliginin saglanmast durumunda da benzer sekilde bir iliski bulunmaktadir. Bu
baglamda o6zellikle kirsal bélgelerde bulunan okullardan baslanarak fiziksel
imkdnlarin lyilestirilmesi, okullarda ayri destek egitim odalarinin ve rehberlik
servislerinin kurulmast politika yapicilara 6nerilmektedir. Ayrica okullarda var olan
isbirligi ve bilgilendirmelerin ~ artinlmast  amacwla 6gretim  programlan
gelistirilebilir.  Arastrmacular, isbirligi ve bilgilendirmelerin  biitiinlestirme
uygulamalarinin basarisina etkisini inceleyen arastirmalar tasarlayabilir.
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Genisletilmis Ozet

Problem: Egitim cocugun, bireyselinin de dikkate alindigi bir ortamda, cesitli yontemlerle toplum ve
diinyayla uyumlandirildigi sirectir. Bu silire¢ anaokulundan baslayip doktoraya kadar uzanan
Ogretimsel faaliyetlerle gerceklesir ve okullar aslinda cocuklarin gelecekte icinde yasayacaklari
ortamlarin prova yerleridir. Bu ylizden okulda gocuklar arasinda saglanacak uyum énemlidir (Toprakgl,
2017). Bu 6nem, egitimi insan haklarinin temel ve ayrilmaz bir parg¢asi yaparak higbir 6grencinin
cinsiyet, dil, yetersizlik vb. gibi herhangi bir nedenden egitimin kapsaminin disinda birakilamamasi
gerektigini hatirlatmaktadir. Kapsayici egitim, 6zel gereksinimleri olan ve olmayan tiim dgrencilerin,
fiziki ve sosyal cevrelerinden ayristirlmadan, egitim hak ve olanaklarindan gereksinimleri dogrultusunda
en Ust dizeyde yararlanabilmelerini amaclar. Kapsayici egitim uygulamalari, tim 6grencilerin egitsel
kaynaklara aktif ve esit dlglide erisim ve ulasimlarini saglayacak diizenlemeleri icerir. Kapsayici egitim
ortamlarinda cesitlilik memnuniyetle karsilanir. Her 6grencinin getirdigi benzersiz katkiya deger verilir
(Ainscow, 2020; i§cen—Karasu, 2021; i§cen-Karasu, 2022; Nutbrown ve ark., 2013; Open Society
Foundations, 2019; UNESCO, 2017; Yilmaz-Atman, 2022).

Dinyada ve Turkiye'de yasal gerekgelerle her gegen glin artan sayida 6zel gereksinimli 6grenci
genel egitim ortamlarindadir. Basariyla uygulandiginda, yalnizca &zel gereksinimli 6grenciler degil ayni
ortamda yer alan tiim paydaslar, kapsayici egitimden olumlu ¢iktilar elde edebilmektedir (Hehir ve ark,
2016; Sucuoglu ve Kargin, 2006). Amagh ve programli olarak formal egitim etkinliklerinin yarittldagu ilk
akla gelen 6rgtin egitim ortamlari okullardir (Demirel ve Kaya, 2018). Egitim sisteminde butlnlestirmenin
kabul gérmesiyle, herkes icin butinlestirici/kapsayici egitimden beklenen yararin elde edebilmesi adina,
okullarin rol ve sorumluluklari degismektedir (Yazicioglu ve Stimer-Dodur, 2021).

Butunlestirme yolunda ilerleyebilmeleri igin okullarin dncelikle politika baglaminda kapsayiciligi
bir ilke olarak benimsemeleri gerekmektedir. Bu baglamda toplumun tim bireylerini paydas olarak
gormeleri, herkes icin sicak ve destekleyici olmalari beklenmektedir. Uygulamalar baglaminda ise
kapsayicilia destek ya da engel olan etmenleri belirleyerek elde edilen kanitlari kullanmalari, tim
ogrencilerin gelisimlerinin izlenmesi ve desteklenmesi igin ¢esitli stratejiler gelistirmeleri, okul icinden
okul kapsinin disina ve mikro diizeyden makro diizeye tim paydaslarla bir isbirligi kiltlrd olusturmalari
beklenmektedir (Ainscow, 2020; Thomas, 1997; Villa ve Thousand, 2005). Tim bilgiler 6zetle okullarin,
daha Once genel egitimden digslanmis gruplarin, 6zellikle de engelli 6grencilerin egitimi konusunda
giderek daha fazla sorumluluk almasi ve onlari mahalle okullarinda uygun destekle egitirken, ayni
zamanda okul politikalarinda, uygulamalarinda ve miufredatlarinda gerekli degisiklikleri yapmasi
gerekliligini ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir (Kinsella, 2020).

Alanyazinda birden fazla parametreye gore okullarin butlinlestirme uygulamalarini
degerlendirmeye yonelik gelistirilmis 6lcme araclan kullanilarak yiriatilen arastirmalara rastlanmaktadir.
Ornegin Carrington ve ark. (2023), Booth ve Ainscow (2011) tarafindan gelistirilen “Index for Inclusion”
ile bir yil boyunca bir ortaokulda incelemelerde, gelistirme ve degisim icin calismalarda bulunmuslardir.
Sonuglar indeksin agsamalari okulda hayata gecirildikge personel ve 6grenci diyaloglarinin gelistigini,
okula baglilik ve aidiyet duyusunun arttigini géstermistir. Loreman (2013) ile Kyriazopoulou ve Weber
(2009) arastirma alanyazinina gore kapsayici egitim ve kapsayici okullar niteliklerini belirmek tizere girdi-
strec-cikti degerlendirme mantigina dayal araclar gelistirmislerdir. Cesitli arastirmalarda bu araclarla
literatlir baglaminda okullarda buttinlestirme uygulamalarinin yeterlikleri vb. degerlendirilmistir (6rnegin,
Hosshan ve ark., 2020; Van Mieghem ve ark., 2020). Turkiye'de de sinirl da olsa boyle arastirmalara
rastlanmaktadir. Ornegin Yilmaz (2014), Soukakou (2012) tarafindan gelistirilen “Inclusive Classroom
Profile - (ICP)" ile okullarin temel alt sistemlerinden biri olan sinif ortamlarinin kalitesini okul oncesi
diizeyde degerlendirmeye odaklanmistir. Arastirmaci okul 6ncesi siniflarinin yetersiz-sinirl kategorisinde
konumlandigini bulmustur. Benzer sekilde Bakkaloglu ve ark. da (2017), Sandall ve Schwartz (2008)
tarafindan gelistirilen “The Classroom Quality Measurement Form - (CQMF)" ile okul &ncesi kaynastirma
siniflarinin niteligini 6gretmenler ve bagimsiz goézlemciler penceresinden degerlendirmislerdir. Sonugclar
siniflarin niteliginin disiik oldugunu géstermistir. Giinli ve Ozgur-Yilmaz (2022), Kargin ve ark. (2010)
tarafindan gelistirilen "Inclusion Regulations Scale - (KIDO)" farkh branslardan cesitli okul tirleri ve sinif
duzeylerinde gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin géziinden okullardaki bitiinlestirme uygulamalarina yénelik
durumlarini  belirlemislerdir. Sonuglar okullarda sinif ici uygulamalarda oOgretimsel ve fiziksel
dizenlemelere yuksek oranda yer verildigini gostermistir.
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Bu arastirmada Yazicioglu ve Stimer-Dodur, (2021) tarafindan gelistirilen “Competence Scale for
Inclusive Education Practices of Schools” ile sinif dgretmenlerinin penceresinden ilkokullarin mevcut
durumunun belirlenmesi hedeflenmistir. Yazicioglu ve Stimer-Dodur, 6lgegin uluslararasi diizeyde
belirtilen cogu kriteri gecerli ve givenilir bir sekilde lcimledigini géstermislerdir. Ulkemizde ilkokul
ogretmenleriyle yapilan 6nceki arastirmalara gore daha genis bir yelpazede degerlendirmeye izin
vermesi sebebiyle arastirmamizin sonuglarinin literatiire katki saglayacagi distiinilmektedir. Tirkiye'de
bltinlestirme yoluyla egitimine devam eden &grencilerin yaklasik %35'i ilkokul diizeyinde egitim
almaktadirlar (Milli Egitim istatistikleri Orgiin Egitim, 2021/'22). Bu okullarda egitim-6gretim
faaliyetlerinin yirtttilmesinde sorumlulugu en ¢ok olan sinif égretmenlerinin bildirimlerinden yola
¢ikarak degerlendirmeler yapmak daha fazla bilgiye ulasmaya yardimci olacaktir. Arastirma sonucunda
elde edilecek kanitlar okullarda butinlestirmenin niteligini aritmayi hedefleyen arastirmalara ve
uygulamalara yol gosterecegi umut edilmektedir.

Yontem: Bu arastirma tarama deseninde nicel bir arastirmadir. Betimsel bir yaklasimla ele alinan
arastirmada tekil tarama ve iliskisel tarama modelleri kullanilmistir. Arastirmanin calisma grubu ic
Anadolu bélgesinde bulunan bir ilin merkez, ilce ve kdy okullarinda gorev yapmakta olan 221 sinif
o6gretmeninden olusmaktadir. Arastirmada veri toplama amaciyla bilgi formu ve "Okullarin Butinlestirme
Uygulamalarina Yénelik Yeterlilik Olcegi” kullanilmistir. Bilgi formu arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilmis
olup 6gretmenlere iliskin demografik bilgiler ile gérev yapilan okula iliskin betimsel bilgilerle ilgili sorulari
icermektedir. Okullarin Bittinlestirme Uygulamalarina Yénelik Yeterlilik Olcegi ise Yazicioglu ve Stimer-
Dodur (2021) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Olcekte “6gretmen bilgi diizeyi, okul rehberlik hizmetleri, cevresel
egitsel diizenleme ve destek egitim odasi hizmetleri” seklinde adlandirilan dort boyut ve 25 madde
bulunmaktadir.

Veri toplama siirecinde gerekli izinler alindiktan sonra arastirmaci tarafindan tek tek okullar ile
gorisulerek arastirma hakkinda bilgi verilmistir. Arastirmaya katilmaya gonlli olan 6gretmenlere online
ortamda hazirlanmis olan 6lgme araci yonlendirilmistir. Veri toplama sireci 85 glin siirmis olup suregte
katimlar icin hicbir 6gretmen zorlanmamis, hediye vb. gibi tesvik edici unsurlar verilmemistir.
Arastirmadan elde edilen veriler betimsel analiz, T testi ve tek yonll varyans analizi (ANOVA testi) ile
analiz edilmistir.

Bulgular: Elde edilen bulgulara gore okullarin butiinlestirme uygulamalari yeterlilikleri iyi diizeydedir.
Butlinlestirme uygulamalarinin orta dizeyde kaldigi durumlar; 6gretmenlerin kapsayici egitim konulu
hizmetici egitim almasi, okul rehberlik servisinin kaynastirma uygulamalari konusunda 6gretmenlere
yonelik toplanti, konferans ve panel gibi etkinlikler diizenlemesi, okulda kaynastirma uygulamalari icin
gerekli arag, gere¢ ve materyalin yeterliligi ve okulda 6zel gereksinimli 6grencilerin egitim alabilecegi
sayida destek egitim odasinin bulunmasi seklindedir.

Kéy okullarinin butlinlestirme yeterlilikleri il ve ilge okullarindan anlamh diizeyde dustk
seviyededir. Duslk sosyo-ekonomik diizey ile orta sosyo-ekonomik diizey okullar arasinda orta diizey
okullar lehine anlamli farklilik vardir. Bir baska ifadeyle orta sosyo-ekonomik diizey okullarda distk
sosyo-ekonomik diizeye gore daha yeterli bitlnlestirme uygulamalari yapilmaktadir. Okulun fiziksel
imkanlar arttikca blttnlestirme uygulama yeterlikleri artmaktadir. Okulda destek egitim sinifi ve okul
rehberlik seviyesi olma durumu bdtlnlestirme uygulama yeterliliklerini olumlu yonde etkilemektedir.
Butiinlestirme uygulamalarinin basariya ulasmasi igin siirekli bilgilendirme faaliyetlerinin ve tim ilgililer
arasinda isbirliginin saglanmasi bir gerekliliktir. Bilgilendirme faaliyetleri ve isbirligi yapilan okullarin
bitinlestirme yeterlilik dizeyleri yapilmayanlardan anlamli  derecede yiiksektir. Ogretmenler
bitlnlestirme uygulamalarinin basariya ulasmasinda anahtar roldedir. Arastirmadan elde edilen
bulgulara gére 6gretmen bilgi dizeyi okulun konumu, sosyo-ekonomik durumu, okulda destek egitim
odasi ve rehberlik servisi bulunmasindan etkilenmezken okulun fiziksel imkanlarinin yeterli olmas,
okulda bilgilendirme faaliyetlerinin yapilmasi ve okulda isbirligi yapilmasi durumlarindan
etkilenmektedir.

Oneriler: Arastirma sonuclar degerlendirilirken verilerin tek bir ilden, tek bir aracla ve yalnizca
ilkokullardan sinif 6gretmenlerinin bildirimlerinden hareketle elde edildigi sinirliidi hatirlanmalidir.
Gelecek arastirmalarda farkli illerden, farkli okul tirleri ve sinif diizeylerinden sinif 6gretmenleriyle
cahsilabilir. Diger branslardan ya da aileler, rehber 6gretmenler, yoneticiler, 6grenciler gibi farkl
kaynaklardan veriler toplanabilir. Veri toplama silrecinde birden fazla aracla hem nitel hem nicel veri
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cesitliligi saglanabilir. Bu sekilde cok boyutlu degerlendirmeler yoluyla okullarda bdtlnlestirme
uygulamalarinin yeterliliklerine yonelik daha net bir kanitlar elde edilebilir. Diger taraftan arastirmacilar,
bu arastirmada okullarda bittnlestirme uygulamalarinin yeterliliklerini olumlu yénde etkiledigi
belirlenen degiskenlere de (fiziki erisebilirlik, rehberlik hizmetleri, hizmet ici egitim, isbirligi gibi)
odaklanabilir. Arastirmacilar bu 6zellikleri iceren programlar tasarlayabilir, uygulayabilir ve uygulama
sonuglarini inceleyebilirler. Arastirma sonugclarinin etkili buttinlestirme uygulamalarinin planlanmasi ve
yurGttilmesinde sorumlulugu olan politika yapicllardan diger ilgili tim uygulamacilara kadar
calismalarina katki sunmasi umut edilmektedir.
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