HEDEKTOJIOLUIKA CTPYYHO-HAYYHA ITIPOBJIEMATUKA

JOCTUTI'HYBAILE 1 UHKJIY3UJA HA
YYEHUIUMTE CO 1 BE3 IOCEGHHU
OBPA30BHMU ITOTPEBH (I1OI1)

BO IIETTO OJIEJIEHUE

Mapxyc 'EEXAP]],

Cyzan L1IBAD,

Mamujac KPAMEP,

Knuynepa bapbapa TECTEJTEP

YHusepsurer Bo I'pan
Cekrop 3a oOpa3oBaHHe
Enununa 3a mocebHo oOpa3oBaHue

[Ipumeno: 05.02.2012
pudareno: 28.05.2012
UDK: 376:37.091.212.7

Pe3ume

Bo LTaepcka 77.3% oz cute yuyeHUIU co Moceo-
HU TIOTpeOr ce 00pa30BaHK BO MHKITY3UBHH yUHII-
HULIK. Bo MOMEHTOT He € MHOTY MO3HATO HUTY 3a
YCIIEXOT Ha OBHME YUYCHHLM BO YUWIMIITATa WIH
HUBHHOT TIPECTO] BO opzeneHujata. OBa uc-
TpaxkyBamwe ucnurta 230 neTTo-o e IEHIN O] KOU
43 co u 187 yyenuum 6e3 moceOHHM 0Opa3OBHU
niotpedu ([1OIT). MHory e BaxHO Jia ce 3a0emnexu
JieKa JOCTaITHUTE TIOAATOIH O] OBA HCTPaKyBarbe
MpEeTCTaByBaaT MpB OpaH Ha MOrojeMo JIOH-
THTYIMHAIHO HCTPaXKyBarhe. Y UMIHIIHUOT YCIIeX
Ha yuenunute co [1OI1 Gere panrupan 3a emxHO
CTaHJApIHO OTCTAITyBame MO0y OF HHUBOTO Ha
yuennimte 6e3 IIOI1. Cure yueHuIm ce movyBs-
CTBYBaa €MOTHBHO J00pO MHTETPUPAHU BO y4H-
JIMLITETO, MEryToa, pas3ivKara BO CTEHEHOT Ha
CollMjajlHATa HWHTErpaiyja Oele eBUJCHTHA.
Beymmnocr, yuyennmure co IIOII ce uzjacHuja
JieKa TIOPETKO ce CIIOKyBaa JOOpPO CO HUBHHUTE
COYYeHHIH, 3a pasnuka of ydenunmre 6e3 [10I1.

Knyunu 360poeu: nocebnu nompebu, yuunui-
men ycnex, unmezpayuja.

Yuunuwmen ycnex na yuenuyume co 11011
60 UHMEPAMUGHU U U30JITUPAHU YC108U

Pa3Bojor Ha nmemara co moceOHH MOTPeOW BO
VHKJTY3UBHUTE HACTIPOTU OCCOHUTES YUMIIHIIITA,
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Abstract

In Styria 77.3% of all students with special
needs are educated in integrated classrooms.
Currently, it is not known much either about the
school performance nor the active class
participation of these students. This study
examined 230 fifth grade students — 43 with
and 187 students without special educational
needs (SEN). Moreover, it is important to
acknowledge that the available data for this
study represents the first wave of larger
longitudinal study. The school performance of
the students with SEN ranged one standard
deviation below the level of the students
without SEN. All students felt emotionally well
integrated in the school settings, but the
differences in the degree of social integration
were evident. In fact, the students with SEN
mentioned that they got along well with their
classmates less frequently than the students
without SEN.
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The development of special needs children in
integrative versus special schools is currently a
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SPECIAL EDUCATION-PROFESSIONAL AND SCIENTIFIC ISSUES

MOMEHTAJIHO € KOHTpaBep3eH MpobieM BO YUH-
murrauTe noauTtuky (1). Ilopaam Toa, He € W3-
HEeHaJyBayKH JIeka eMIMpHUcKara 0a3a Ha moja-
TOIIM 33 OBaa JWCKYCHja € HEMOCTOjaHa U Telllka
cucrteMarcku fa ce moapenu. Cermak, TpH Moc-
TOCUKM aMEPHUKAHCKH METaaHaJM3u OTKpHja
MaJI WM yMepeH e()eKT MOBp3aH CO YUMIUIITHA-
T€ W COLMjaTHUTE YCIeCH Ha yYEHHIUTE, KOj €
BO MPHJIOT Ha WHKJIY3UBHOTO IIKOJCTBO CIIOpE-
JIeHO co mocebuurte yciosu (2, 3, 4). Ymre o
2001 rox., romunata kora CAJl ro BoBeje
,ZAxror-Huenno nere mga He € 3amocraBeHo " Oe-
Ie JocTarHa TONBPCTa W MOONIIUpHA 0aza Ha
nonatouu. Bo Jloneumyounannama cmyouja 3a
nocebrnomo oopaszosanue (JIC3I1O) (5) nemara
co [IOII momery necer u cegyMaHeceTTOIUIIIHA
Bo3pacT (N=5400) 6ea HaOIpyIyBaHU BO TIEPH-
071 o1 mIecT roauHu. /lerara kou Oea TecTupanu
npeky JIC3IIO moceryBaa WM YYWIHIITE 3a
nmoce6Hn motpedu (3%), yUMITHALIA CO YCIOBU
3a moceOHM MOTpeOHr BO COCTaB HAa KOHBEHLIMO-
HanmHM yumnumTa (52%), wim ,,MHKITy3UBHO
oOpazoBaHHe  BO  OIIITUTE  0Opa30OBHU
yummumra  (45%). MHO3UHCTBOTO on
OCTaHATHUTE [ella TW TMOMHHYBaa JICHOBHTE BO
OBETe CpeIWHH, Ha TMp. H30JIUPaHO U
WHKITY3UBHO oOpaszoBanue (6). [lomery nemara
co mnoremkoTun mnpu yuemero (IIY) Bo
WMHTErpupaHuTe cpeaunu, 41% Oea oOpa3zoBaHu
criopen oOpa3oBHaTa HacTaBHa TIpOTpama,
JoJieKa OBa MOJKEIIe Ja ce MPHUMEHH caMo 3a
5% on menara co I1Y Bo moceOHH ycnoBu (5).
CnvyHH pa3iiKd MOXeIIe Jla ce HajaaT ¥ BO
OJTHOC Ha YYWJIMIIHUOT ycmeX. BeymHocr, net-
TooaaeneHuTe co IIY BoO MHKIIYy3UBHUTE y4H-
JUIITHA CPEIMHH TIOCTUTHAA PE3YNITATH CIIOpPE-
OeHn co mpocedHuTe derBproomneneHIy (150
300pOBH BO MUHYTA), & MJIaJUTE 00pa30BaHU BO
noceOHU opfeNeHuja IOCTUTHAA pe3yIaTaTH
criopei0eH CO THUMUYHU YYCHHIM OJI BTOPO
omnenenue (5). Ilokpaj Toa, pa3mmkara BO
pe3ynTaTuTe MoMery YYeHHUIIUTe CO U yISHUIIH-
Te 0e3 moceOHW 00pa30BHU IOTPEeOH ce 3Tro-
JIEMH BO cpefHO oOpa3oBanue (7).

Cemak, Bo criopem0a co TJIABHATE aMEPHUKAHCKU
JIOHTUTYJMHAIHN HCTPaXyBamba, HCTPaKyBa-
BeTo BOo EBpoma e peTko u He TO MOCTUTHYBA
HCTHOT OTICET W CTEIIeH Ha eMITMPHUCKH MOJIaTO-
. U nokpaj Toa, Bo Hopeemka Gemie cripoe-
JIEHO €JHO OTPaHWYEeHO JIOHTHTYAWHAIHO WC-
TpaxyBame, Kaje IeCeT MPOLUESHTH O] YICHUIIH-
Te Oea BKITy4eHH KaKO YYCHHUIH CO TIOCEOHH I10-

controversial issue of the schools’ policies (1).
It is therefore not astonishing that the
empirical database for this discussion is
inconsistent and  difficult to arrange
systematically. Nonetheless, three prevailing
American meta-analyses found a small or
moderate effect concerning the students’
school-related and social achievement in
favour of integrative schooling compared to
special settings (2, 3, 4). Since 2001, the year
in which the USA implemented the Act “No
Child Left Behind”, more solid and extensive
database has been available. In the Special
Education Elementary Longitudinal Study
(SEELS) (5) children with SEN between the
ages of ten and seventeen (N=5400) were
observed over a period of six years. Children
tested within SEELS attended either a special
needs school (3%), a special education
classroom setting in a conventional school
(52%), or an integrative schooling in a general
education classroom (45%). The majority of
the remaining children spent their days in both
settings, i.e. segregated and integrative
schooling (6). Amongst children with learning
disabilities (LD) in integrative settings, 41%
were taught by the general education
curriculum, whereas this could only be applied
to 5% of the children with LD in special
settings (5). Similar differences could be found
regarding the school performance. In fact, 5"
grade students with LD in integrative school
settings achieved results comparable to
average 4" grade students (150 words per
minute), whereas youths taught in special
classes accomplished outcomes comparable to
typical 2™ grade students (5). Moreover, the
slack in the performance between students
with and students without special educational
needs grew wider in secondary school (7).

However, the research in Europe is rare and
does not reach the same scope and extend of
empirical data compared to major American
longitudinal studies. Nonetheless, one of the
limited longitudinal studies was carried out in
Norway, where ten per cent of the pupils were
enrolled as special needs students. The results
of this study pointed out that the students in
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TpeOu. PesynraTure ox oBa MCTpaKyBame IMO-
Kakaa JieKa YISHUITUTE BO WHKIIY3HUBHHUTE yCIIO-
BU MOXea MOYecTo Jia TU ciefar Oapamara of
3a€MHUYKHOT HACTaBEH IUIAaH 3a pas3liiKka Ol
YYEHHIIUTE BO W30JHMpaHu ycioBu. [loHaTamy,
OTHHIIYyBamaTa OJ YYWIUIITe Oea MOPETKH 3a
pasiKa oIl M30MpaHuTe oaneicHnja. CripoTHB-
HO Ha MPETXOJHO CIIOMHATUTE JIOHTUTYANHAIHA
HCTpaKyBama, OBUE Pe3yJTaTH O0ea KOHTPOJIHUpa-
HU CTIOpEe] BUJOT Ha MOMPEYEHOCT Kaj YUYCHUKOT
(8). Bo omHOC Ha ycmexoT, of BKYHHUOT Opoj
494 y4eHWIN, YICHUIIUTE BO MHKITY3UBHOTO 00-
pa3oBaHKE NIOCTUTHAA MIOBHCOKO HUBO U Ha JIBE-
Te TONUFbA, YYWIHITHHOT yCIieX M Mpogecro-
HanHata KBamupukanwja. [lomatamy, mopagu
(aKkTOT JIeKa MPOLEHTOT HA YYEHHUIU CO TeIKa
[IOTIPEYeHOCT Oelle IMOBHCOK BO H30JIMPAaHUTE
00pa30BHM CpEAMHU, OBOj Jei Oelle MCTO Taka
BKITy4eH BO 00paboTkaTa Ha mojarormre (9).

Konedno, pesynratute oa repMaHCKOTO TOBOP-
HO To/payje MoKa)xkaa CIMYHA CIHKA: YICHHULIH-
T€ BO WHTETPUPAHUTE CPEIMHH TOKaXKaa CyTie-
pPHOpEH YUMIIMIITEH yCIeX, 0cOOeHO Mo MaTe-
matuka (10, 11). BkymHo, yueHuuTe co moced-
HH 00pa30BHH MOTPEOH O] TEPMAaHCKOTO TOBOP-
HO TIoJpayje MOoKakaa 3a/J0IHyBame 3a JIBE Io-
JIUHHU BO JIOCTHTHYBamara BO cropeada co fe-
1aTa oJf COOJABETHUTE OJIJICIICHUja O]l PEIOBHH-
te yuniumra (11). OBoj pe3ynTar UCTO Taka e
MIOTBPZICH OJI COBPEMEHH IEPHOAWYHH HCTpa-
xyBama (12, 13, 14). Bo yuunumzuTe HcTpa-
KyBama BO XamMOypr, OBaa pa3jnKa BO yCIEXOT
3alo4HyBa BO BTOPO OJJIEIIEHUE U CE 3TroJIeMyBa
JI0 YETBPTO OJICTICHUE, IyPH U BO OJJICICHU]ja-
Ta co ocobeHo 100pa MHKITy3uBHA Hera (15).

Couujwmama AKMUGHOCH HaA yYeHuuume
60 UHmMezpamueHu U Uu3ojaupanu ycioeu

ITokpaj yYMIMIIHUOT yCIIEX, COITMjalHaTa aK-
TUBHOCT € KIIy4YHa 00JIacT 3a YUIIUIITHHOT pa3-
BOj Ha jenara co moceOHu motpedbu (11, 16).
loneMo KOMIapaTHBHO HCTPa)KyBambe CIpPOBE-
neno Bo llIBajuapuja ox crpana Ha Haeberlin u
cop. (11) mokaxka nmeka WHKITy3UBHHUTE yYUICHUIIN
ce IMOYYBCTBYBaJe MOMAJKY IOMyJIapHA U ce
H3jacHUJIC KAaKO MOMANIKy MpU(ATSHU 3a pasiu-
Ka o HenHKITy3uBHHUTE yaeHunu (11). [lonara-
My, Klicpera u Gasteiger Klicpera (16) ucnnra-
JIe neceT mHTerparucku Gopmu co 175 ydeHu-
M, o Ko 37 Ouie WHTETpUpaHH Jena co Mo-
ceOHn motpebu. CIuyHO, pe3yTaTHTe Of OBa

the integrative settings could keep up with the
requirements of the common curriculum more
often than students in the non-integrative
settings. In addition, school dropouts were
more unlikely than in segregated classes. In
contrast to the previously mentioned longi-
tudinal studies, these results were controlled in
according to the type of student’s disabilities
(8). Out of a total number of 494 students, the
students in integrative education achieved
higher levels in both, school performance and
professional qualification. Additionally, due to
the fact that the percentage of students with
severe disabilities was higher in segregated
educational settings, this share was considered
in the calculations as well (9).

Finally, results from German-speaking regions
display a similar picture: students in integra-
tive educational settings showed superior
school performance, particular in Mathematics
(10, 11). Overall, students with special educa-
tional needs in German-speaking regions
showed a delay in the achievements of at least
two years compared to children from corres-
ponding grade in mainstream education (11).
This result is also confirmed by contemporary
cross-sectional studies (12, 13, 14). From the
Hamburg’s school trials, this performance
slack began in the 2™ grade and increased by
the 4™ grade, even in classes with particularly
good inclusive care (15).

Social participation of students in
integrative and segregated settings

Beside the school performance, social
participation is a key area for the educational
development of special needs children (11,
16). Major comparative study carried out in
Switzerland by Haeberlin et al. (11) pointed
out that integrated students felt more
unpopular and rated themselves as less
accepted than the non-integrated students
(11). Moreover, Klicpera and Gasteiger
Klicpera (16) examined ten integrative forms
among 175 students, of which 37 were
integrated special needs children. Similarly,
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UCTIUTYBake TMOKA)KyBaaT HEraTHBHA CIIMKA 3a
COITMjaJTHaTa MHTETPaNHja Ha YYSHUIIUTE CO TI0-
cebnmn notpedbu. CriopenieHo co ydeHunure 0e3
[1OI1, Tre mMaaT MOMAaNKy NpPUjaTENH, Ce UyB-
CTBYBaaT IMOMaJKy Hpu(aTeHH, MOTPEIIHO ce
TPEeTUpaHH M TOKaKyBaaT YyBCTBO Ha oOcame-
HocT. McTo Taka, CTUYHM pe3ynTaTy ce HajaeH!
Bo ['epmanmja (17) u Hopsemika (18). [emara
CO HHICKH COILIMjaTHHA CIIOCOOHOCTH U MPOOIIeMHU
BO OJIHECYBAmH-CTO 0COOCHO CE CMETAaHU 32 BHCO-
KO pU3UYHA IpyNa cO MOTEHLHjall Aa MOCTaHAT
YyIHU O]l WHKIY3WBEH W CIENHjaJeH acIeKT
(19).

Bo crpoTuBHO, MoBeke MO3UTHBHH pPE3YITATH
ce OTKpHEeHH OJ cTpaHa Ha Sauer, Ide u
Borchert (20) Bo 'epmanuja. Ucniutanu ce 516
yuerunu co ITY Bo ojmenenuja co moceOHH I10-
Tpebu, 154 ydyenunu co 1Y on WHKITY3UBHU
onnenenuja u 245 yuennnu 6e3 [1OI1 Bo uHTE-
rpupaHd oxanaencHUja co momom Ha DI wH-
CTPYMEHTOT pa3BueH o1 crpaHa Ha Haeberlin u
cop. (11). Bo oBoj ciyu4aj, He € HajeHa pa3in-
Ka BO COIMjaJTHOTO M EMOTHUBHOTO OJJHECYBaHE
nmoMery WHKIY3MBHHUTE W W30JIMPAHUTE YUYCHH-
. CorujaHaTa HHTETpaIyja Cropea Toa € JIe-
¢uHMpaHa Kako ,,COXKYBamke CO COYUYCHHIIUTE
Y €eMOTHBHA MHTETpaIfja KaKo MITO € PUjaTHO-
TO YyBCTBO Jia ce Oouze Bo yumnnHuna“. [Tonara-
My, Rossmann, Gasteiger Klicpera, Gebhardt,
Roloff m Weindl (21) ucriurane 56 ydeHuI co
noceOHu 00pa3oBHU MOTpedU BO MOCEOHU OA-
nenenrja u 52 yuenunu co I1OI1 Bo @JIU Bo
WHTETpUpaHH OJieTicHrja Bo ABcTpanuja. Jypu
U TyKa, UHKITY3UBHUTE YUYCHUIH W YUCHUIUTE
co ToceOHN OTpedH He ce pa3IuKyBaje BO Of-
HOC Ha HUBHara Bo30yna NpU TECTHPAHETO U
colyjajHaTa HHTETpaluja.

Cenak, MHKIY3MBHUTE yYEHHIM Oea OLEHETH
Kako €MOTHBHO TOMHTEIPUPAaHH BO HUBHHTE
YUHMIIUINTA 33 pa3iiuKa O/ YYSHHIIUTE CO Toced-
HU MOTPeOH.

1. Hempaosicysauko npawarse

Bo IlIraepcka, 77.3% ox ydeHUnmTe co moced-
HU TOTpeOM ce 00pa3oBaHU BO WHKIY3MBHH
yunnauim (22). Bo ABcTpuja He ce mocTanHu
pe3yiaTaTUTe MOBP3aHU CO YCIIEXOT M COLMja-
HaTa WHTErpalyja BO CIMYHUOT EAyKaTHBEH
cucteMm (23). Bo MOMEHTOT, UCTPaXKyBAKETO BO
BpCKa CO €IYKaTUBHHOT YCIEX M COIMjaTHOTO
YYECTBO Ha YUECHHUIIUTE CO MOCEOHU MOTPeOH BO

the findings of this survey offered a rather
negative view on the social integration of
special needs students. Compared to the
students without SEN, they had fewer friends,
felt less accepted, were victimized and
indicated feelings of loneliness. In addition,
similar results were found in Germany (17)
and Norway (18). Children with low social
competence plus behavioural problems could
particularly be considered as high-risk group
of becoming oddity in both integrative and
special forms (19).

In contrast, more positive results were found
by Sauer, Ide and Borchert (20) in Germany.
They examined 516 students with LD in the
classes for special education, 154 students
with LD in integrated classes and 245 pupils
without SEN in integrated classes, using the
FDI instrument invented by Haeberlin et al.
(11). In the course of this matter, no
differences were found in the social and
emotional integration between the integrated
and separated students. Social integration is
thereby defined as “getting along with class-
mates” and emotional integration as “feeling
good in the classroom”. Additionally, Ross-
mann, Gasteiger Klicpera, Gebhardt, Roloff
and Weindl (21) examined 56 pupils with
special educational needs in special classes
and 52 pupils with SEN from the integrated
classes in Austria using the FDI instrument.
Even here, the integrated students and the
special needs students did not differ in terms
of their test anxiety and social integration.
However, the integrated students were
appraised as emotionally better integrated
into their schools than the special needs
students.

1. Research questions

77.3% of the students with special needs in
Styria are schooled in integrated classrooms
(22). In Austria, no studies that display the
results on school performance and social
integration in a similar educational system are
available (23). At the moment, the research of
the educational performance and social
participation of students with special needs
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T€pMaHCKHUOT PErUOH CC€ 3aCHOBA Ha HpO6HI/I uc-
TpaXyBamka WK YUYUITHAION Kaa€ WHKIIY3UBHOTO
HIKOJICTBO € BOBCJICHO OJ HECOJJaMHa.

e Konky uacoBu ce oOpasyBaar neuara co
[TOII Bo uHKITy3UBHA cpearHa?

e Ha kxoj HauMH ce pa3iIMKyBa YCHEXOT Ha
yuenurute co u 6e3 I1OI1 copen nHTEH-
TeHLUjaTa, MaTeMaTuKaTa, YATAHETO H CIie-
nyBameTo? IloronemMu pa3iuKu BO yCIEXOT
ce 3abesekanu moMery YUeHUITUTe co u 6e3
[TOIT Bo I'epmanuja u CA (7, 13). [Topaau
OBHEC KapaKTEPUCTHKU, MHOTY € BEpOjaTHO
JieKa CITMYHU Pa3IuKH BO yCIIEXOT IOCTOjat
1 BO ABcTpHja.

e Konky nmo0po ce WHKIYIUpaHW YYSHHIIUTE
co IIOII Bo oxgnenenujara, BO criopemda co
yuenurure 6e3 [1OI1? Kako yuenurute co
nm 6e3 [1OI1 ja nepunmpaaT concTBeHara
€MOTHBHA MHTErpauja?

Memoo

Ha xpajor Ha akameMckaTa TOIWHA, OCYM
WHKJTY3UBHH OJJIeNIeHHja U €JIeH MMOCce0eH Kiac
0J1 IeTTO ojyieNicHrne O6ea HaOJpyIyBaHU BO ['pail
BO O/IHOC Ha HUBHUTE aKaJIeMCKU JOCTUTHYBamba
W COITMjaJIHaTa WHTETpannja. 3a UCTPaKyBaAmHETO
0ea KOpUCTEHU CTaHIapIU3UPaHU MpPAIIATHULIN
u TectoBu. OBHE TecTUpama Oea CIIpOBEICHH Kaj
CUTE YYCHUIM OJi MHKIY3UBHHUTE OJJICIICHU]a,
BKIIy4yBajku TW yueHuuure co u 0Oe3 [1OIL
Tectupamero Oemre cipoBeeHO BO MPBUTE /1B
Yaca O]l JIBa MOCJICIOBATEIHN IIKOJICKH ICHOBH.
Bo 3aBucHOCT o1 omneneHueTo, TECTOT ON3ee
on 70 mo 100 mumytm mueBHo. Kora Oemre
NoTpeOHO, TOMOIIHUIM TH [oMaraa y4eHHLUTE
co TIOIl cnopen MPUHIMIIOT €ACH HA €IEH 3a
YHTamke W NHIIyBame. llocne TecTupamero Ha
rpymara, Oemie CIpoBeleH ISCeTMHHYTEH TECT
3a YnuTame (Co JeKouparme Ha 300pOBH).

Ilpumepox

Bo neser yumnuiura Bo ['pary 6ea ucnutyBaHu
187 yuenuru ox etTo oaneneHue (123 Mmomym-
Ba 1 64 neBojunma). Ox HUB 95 Oea MOMYHbA
u 49 nesojumnma 6e3 [10I1, monexa 21 momue u
14 neojumma wumaa [IOIl u ywea Bo
WHKITY3UBHH ojeieHuja. OBue 35 yd4eHUIH co
[IOII npercraByBaa 39% o BKymHHOT Opoj Ha
yueHunn on mnerro oxneneHue co [IOII Bo

from the German regions is based on a trial

studies or classrooms where integrated

schooling has been recently introduced.

e How many hours are the children with SEN
in integrative settings being taught?

e In which way differs the performance of the
students with and without SEN regarding
intelligence, mathematics, reading and
spelling? Great differences were found
between the students with and without SEN
in the performances in Germany and USA
(7, 13). Due to this circumstance, it is very
likely that similar differences exist in the
performances of the two groups in Austria.

e How well are the students with SEN
socially integrated in their class compared
to the students without SEN? How do the
students with and without SEN perceive
their emotional integration?

Method

At the end of the academic year, eight
integrative classes and one special class from
Sth grade were surveyed in Graz, in terms of
their academic performance and social
integration. The survey used standardized
questionnaires and tests. These tests were
conducted with all students in integrative
forms, including students with and without
SEN. The testing was conducted in the first
two hours of two consecutive school days.
Depending on the class, the test took between
70 and 100 minutes per day. When it was
deemed as necessary, assistants supported the
SEN students with reading and writing on a
one-to-one basis. After the group test followed
a ten-minute individual test in reading (word-
decoding).

Sample

187 fifth grade children (123 boys, 64 girls)
from nine schools in Graz were investigated.
Of these, 95 boys and 49 girls were without
SEN, while 21 boys and 14 girls had SEN and
studied in integrative classrooms. These 35
SEN students represented 39% of the total
number of fifth grade students with SEN in the
integrative classrooms in Graz (24). The
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WMHKITy3UBHHTE oxneneHuja Bo ['pan (24). Ilpo-
CeYHHOT Opoj Ha YYCHUIIM BO OJICIICHHjaTa
Oemre 23, 07 KOW YETHUPHU OJ] LIECT CTYACHTH CO
[IOIl Gea wHkmynupanu. /[Bajua y4eHHIIU CO
ITOIT ox WHKIY3WBHUTE OJJCIICHUja HE MOXKea
Ja KOMyHHLIUPaaT [opaay TEIIKO HapYIIyBame
(MHTENMEKTya Ha IMONPEUYEHOCT); OBHUE JIHIA
nMaa HEKOMIUIETHU pe3ynrtaTt. ExHa neBojka u
cenym moMuuma co ITOII noceryBaa yuniuiire
3a oceOHO oOpaszoBanue. OBa € €MHCTBEHOTO
nocebHo yumnuimre Bo ['pam 3a yueHHMIM co
[TOII (moxpaj YYHIHINTETO 3a JIUIA CO TEIIKa
nonpedeHoct). ['onem Opoj ox ydyenurute (28)
0ea AMjarHOCTULIMPAHHU CO MPEUYKH BO YUCH-ETO,
JBajlia yYEHUIN nMaa Asperger ayTH3aM U IeT
yUeHUIM Oea AMjarHOCTULMPAHU CO HHTEJCK-
TyaJHa MOIPEedeHOCT.

49.3% on neuara 6e3 [1OI1 npujaBuja neka He ce
pomern Bo Asctpuja. 60% onx ydeHHHIUTE CO
[TOI1 Bo mHTEerpammckuTe yIWTHAI U 75% on
yuenunure co [IOIl Bo moceGHOTO y4HiMIITE
MMaa eMHUIPaHTCKO MoTekno. IIpumepokoT oxro-
Bapaiie Ha COLMOAeMOrpadCcKHOT ONHC Ha yue-
aurmte co 1011 on npyru ucrpaxysama (14, 23).
VYuenurmure co [IOIl mmaa pazmudeH BUI Ha
IIOIl u Oea oOpa3oBaHu cCHOpEA pa3TUYHU
HAaCTaBHM IporpaMu. [IBa yueHHKa cO ayTH3aMm
Oca oOpazoBaHH criopel peIoBHATa HacTaBHA
nporpama (PHII). 35-te y4eHuuu co mpedyku BO
yuemeTo Oca 00pa3oBaHU CIOPEI OIMITara Io-
cebna HactaBHa nporpama (OITHII). Iler yuenu-
I CO MHTEJIEKTyaJlHa MOMPEYeHOCT Oea 00pazo-
BaHM CIIOpe] HacTaBHATa IporpaMa 3a Jerara co
TemKka W KoMmOuHMpaHa mnompeueHoct (TIIIT).
IlerTe y4eHHIM CO MHTENIEKTyalHa HONPEIEHOCT
Oea 00pa3oBaHH BO MHTETPHPAHH YCIOBH, & CUTE
OCYM YYEHHULM BO MOCEOHHTE yUMIUIITa Oea -
jarHocturpanu co 1Y (mpobiieMu BO yUEHETO).

Hucmpymenmu

bea KoOpHCTEHH TIICHXOMETPUCKUTE TECTOBHU
CFT20R, ELFE, SLRT II, HSP, ERT & FDI.
Kyntypno yutuB Tect 3a untenurenimja CFT20-
R (25) e Tect mw3rpazieH 6e3 ynorpeda Ha ja3uk Koj
ja Mepu OCHOBHATa (IyHHA MHTCIUICHIMja Ha
nenata oa 8.5 1o 19-roauiiiHa Bo3pacT.
dynaHaTa WHTEIUTECHIINjAa MOKE J1a ¢ce 00jacHH
KaKO KallalTeT Ha JIMIIETO 3a JIOTHYHO pa3MHc-
JyBame U pelllaBame Ha npobaemure. Mcrara on
crpana Ha Cattell Oeme naeHTH(UKYBaHa KaKo
eneH on QakropuTe Ha OCHOBHara (UIyHaHa

average number of pupils per class was 23
students, in which four to six students with
SEN were integrated. Two students with SEN
in the integrative classrooms could not
communicate due to severe impairment
(intellectual disability); these individuals had
incomplete results. One girl and seven boys
with SEN attended a special education school.
This is the only special school in Graz for SEN
students (except the one for students with
severe disabilities). The majority of students
(28) were diagnosed with a learning disability,
two students had Asperger Autism and five
students were diagnosed with intellectual
disabilities.

The migration background in these urban
schools was frequent. 49.3% of the children
without SEN reported that they were not born
in Austria. 60% of the students with SEN in
integrative classrooms and 75% of the students
with SEN in the special school had immigrant
origins. The sample corresponded to the socio-
demographic descriptions of students with
SEN from other studies (14, 23). The students
with SEN had various types of SEN and were
taught by different curricula. Two students
with autism were educated by the regular
school curriculum (RC). The remaining 35
students with Learning Disability were
educated by the general special school
curriculum (GSS). Five students with
intellectual disability were taught by the
curriculum for severely and multiply disabled
pupils (SMD). All five students with
intellectual disability were schooled in
integrative settings, whereas all eight students
in special schools were diagnosed with LD.

Instruments

The following psychometric tests were used:
CFT20R, ELFE, SLRT II, HSP, ERT & FDI.
The Culture Fair Intelligence Test CFT20-R
(25) is a language-free intelligence test that
measures the basic fluid intelligence of children
between the ages of 8.5 and 19 years.

The fluid intelligence can be described as the
capacity to think logically and solve problems
and it was identified by Cattell as one of the
factors of the general intelligence. In this
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nHTeNMTreHnrja. Ha oBoj HaunH numara co ¢mabo
[MO3HABalb€ HA TEePMAHCKHOT ja3uK HE ce
OIITETEHH TPH UCTIUTYBameTo. [loHatamy, OBOj
TECT MOXeE Jla C€ KOPHCTH M KaKO TPYIEH TecT
(co curypHoct nipu npetectupame ox rtt = 0.80).
TecToT 3a pazOupame Ipu YUTAKE 32 YICHUITUTE
ox mpBo 1o mecto oxneneaue ELFE 1-6 (26) ro
Mepere pa3oupamero npu untame. Co Toa Mo-
e Ja OumaT yTBpIIeHH OCHOBHUTE CTPATETHH 3a
YUTambe KaKo W CIIOCOOHOCTa Ja ce pazdepar
pedeHunMTe W TekcroBute. bemre nokaxaHa
curypHocta Bo apata norrecta (Cronbach o =
0.92; =0.97).

On cams0ypITKHOT TECT 32 YATAIHE U MHIITYBAHE
SLRT II (27) 6eme xoprcTeHa caMo IpBaTa MH-
HyTa OJ MOTTECTOT 3a uurTame. OBOj TecT ce
COCTOM O]l TEeCT 332 MHIMBHAYaJHO YUTAHE KOj
0cO00EHO ja MCIUTYBa Op3MHATA Ha JCKOAUPAE
Ha 300posute (o = 0.90) u mceBg0300pOBUTE (€1
=0.98).

XaMOypIIIKHOT TECT 32 TECTUPAkE HA IMUIIYBa-
wero HSP 1-9 (28) ru ucnurysa cTparerunte Ha
MUIIYBakbe Ha YUYEHHIUTE O MPBO 10 JIEBETTO
onnenenue. bpojor Ha TouHM rpademu moHata-
My Ce KOPHUCTH Kako HeoOpaboTeH pesynrart (o =
0.92).

TectoT mo Maremaruka Gemie ManKy mpudareH 3a
oBa HcTpaxyBame. O] Taa MPUYMHA, KPUTCPHY-
MOT 3a TICMXOMETPUCKU KBAJIUTET Ha IPUMEPOKOT
Oere mpernm3upad. TecTot 3a cMeTame Ha Eggen-
berger ERT 4+ (29) ru mMepu apUTMETUUKHUTE
BEIITUHM Ha Jelara O YeTBPTO O TETTO Ol
nenernue. Criopen 0BoOj TecT, Oellie u3rpajieHa cka-
nata Ha Opoesu (0=0.87) U OCHOBHaTa apuTMe-
tuka (cobupame (0=0.77), omemame (0=0.83),
mHOXeme (0=0.83) u neneme (0=0.90)).

Ckasiata Ha OPOEBH IO TeCTHpAIe Pa30UPaHETO
Ha JINHWjaTa Ha OpOEBH W TIO3WIINjaTa Ha OPOCBH,
a OCHOBHAaTa apUTMETHKA ja TECTHpalle CIo-
coOHOCTa 3a coOupame, 0/13eMarbe, MHOKCHE U
nenemwe. Co MaTeMaTHYKOTO TECTUPAEmE MOXKE
Ja ce jgo00ue HeoOpaboreH pesynrar on 0 mo 5
(ckaira Ha OpoeBH) u HeoOpaboTeH pe3ynrar ox 0
10 20 (ckaya Ha OCHOBHA apUTMETHKA).
[pamamaukor FDI 4-6 (11) ro Mepu creneHOT Ha
colyjaiHa UHTerpauyja (Ha mp.: ,,Jac cym MHOTY
3aJI0BOJICH OJ1 MOUTE COYUCHHUIM' ‘) U EMOIIOHATHA
uHTErpanyja (Ha mp.. ,Jac cakaM Ja ogam Ha
yuarmarre™).  TIpamanankor Oere  yrotpeOyBaH
BO IIBQjIIAPCKO UCTPaKyBarhe HA YUSHUIIA OJf TIe-
TT10 1 mecto omueneHue (o = 0.89; o = 0.93). Ilo-
HaTaMy, OX yuyuTenuTte Oemie mobapaHo Aa To
mporeHar ~ OpojoT  Ha ~ 4YacoOBUTE  Ha

way, the individuals with low language
proficiency are not disadvantaged by the
testing tasks. Furthermore, it is applicable as
a group test (re-test reliability: r#z = 0.80).
The Reading Comprehension Test for First to
Sixth Graders ELFE 1-6 (26) measures the
reading comprehension. In doing so, can be
determined basic reading strategies as well as
the ability to understand sentences and texts.
The reliability was proven for both sub-tests
(Cronbach a.=0.92; a =0.97) .

From the Salzburg Reading and Writing test
SLRT II (27) was used only the first minute of
the reading subtest. This test constitutes an
individual reading test that specifically
examines the speed of decoding words (a =
0.90) and pseudo-words (o =0.98).

The Hamburg-writing-test HSP 1-9 (28)
examines the writing strategies of students
from first to ninth grade. The number of
correct graphemes will be used as a raw score
(a=0.92).

The math test was slightly accepted for this
study. For this reason, the psychometric
quality criteria of the sample were specified.
The Eggenberger calculation test ERT 4+ (29)
measures the arithmetic skills of children from
fourth to fifth grade. According with this test,
was constructed the scale of Numbers (0=0.87)
and Basic Arithmetic (Summation (0=0.77),
Subtraction (0=0.83), Multiplication (0=0.83)
and Division (¢=0.90)).

The scale Numbers verified the understanding
of number lines and position of numbers and
the scale Basic Arithmetic tested the
calculation ability in adding, subtracting,
multiplying and dividing. In the mathematic
testing raw scores from 0 to 5 (in the Numbers
scale) and a row score from 0 to 20 (in the
Basic Arithmetic scale) could be achieved.
The FDI questionnaire 4-6 (11) measures the
degree of social integration (e.g. “I’'m very
happy with my classmates”) and emotional
integration (e.g. “I like going to school”). The
questionnaire was tested in the Swiss survey
of students from fifth and sixth grade (a =
0.89; a = 0.93). Additionally, the teachers
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WHKITY3UBHOTO 00pa30BaHWE U Jia TO OINpesesar
crarycort Ha [1OI1.

3. Pesynmamu

YacoBM BO HHKJIY3UBHOTO 00pa3oBaHue

BpojoT Ha YacoBuTE BO MHKIY3UBHOTO 00pa3o-
BaHME € 3aCTalleH CIIOpe]l HacTaBHATa IporpaMa
(30,31). BpemerpaemeTo Ha WHKIY3UBHOTO 00-
pa3oBaHUe € U3Pa3eHO M0 YUYEHHUK BO YUMIIMIIHH
gacoBd. OMHCOT BO NMPOLIEHTH HE € KOPHUCTEH,
Ouzejku OpojoT Ha YUMIIMIIIHU YaCOBU HEIETHO €
pasnuueH. [lonaramy, OpojoT Ha YacoBH Ha
MHKIY3UBHOTO O0pa30BaHUE 3a YYCHHLHUTE CO
[1OII Bapupa ox 15 go 30 wacoBu HenenHo (M =
22.6, SD = 4.5). PHII - yuennnute 6ea exyrnupa-
HU M = 25 HelenHO BO MHKIY3UBHU YUUJIHUIIU.
lonemyHaTa Ha MOJJPIIKATA HAABOP OJ YUHII-
Humara 3a PHII - yyenunure npoceuHo Oertie
efeH yac HenenHo. YueHunure crnopen OITHII-
00pa30BHUOT IIaH OJPKyBaa MpPOCeYHo Mo M =
22.55 yacoBM HEAETHO BO WHKITY3UBHH YCIIOBH U
M = 4.41 yacoBu HENENHO BO M30JHUPAHU YCIIO-
BU. Yuenunute kou ro cienea PHII - nactaBHu-
OoT miaH mnoceryBaa M = 17.5 4acoBu BO
WHKJTY3UBHH YCJIOBU U M = 4.5 4acoBU HEAETHO
BO M30JUpaHM YycloBH. Bo mpocek, exneH
HACTaBHUK O] MHTEIPUPAHUTE IapajelKu Onp-
xkyBame M = 22.5 (SD = 0.52) yacoBu HeleIHO
BO MHKITY3UBHHTE YUHITHULIH.

Ycnex U couMjajiHa HHKIIY3Mja HA yYeHULUTe
co u 0e3 IIOII

Co men 1a ce cropenar pe3yiTaTuTe, IPOCCIHUTE
Pe3yJITaTH Ol TECTHPAETO CE TMPUKKAHHU BO Ta-
Oenara 1. bunejku BpeAHYBamkETO Ha MHIMBUTyall-
HHTE TECTOBH BapHpalle, CUTe JTOOMEHH pe3yi-
Taty Oea MPETBOPEHH BO Z-Pe3yNITaTH, Kako IITO €
MpUKaXaHO Ha civka 1. 3a Taa 1ien, 6ea KOprCTeHH
HOpMAIM3HUpaHU pe3ynTaTH. Pasmikara momery
yuenuute co [1OI1 u 6e3 T1OI1 Gemre TecTupana
CO TIOMOII HA IBOHACOYHUOT t-TECT.

were asked to estimate the hours of integrative
schooling and to name the status of the SEN.

3. Results
Hours in integrative education

The numbers of hours in the integrative edu-
cation are represented according to the
curriculum (30, 31). The amount of integrative
schooling is given per pupil in school hours. A
description in percentage is not useful since the
number of school hours per week was various.
Furthermore, the number of hours of integrative
schooling for students with SEN varied from 15
to 30 hours per week (M = 22.6, SD = 4.5). RC
students were schooled M = 25 hours per week
in integrative classrooms. The amount of
support outside the classroom for RC students
was on average one hour per week. Students in
the GSS curriculum had an average of M =
22.55 hours per week in integrative settings and
M = 4.41 hours per week in segregated settings.
Students following the SMH curriculum also
had M = 17.5 hours in integrative settings and
M = 4.5 hours per week in segregated settings.
On average, one integration teacher allocated M
= 22.5 (SD = 0.52) hours per week in an
integrative classroom.

Performance and social integration of
students with and without SEN

In order to compare the results, averages of the
scales were shown in Table 1. Since the scaling
of the individual tests varied widely, all raw test
scores were transformed into z-scores, as shown
in Figure 1. For this purpose, the normalized
scores were used. The difference between the
students with SEN and without SEN was tested
using the two tailed t-test.
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Cnuka 1: Cpedna epeonocm 00 unousuoyarnume  Figure 1: Means of individual tests of the
mecmuparea Ha yuenuyume mpaucgopmupana 6o students transformed into z-scale
Z cKana
Kora cranysa 300p 3a ¢uyungnara uatenuren-  In terms of fluid intelligence and school
[{ja ¥ yCHexXoT Ha ydwiuinTe, yuyeHunute 0e3  performance, the students without SEN
ITOII moctrurHAa pemoBHU pe3yaTarTH, 3a pa3au-  achieved regular scores whereas those with
ka on onue co I1OIl kou Oea paHTHpaHU €THO SEN were positioned one standard deviation
CTaHJIAPJTHO OTCTAIyBamke MOHUCKO. below.
Tabena 1: Cpeono u cmandapono omcmanysea-  Table 1: Mean and standard deviation of the
e Kaj yuenuyume 80 pe3yimamume 00 mecmu- students’ results from the tests and
pareemo u npawiarnuyume questionnaires
Vuenuiu 6e3 ITOIT/ Vuenunu co ITOIT/
Students without SEN Students with SEN
M SD M SD t df p
DuryHiIHa MHTEIHTeHIMja/ 93.84 11.97 76.38 16.32 735 | 166.00 | 0.00
Fluid Intelligence
Bpoesu (Matemaruka)/
Numbers (Math) 4.13 1.43 1.74 1.75 8.03 58.86 0.00
OCHOBHA apuUTMETHKA (MaTeMaTHKa)/
Basic Arithmetic (Math) 8.82 3.27 3.02 3.42 9.80 170.00 0.00
CoopsetHu rpademu (crieyBame)/
Matched Graphemes (Spelling) 50.21 11.15 38.49 10.79 5.97 180.00 0.00
Hurar.e o pasuparke/ 46.18 10.74 33.56 1176 | 638 | 173.00 | 0.00
Reading Comprehension set
Pasbuparpe Ha TeKCTOT NIpH UHTathe/ 46.72 10.38 3321 7.98 759 | 172.00 | 0.00
Reading Comprehension text
Hlexonmpar 1 sGoposire/ 48.43 28.89 18.46 1926 | 774 | 97.86 | 0.00
Word Decoding
Hlexouparpe 1a ncesz10360posHTe/ 47.25 29.18 2591 2644 | 420 | 179.00 | 0.00
Pseudoword Decoding
Counjamma uirerpaija/ 3.72 0.68 337 0.68 295 | 185.00 | 0.02
Social Integration
Emouwonara unrerpatuja/ 2.85 1.01 2.99 0.99 -0.82 | 185.00 | 0.18
Emotional Integration

(3nauajHocra Geme MepeHa co JBoHaco4eH t-rect/Significance was measured by a two tailed t-test)

Ha nBere maremMaTuyku cKajau, yueHULUTE Oe3
[IOIl mocTturHaa 3HA4YUTENHO IMOBHCOK PE3yJ-

On both mathematical scales, the students
without SEN achieved a significant higher
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TaT crnopeaeHo co ydeHunure co [1OI1. Pazmu-
Ka CIIMYHA CO Pe3yJTaTUTe CO OCHOBHATA apHT-
MeTHKa Oellle MpoHajlieHa MoMery YYEeHUIIHTE
6e3 [1OI1 u co [1OI1 Bo yuTamero, crienyBame-
TO W JIEKOUpPamkeTo Ha 300poBH. Jlogeka TecTo-
BUTE 3a YHTAIC U CIeyBame Oca BpeIHYBaHU
npeky t-TecToT co cpenHa BpeaHocT onx 50 u
CTaHJapjAHa JeBujanuja ox 10, TecToT 3a JeKo-
JIupame Ha 300pOBUTE KOPHUCTEIIE MTPOLCHTH 32
paHrHupame.

Bo mpamanHunure 3a couujaliHa ¥ €MOTHBHA
WHTETpallija MoXkele ga ce modue Hempepado-
TeH pe3ynrar nomery 1 u 5. Bo ogHOC Ha comu-
janHaTa uHTerpanyja, yuenunute 6e3 [10I1 nma
pesynarar on M = 3.72 (SD = 0.68) — BpemHOCT
KOja € 3HAYMTEeNHO TMOBHCOKA 3a pas3liuka O
yuenurure co I1OIT (M = 3.37; SD = 0.68).
Cnopen oBa, yuenurute co I1OIl 3a HEBHHOT
OJTHOC CO COYUCHHLUTE C€ paHTupaa cedecu mo-
HHUCKO. JIBeTe rpymu ce Haoraa Haj TEOPETCKa-
Ta cpeanHa o Tpute. Bo omHOC Ha eMoTHBHATA
MHTErpalyja Koja ro MepH YyBCTBOTO Ha yde-
HUKOT 3a 0;1arococTojba BO yUHIIHUIIATA, HE TI0-
CTOEja 3HAYUTEIIHU PA3JIUKU BO OLIEHYBAETO.

Huckycuja

Criopenr 6pojoT Ha 4acOBUTE BO MHKIIY3UBHOTO
obOpasoBaHue, Oelre OTKPUCHO JeKa YICHHUIIUTE
kou ro cienea PHII u yyenuuure xou ro ciue-
nea OIIHIT najmMHOTY Oea oOpa3zoBaHH BO
WHKITY3UBHH ojieneHuja. CIpoTHBHO Ha ToOa,
yuenunure co TIIII nmomunHaa momanky Bpeme
BO WHKIy3UBHHUTE opjeneHuja. Pesynrator €
cnuueH Ha 3akinydokor Ha Schiller u cop. (5) u
MOXe J1a ce MOJAPKU CO (PaKTOT AEKa YaCOBUTE
3a yuenunure co [IOII ce moroBopenu nomery
JUPEKTOPOT HAa YYWIUIITETO U POJUTEIUTE.
Cnopen toa, yaerunute co TIIIT nmaat moman-
Ky yacoBu. OBUE 4acoOBHU ce JOTOBOPEHU 3a ce-
KOj yYEHHUK MoceOHO, a BKYITHHOT Opoj Ha Jaco-
BU € pa3INyHO pacmlpeiesieH IO pa3IHuHu
npeameTy. Pasnukarta moMery peqoBHUTE yde-
auty co [1OI1 Bo ogHOC Ha (hynaHATa WHTEIH-
TeHIMja U aKaJeMCKHTE IOCTHTHYBama COOJ-
BETCTBYBa CO Jpyrute UcTpaxyBama (11, 13).
U moxpaj Toa mTO Criopes YUYWINIIHUOT YCIeX
pesyaraTure Oea CIMYHM HA aMEPUKAHCKHTE
JIOHTUTYAMHAITHN HCTpaxkyBama (7). OBa 3Ha9N
Jleka 10 TPeIMEeTOT MaTeMaTHKa, PelIOBHHTE
ydeHHIU Oea crnocoOHHM a NpEeMHHAT Ha HOB
IpeaMeT BO METTO OAJCNICHHE, NOJeKa yUCHH-
mute co [IOIT ce ymre nmaa roixemMu npobieMu

score than the students with SEN. In reading,
spelling and word-decoding a difference similar
to the results in basic arithmetic was found
between students without SEN and with SEN.
While the reading and spelling tests were
measured in t-Scores with a mean of 50 and a
standard deviation of 10, the word-decoding
test used ranking in percentages.

In the social and emotional integration
questionnaire a raw score between 1 and 5
could be achieved. In terms of social
integration, the students without SEN rated
score of M = 3.72 (SD = 0.68) a value
significantly higher than value of the students
with SEN (M = 3.37; SD = 0.68). Thus, the
students with SEN rated themselves lower
when being asked about getting along well with
their classmates. Both groups were above the
theoretical mean of three. In terms of emotional
integration, which measured the student’s sense
of well-being in the classroom, there were no
significant differences in the assessment.

Discussion

With regards to the number of hours in
integrative schooling, it was discovered that RC
and GSS students were schooled the most in
integrative classes. On the contrary, SMH
students spent less time in integrative classes.
This result is similar to Schiller et al. (5)
conclusions and can be supported by the fact that
lessons for students with SEN are negotiated
between the head masters and the parents.
Hence, students with SMH have fewer lessons.
These lessons are negotiated for each student
individually, and the determined total hours are
allocated differently in various subjects.

The difference between regular students and
students with SEN in regards to fluid
intelligence and academic achievement
corresponded to other investigations (11, 13).
Even regarding the school performance, the
results were similar to the American
longitudinal studies (7). This implies that in
maths, regular students were able to move onto
new subjects by the fifth grade, whereas
students with SEN still had great difficulties
with basic arithmetic, especially multiplication
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CO OCHOBHATa apUTMETHKA, OCOOCHO CO MHOXe-
IBETO U IEeTICHETO. 3a cropenda, IeTTOo I IeICH-
uure co [IOIl mocturHaa cpemHa BpPETHOCT
CIMYHA Ha OHaa Ha CEAMOOJEIICHIIUTE O]l Tep-
MaHCKUTE MOCeOHU 00pa3oBHU yuunuiTa (32).
YumnumHuoTr ycnex Ha yuyenunure co TIIII
TIpU YYWJTUITHATE TeCTUpama Oelle Ha HajHHC-
Ka MO)kHa rpanuna. [lonaramy, oBue pesyaratu
0ea TIOCTUTHATH CO TOJIeMa TOIPIIKA O] CTpa-
Ha Ha THMOBHUTE 32 TECTUPAE.

3aKkayuok

Bo 3akimydokor, pesyiTaTHTe MOKaXkaa JeKa
WHKJTY3UBHHUTE OJ/ICTICHHUja ce KapaKTepu3npaar
CO ToJIeMa XeTeporeHoCcT. MOMEHTAITHO MOCTO-
jaT romeM Opoj YacOBW KOW IMOAIPKYBaaT WH-
MUBHAIYAIHA YUYCHWUYKU TPYNd. 3HA4YajHO € Ja
ce CIIOMHE JIeKa Ha MHKITy3UBHOTO 00pa3oBaHue
c¢ yIITe My HEJOCTHraaT WHKIY3WBHH METOIU
Ha MpeJaBame, MOCeOHO Pa3BUCHU 32 YUUTEIH-
te. C¢ ymre HemocTacyBaaT 3a¢IHUYKA HACTAB-
Ha Tporpama, oOpa3oBHH MPOTPaMH U MaTEpH-
jasu Kou 0N OBO3MOKHJIE MPOPUTAOHITHO 00pa-
30BaHKMe 0e3 Orjeq Ha pa3IMKUTEe BO YCIEXOT
110 MaTeMaTruKa U TePMaHCKH ja3uK.

3a ;1a ce pa3Bue MHKIY3HjaTa BO YUMIIUIIHU yC-
JIOBU BO BHCTHHCKA HHKIJIy3Wja, HOTPEOHO €
CHUTE YUCHUIN BO OAJEIICHUETO Aa Ce YYBCTBY-
BaaT y100HO U npudareHo. Pesynarature o1 oBa
HCTPaXyBambe ce C¢ YIITE JalieKy O] OBaa Iell.
Bo monero Ha colgjanHata WHTErpaiuja, pe-
3yNTaTUTE IMOKakaa JeKa MOCTOM 3HAYMTENHA
pasnmuka momery ydeHurnure co u 0e3 IIOIL
BpenHo e na ce cnoMmeHe Jieka peJOBHUTE yde-
HUIIM C€ TIOYECTO Ce CI0XKyBaaT JoOpO CO CBOH-
Te coyueHHIU. Bo paMkuTe Ha eMOIMOHATHATA
WHTETpalnja, oBaa pasziinka He ce mojaBu. OBoOj
pesyaTaT ce pasNuKyBa O  pe3ylTaTuTe Ha
Sauer u cop. (20), kou He Hajmoa HUKaKBa pas-
JIMKa ToMery oBwe Tpymu Bo I'epMaHuja, HO €
CIIMYHO cO wucTpaxyBamara Ha Klicpera &
Gasteiger-Klicpera (16) u Huber (17) xou yka-
kaa geka ydenurute co I1OII Gea menm om rpy-
rnaTa Ha HEMOMyJapHH YYEHHIHM CO MOMAJIKy
NpHUjaTesId BO MHTETPATHBHUTE YUMUITHUIIH.

On oBaa mpuyMHA, COIMjaJIHATA HMHTErpanuja
Tpeba ma Oule MONEeHTpaIHa KOTa YUYUTEIOT TH
noAroreyBa 4yacoBute. COCTAHONIUTE W JTUCKY-
CHHTE KOW MPOMOBHUPAAT pa3dUpame 3a Heloc-
TaTOKOT U MOMPEUYCHOCTA Ka] YUCHUIIUTE BO OJI-

and division. In spelling, fifth-grade students
with SEN achieved an average value similar to
that of seventh-grade students in German
special education schools (32). School per-
formances of SMH students were at the
lowermost boundary of the school achieve-
ment tests. Furthermore, these results were
reached with a great deal of support by the
testing teams.

Conclusion

In Conclusion, the results show that integrated
classes are characterized through a great
heterogeneity. Currently, there are plenty of
lessons, which support individual student
groups. Nevertheless, it is worth mentioning
that inclusive teaching still lacks inclusive
teaching methods, specifically developed for
team-teaching. Common curricula, learning
programs and materials that enable a profitable
coeducation are still missing, despite of the
differences in the achievement in mathematics
and German language.

In order to develop the integration from school
setting into real inclusion, it requires for all
students in the class to feel comfortable and
accepted. The results of the study are still away
from this aim.

In the field of social integration, the results
showed that a significant difference exists
between students with and without SEN. It is
worth noticing that regular students mentioned
that they more frequently get along well with
their classmates. Within the range of emotional
integration, this difference did not appear. This
result differs from the results by Sauer et al.
(20), who did not find a difference between
these groups in Germany, but it is similar to the
research position of Klicpera & Gasteiger-
Klicpera (16) and Huber (17), who both pointed
out that the students with SEN were part of the
unpopular student groups with fewer friends in
the integrative classroom.

For this reason, social integration should be
more central when the teachers are preparing
the lessons. Meetings and discussions which
promote understanding for impairment and
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JICJICHUETO CE CMETaaT 3a MO3UTHBHHU M KOOTIC-
paTUBHU METOAM 32 IpellaBarmbe, Kako IITO €
,,TpyITHAaTa CI0KyBaJlKa .
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