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-Service Teachers’ Attitudes toward School Inclusion in Romania

The present study aims to determine the pre-service teachers attitudes towards
inclusion in Romania and understand them in relation with their specialization and prior
relation with a person with special needs. Research on attitudes towards inclusion has a
long tradition in the scientific field. However, most of Elillies focus on the teachers’
and parents’ attitudes. Fewer studies have focused on pre-service teachers’ attitudes
thus far and this study seeks to fill this research gap. The participants were 175
Educational Sciences pre-service teachers from the West University of Timisoara,
Romania. A mixed-method approach was used to analyze the participants’ written work
(ie., in which they explained their choice between special schools and inclusive
schools). A content analysis of the made arguments was carried out; further, the
frequencies of the main response themes were analyzed quantitatively. Overall, there is
a predisposition to view the special schools as the better educational environment for
children with SEN. The arguments made are diverse, ranging from pro-special school
as optimum environment to anti-inclusion school beliefs. To better understand
inclusion, this study recommends that more special education disciplines should be
included in the curriculum and that students should be offered opportunities for
teaching students with SEN.

Keywords: school inclusion; attitudes; pre-service teachers; inclusive schools; special
schools; Romania

INTRODUCTION

School inclusion has now moved beyond the stage of an educational policy imposed by
international laws and has increasingly become a common and necessary practice,
recognized at the level of existential principles. International legal bodies (UN, 2016;
UNESCO, 1994) have been promoting school inclusion as a non-discriminatory
educational policy for more than 30 years. Therefore, most states have integrated it into
their laws. Romania, too, at the pre-accession stage to the EU, promulgated the first
laws (Romanian Education Law, 1995) that ensured the right of children to inclusive
education. Now, as a full EU member, a National Strategy is in place and the proportion
of children included is a high as 50% (Tudose, 2017).

Inclusive education (IE) is a multivalent concept, its connotations depending very much
on the socio-cultural context specific to each country. Van Mieghem et al. (2018)
recommend that each study should specify the operational definition of IE to which it
eltes. S0 as not to create conceptual confusions. In the Romanian legislation, IE is
defined as ‘an ongoing process of upgrading the school institution, with the aim of
exploiting (valuing) the existing resources, particularly human resources, to support the
participation in learning of all pupils from inside a community™ (Vrasmas & Vrasmas,
2007, 3). The inclusive education should not seek to bring a simple improvement of the
school or the classroom activity but a radical change of the entire educational
institution, of the active teachers, of the curriculum, and of the society.
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In the Romanian legislation, the term SEN is used inconsistently: handicap, incapacity,
disability, deficiency, and SEN (Vrasmag & Vrasmas, 2@]‘ In our study, the term
children with SEN, most used by teachers, is understood as “children whose learning
difficulties hinder their ability to benefit from the general education system without
support or accomr@dti()n to their needs’ (European Commission, [EC], 2018, 3). In
Romania, children with SEN can be educated in special or inclusive schools (National
Education Law, 2011). A special school provides programs, learning activities and
complex support for rehabilitation of Chim] who fail to achieve an age-appropriate
level of development; an inclusive school provides education for all children and is the
most effective means of combating attitudes of discrimination and segregation
(Ministerial Order, 2011).

Being a concept and a reality so prcscln education, it is important that IE is achieved
at a high-quality level. At the heart of the success of the isi()n process is the social
and educational attitude towards it. Our study focusses on investigating the attitudes of
pm-scrviccaachcrs. The rescarch (Kraska & Boyle, 2014; Sharma & Nuttal, 2015)
emphasize the importance of studying pre-service teachers’ attitudes as an attitudinal
diagnostic factor at the beginning of professional training, but also as a predictor of
future teachers’ attitudes. If we determine the attitudes towards inclusion at the
beginning of the professional development, we can make curricular adjustments to
foster inclusive attitudes.

Most of Romanian research on IE has focused on identifying obstacles and solutions for
better IE. One of the proposed solutions was to conduct training programs in special
education, on an individual basis or through continuous training, which would reflect
school reality as adequately as possible (Ghergut, 2011; Grasu, 2012; Uniim(]]Z:
Frumos, 2018). However, few studies on Romanian IE attempts to determine the pre-
ﬁvice teachers’ attitudes toward IE to support the curricular design on empirical data.

The purpose of this study is to identify pre-service teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion
in relation with their specialization and prior relation with a person with SN, and to
propose theoretical and methodological solutions.

Theoretical framework

Attitude refers t()acl of beliefs, behaviours, and emotions in relation with a person,
reality or object. n Mieghem et al. (2018, 4) complied the definitions of zmiu&s
found in reviews of IE attitudinal research and concluded that most define attitude as a
‘compilation of cognitive (beliefs or knowledge), affective (feelings) and behavioural
(predisposition to act in a particular way) components’ . In this study, attitudes were
analysed on two dimensions: first, the predisposition to act toward inclusion (by asking
the pre-service teachers to choose between special or inclusive schools) and cognitive
(the pre-service teachers had to argument their choice and we interpreted how they
reﬂeﬁheir beliefs in this argumentation).

The research of pre-service teachers’ attitudes towards IE has two main directions:
determining the factors that influence it independent of vocational training programs;
and factors that arise directly from training and that can influence the shaping of




attitudes during stuas. Among the mentioned factors that influence attitudes are the
level of education and perceived level of confidentiality in teaching students with
disabilities (Sharma & Nug, 2015), perceived self-efficiency (Lancaster & Bain,
2010), level of education and perceived level of trust in teaching students with
disabilities (Sharma et al., 2009) and experience in a teaching role, specialisation, year
of study or perceived experience with people with SEN (Kraska & Boyle, 2014; Orakei
etal., 2016).

We aim to explore the pre-service teachers™ attitudes in relation with specialisation and
prior relation with a person with SEN, also. Specialization refers to the subject area the
students major in. However few studies investigated this variable in relation with
attitudes towards IE, with diverse results. Avramidis et al. (2000) assert that science
study majors are less positive toward inclusion (due to the focus on ilCildCB
performance) and the students in humanistic studies are more positive. Kraska and
Boyle (2014) found no significant differences between preschool and primary pre-
service teachers’ attitudes. Other skeflies (Woodcock, 2011; Markova et al., 2016)
report that elementary school majors have ma: positive attitudes than secondary school
majors. Quandhi and Kurniawati (2019) found that special education pre-service
teachers have a more positive attitude that Early Childhood Education majors.

prior relation with a person with SEN can be an important influential factor. Most
of the studies (Sharma et al., 2009; Lyakurwa & Tungaraza, 2013) found a positive and
significant relation between the attitude toward inclusion and the prior relation with a
person with SEN.

This study focuses on exploring both direction of attitude towards 1E, positive or
negative, the predispositions and beliefs in relation to IE, as well as influencing factors
—specialization and prior relation with a person with SEN.

METHODOLOGY
Research questions and objectives
Res h objectives

esearch o J{’(‘IH{’G

The current study investigated pre-service teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion in
Romania. The attitudes will be approached on two dimensions: first, in terms of choice
for an educational option — pro-special (SS) or pro-inclusive school (IS); second, in
terms of the rationale for this option. Thaltitudes will be analysed in relation to two
factors: the college specialisation of the pre-service teachers™ and their prior relation
with a person with SEN.

The research objectives are:
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e To determine pre-service teachers” attitudes toward inclusion.

e To identify broad themes and patterns in pre-service teachers’ arguments for
special or for inclusive school.

s To analyse the main types of arguments in relation to the prior relation with a
person with SEN of pre-service teachers.

The research questions are:

RQ1I: Which type of school do pre-service teachers see as most fitting for a student with
SEN?

RQ2: How the pre-service teachers’ approaches differ in relation to specialisation and
to their prior relation with a person with SEN?

RQ3: Which are pre-service teachers’ main arguments for special or for inclusive

schools?

RQ4: How the pre-service teachers’ arguments differ in relation to the pre-service
teachers’ prior relation with a person with SEN?

Partigipants

The data were collected from a convenience sample of 175 Romanian pre-service
teachers from all three specialisations of Educational Sciences studies offered by WUT
able 1).

Table 1
Descriptive summary of the participants
Category Frequency %
Gender
Male 9 5.1
Female 166 94.9
Specialization
Special Education 35 20
Pedagogy 39 2228
Primary and Preschool Education 101 57.72
Prior relation with a person with SEN
Family member (FM) 69 273
Classmate (CL) 66 26.1
Acquaintance (AC) 49 194
No relation (NR) 37 14.6

17
Participants were 166 (94.9%) women, with a.gv:s ranged from 18 to 51 years
(M=20.79, §D=5.47). The participants were enrolled as follows: in Special Education
(SE) - 35 (20%), Pedagogy (PE) - 39 (22.28%), and Primary and Preschool Education
(PPE) — 101 (57.72%). There were 32 (18.28%) students that declared that have a
family member (FM) with disabilities, 38 (21.71%) had a classmate (CL) with
disabilities, 54 (30.85%) with at least one acquaintance (AC) with SEN, and 51
(29.14%) with no prior relation (NR) with a person with disabilities.




Study design

To gain better insight into pre-service teachers’ attitude towards inclusion a mixed
methodology was used. Quantitative methods were used to determine the frequency and
percentages of the participants’ choice between special and inclusive schools and for
the arguments of the respondents. The adequate number of participants (N=175)
allowed us to classify the main arguments of the students by occurrence frequency. The
content analysis, a qualitative method, was applied to identify the students’ arguments
for or against inclusion.

Procedure

The cohorts of two consecutive years, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021, i.e. 175 students,
were included as peu‘ticipeu in the study. The students are enrolled in all three
specialisations offered by the Department of Educational Sciences of the West
University of Timisoara. All students in the department take a mandatory course on the
topic (i.e., Foundation of Special Education) in their first semester. In thcard week of
the semester, the students attending the weekly seminar for this subject were asked to
participate in the study, based on an informed consent. Being at the beginning of their
college studies, we can say that the following findings illustrate their attitudes toward
inclusion developed prior to university enrolment.

Data Collection and analysis

A short demographic survey was conducted at the beginning, gathering data about the
gender, age, specialisation, and the prior relation with a person with SEN. The prior
relation with a person with SEN was presented in four pre-established categories, from
which the students could choose: family member (FM), classmate (CL), acquaintance
(AC) and no relation (NR). These categories were pre-determined based on different
degrees of closeness to a person with SEN — the closest being FM and the furthest NR.

The students were asked to answer two questions in writing:

(1) Which setting do you think is better for the education of children with SEN -
special school or inclusive school?

(2)  Write the main argument on which you based that choice.

The data were analysed through a process of thematic content analysis. The responses
were reviewed to identify recurring responses and main arguments. We analysed the
arguments for special and for inclusive schools and in total three types of arguments
were identified. Key quotations from the manuscripts were categorised along these
thematic lines.

RESEARCH FINDING

The results highlight the pre-service teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion in terms of
choices and arguments pro-special or pro-inclusive school. A tendency to view the
special schools as the better educational environment for children with SEN is evident
and the participants with the specialisation closest to the special education mostly chose
this option. The arguments brought are diverse, ranging from pro-special school beliefs
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as optimum environment in terms of individualization of intervention, academic
progress, and socialization, to anti-inclusion school beliefs, viewed as not enough
prepared in terms of specialists or present stigma. The following results are organized
thematically, with direct quotations to illustrate the students’ attitudes.

Research question 1
‘Which type of school do pre-service teachers see as most fitting for a person with SEN?

Of the total respondents (see Table 2), nearly half (49.71%) would have children with
SEN placed in SS, 40 % chose IS and 10.28% had a nuanced view — they opted for
either SS or IS, depending on several factors.

Table 2

Frequency table — pre-service teachers’ choices toward inclusion by specialisation

Type of school Special school Inclusive school Both
specialization v % " % Y %

SE 21 60 14 40 - -

PE 20 5128 18 46.15 I 256
PPE 46 4554 38 37.62 17 6383
Total 87 4971 70 40 18 10.28

* SE — Special Education, PE — Pedagogy, PPE — Primary and Preschool Education; y- Frequency

R h question 2

Do pre-service teachers’ approaches differ in relation to specialisation and to their prior
relation with a person with SEN?

Table 3
Frequency lable — pre-service teachers’ choices toward inclusion by prior relation with
a person with SEN

Special School Inclusive School Both
E?ErSrEe:lmn with a person ” % v % v %
Family Member 13 4062 15 46.87 4 12.5
No relation 27 5294 23 45.09 1 196
Acquaintance 29 5370 16 20.62 9 16.66
Classmate 18 4736 16 42.10 4 10.52
Total 87 70 18

» v- Frequency

By specialisation (see Table 2), 60% of SE stuams, 51.28% of PE students and
45.54% of PPE students opted for special school. A chi-square Kruskal Wallis test of
independence was performed to examine the relation between the preference of
placement (S5, IS, and both) and specialization (SE, PE, PPE). The relation was non-
significant ¥2(2, N=175) =42, p=.80. Nevertheless, in all specialisations, the first
option was for SS and the SE students opted the most for SS. We can say that the closer




the specialisation is to special education, the more the students consider SS better. Most
students with a nuanced view are enrolled in PPE.

By prior relation with a person with SEN (Table 3), the hierarchy of the options for S8
is: 53.70% of the students with a prior relation of AC, 52.94% of the students with NR,
4?.63@01" students who had a CL with SEN and 40.62% of students with a FM with
SEN. A chi-square Kruskal Wallis test of independence was performed to examine the
relation between the preference of placement (SS, IS, and both) and prior relation with
a person with SEN (FM, NR, AC, CL). The relation was non-significant x2(3, N=175)
=202, p=.56. Even if no statistically significant difference was obtained, we can see
thatfeh closer the relation is, the lower the tendency to opt for S5. The students with
NR with people with SEN or with AC with SEN do not have first-hand information and
experiences with the educational system and tended to opt for SS. The students
(42.10%) who lived and learned together with a CL with SEN or who had FM with
SEN (46.87%) opted for IS. It can be observed that the closer the relation with a person
with SEN is the more pro inclusion the attitude of the students is.

Table 4
Main types of arguments

;inll:ll;:r No relation :\cquam tanc Classmate Total

v % y % ¥ % y % y %
Arguments Pro special school
Pro special school
Student centred 7 2187 15 2941 9 1666 6 1578 37 21.14
School centred 4 125 9 1764 14 2592 7 1842 34 1942
Total Il 3437 24 4705 23 4259 13 3421 71 4057
Opposite (counterexample) to inclusive school
Student centred 1 3.12 1 1.96 4 7.40 3 7.89 9 5.14
School centred 1 3.12 2 3.92 2 3.70 2 5.26 7 4
Total 2 6.25 3 5.88 6 1111 5 1315 16 914
Arguments Pro inclusive school
SEN stndent 10 3125 13 2549 10 18.51 14 3684 47 2685
centred
Typical centred 4 125 2 3.92 1 1.85 1 2.63 8 4.57
Life values 1 3.12 8 1568 5 9.25 1 263 15 8357
Total I5 4687 23 4509 16 2962 16 4210 70 40
Arguments to both special and inclusive school
Disability type 5 9.25 2 5.26 7 4
Disability degree 4 125 1 1.96 1 1.85 6 342
The best interest of
the child 3 5.55 2 526 5 285
Total 4 125 1 1.96 9 1666 4 1052 18 1028

Total 32 100 51 100 54 100 38 100 175 100
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If we take the particular case of the students who had a CL with SEN, more (47.36%)
opted for SS than (42.10%) for IS, meaning that, for most, the experience of inclusion
was not successful. However, the difference between the two options is not a significant
one, meaning that there are negative (still in majority), but also positive experiences of
inclusion.

Research question 3

Which are pre-service teachers’ main arguments for special or for inclusive schools?
Three types of arguments were identified in the respondents’ texts: arguments pro
special-schools, arguments pro-inclusive school, and arguments both pro-special and
pro-inclusive schools.

Arguments pro-special schools

Most of the pre-service teachers’ arguments were pro-special school (see Table 4),
categorized in two sub-types: pro special school and opposite (counterexample) to
inclusive school (see Table 5).

The pro special-school arguments point out the benefits of SS for the child. The
opposite to inclusive school arguments relate negatively to inclusion, giving examples
of negative situations, as an argument of option for SS. Both pro special school and
opposite to inclusive school themes contained two sub-categories — student-centred and
school-centred. The student-centred arguments put the accent on the benefits or
disadvantages for the child with SEN, while the school centred arguments highlight the
positive or negative aspects of special or inclusive school on child™s development.

The student-centred arguments were in majority (see Table 5) outpointing the benefits
of 5§ in terms of learning, individualization of intervention or socialization or the
negative aspects of the IS in terms of lack of interest, mockery, rejection or academic
unfulfillment. The most frequent argument in terms of school characteristics was the
qualification of the teachers in SS and the lack of qualification in the IS.

Arguments for inclusive school

The pro-inclusive school arguments represent 40% of the total arguments and were
categorized in two main sub-types: SEN student-centred, highlighting the benefits for
the student with SEN, and typical student centred, underlining the benefits for their
typical peers (see Table 6).

Table 5

Arguments pro special schools

Type of argument Sub-codes Coding examples (translated from Romanian)

codes
In relation to “in special schools the children gain a lot of useful
learning knowledge for life, to write, read or do math and use

student them in everfBFA life’ [61]
Pro centred  Individualizat  “all children with SEN are different and they can be
special ion of educated in an individual manner only in special schools’

schools intervention [12]




In relation to “in special schools all children have SEN, it’s easier for
socialization them to make friends and to be accepted’ [19]
Special “in special schools all the teachers know how 1o work
school teachers with students with SEN" [122]
centred  Support “students with SEN may need special equipment to help

technologies them in the therapies they need and only in the special
school there is such equipment’ [137]

School ‘the special school is the most suitable place for children
environment with SEN, the classes are aranged differently, they
spend more time at school” [171]

Attitudinal - “in the inclusive school the students with SEN are not
Lack of taken into account, they are left to do what they want’
student  interest [71]
centred  Attitudinal — “in the inclusive school the special students are mocked,
Oppaosit Mockery bullied, insulted and nobody defends them’ [53]
€ Attitudinal - “in the inclusive schools they can be rejected by
(counter Rejection everyone, classmates, teachers while in the special school
example they are the centre of attention” [103]
)10 Academic “the students are limited to a low level of knowledge;
inclusiv they can’t keep up with their typical peers’ [115]
e school
Poor teacher “almost none of the teachers know how to work with
training students with SEN’ [44]
School “Romania does not have the resources necessary for a
readiness for  proper management of inclusion, and the mentality of the
school inclusion population is very deficient in the chapter ‘inclusion’ [3]
centred  Allows “its” better in a class with all typical students because a
teachers o child with SEN can have a bad behaviour and disrupt the
teach typical class™ [21]
students
Negative “the children with SEN can behave badly, be aggressive
influence on and the typical students are at risk or can copy their
students behaviour' [2]

Most of the arguments refer to the benefits of inclusion for the child with SEN, in terms
of learning from typical peers, having a socialization environment or having better
opportunities for learning. The arguments that highlight the benefits for the typical
peers invoke the opportunity to learn diversity or pro-social behaviours.

Table 6

Arguments pro inclusive schools

Type of Sub- Coding examples (translated from Romanian)

argument  codes/(frequencies)

codes
In relation to ‘in the inclusive school they learn to have more patience, to
learning listen, to participate’ [175]
In relation to social ~ “in the inclusive school the students with SEN harden and
inclusion learn how to live in the normal world™ [131].

SEN In relation to ‘in the inclusive school they can make friends for life’ [99]
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Student socialization
centred Learn typical “being around normal children is important for them, by
models from peers  imitation they will adapt better” [89]
Typical students ‘the classmates learn diversity, acceptance and how to behave
Ty pical- get used to around disabled people’ [77]
Student diversity ‘the other students from the class can learn how to be helpful,
centred to care for the disadvantaged children’ [117]
Life values and ‘we live in a society which is based on equality, integration,
principles socialization” [129], ‘every child deserves a chance in life’

22
[22].

A special category is represented by life values and principles, where the pre-service

teachers used as arguments for the IS moral and ethic arguments, of equality, respect

for diversity or children rights.

Arguments for both special and inclusive schools

Table 7

Arguments for both special and inclusive schools

Type of argument Coding examples (translated from Romanian)

codes

Disability type “it’s not an easy choice, it depends on the type of disability, for

example ASD is more difficult to include than another disability’[2]

“I cannot make a choice, the severe forms I think should leamn in
Disability degree special schools, they can need a lot of thinks a normal school cannot
provide, but the mild forms can learn in inclusive schools "[11]

The bestinterest of the  °I think that each case must be judged independently and the best
child solution for the child should be adopted” [75].

Although the respondents were only given two options — special or inclusive school —
1028% found this unsatisfactory and proposed a more nuanced option — to
individualize the school orientation for each case (see Table 7), related to disability
type, degree or the child’s best interest.

Research question 4

In relation with research question number 4, how the arguments differ in relation prior
experience with SEN, we analysed the responses and related them to the four categories
of prior relations — FM, CL, AC and NR (see Table 4). For participants with FM, the
pro-inclusive arguments prevailed (46.87%) while the pro-special school arguments
were in majority for participants with AC, NR and CL. For all categories of prior
relations, the same two arguments prevail — the individualization of intervention and
special teachers. For the rest of the arguments there are no big differences either. The
participants with CL made the most arguments favour of SS (including the anti-
inclusive school arguments) but almost equal with the pro-inclusion school.

DISCUSSIONS
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3
This research investigated Ec attitudes of pre-service teachers toward inclusion in
Romania. The attitudes were studied on two levels — the choice between special and
inclusive school and the underlying arguments for this option. This approach to
examining teachers’ beliefs is novel and is generalizable across contexts.

The college specialisation of the students as well as their prior relation with a person
with SEN were taken into considerati

Despite compelling evidence of the positive effects of IE (Kalambouka et al., 2007;
Ruijs & Peetsma, 2009), the results indicate that most of the participants choose S5, but
with no significant difference in relation with the IS. Our findings are similar to the
conclusions formulated by Gradea (2018), who stipulated that the Romanian
educational system is still divided regarding SS and IS. Although the respondents could
only choose between those two categories, there were c that felt the need for a more
nuanced option, which would take into consideration the type and degree of disability
or the better interest of the child.

The data suggest that the choice of profession do not influence pre-service students’
attitude. The results are similar with the claims of Kraska and Boyle (2014) and
AlMahdi and Bukamal (2019) who found no differences in pre-service teachers’
attitudes in relation with their specialization. Our ﬁndingulso different from the
results reported by Quandhi and Kurniawati (2019) that found that SE pre-service
teachers have a more positive attitudcnalt PPE majors. This difference in results may
reside in the fact that in our study the pre-service teachers are at the beginning of their
professional development and do not have specialised knowledge yet. The students in
SE may believe that special education is practiced only in SS and not in IS, too. Of
course, there is the need for more knowledge and abilities in the field to develop a
correct understanding.

Our study dcm()usua?s that the existence of a prior relation with a person with SEN
has no statistically significant influence on the pre-service teachers’ attitudes toward
inclusion. Nevertheless, the closer the relation is, the more they prefer inclusive
education. Most of the respondents with close relationships, FM or CL, chose IS. These
findings are similar to those of Kraska and Boyle (2014).

In terms of arguments, the pro-special school arguments prevail. The SS is viewed as an
educational environment conducive to individualized intervention and progress where
there are specialised teachers and support lechn()l()gies.Eunterexamples relating to
inclusive schools were given as arguments for special schools: the lack of teacher
specialisation in special education and lack of school accessibility. In the line with this
data are the conclusions drawn in other research (Ahrbeck & Felder, 2020; Efendi et al.,
2022) that ascertain the need for more robust inclusion practices, including better
support services. The main arguments pro-inclusive school were SEN student-centred —
merms of socialization or learning from typical peers.

There are no statistically significant differences in the types of arguments brought
depending on the prior relation with a person with SEN. The only exception to this is
that FM made mostly pro-inclusive arguments unlike the other categories. As such, the
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closer the relation is, the more pro-inclusion the attitudes are. These findings are similar
to those of Kraska and Boyle (2014).

We can analyse a special category of respondents, the ones with CL as a prior relation,
because they are the ones that experienced inclusion first-hand. With no significant
difference from the other categories (results in line with those of Schwab (2017), they
mostly chose SS, which shows that they have negative (still in the majority), but also
positive experiences of inclusion. Let’s hope that for the future generations of pre-
service teachers the proportion will reverse, thus indicating a qualitative change in
inclusion.

The generalizability of results is limited by the fact that the participants were only from
one Romanian university. Further research is needed to establish if those findings are
similar in other Romanian or European universities.

It is beyond the scope of this study to establish how the inclusive attitudes chance
during the study years. It may be interesting for future studies to analyse this
longitudinal transformation.

CONCLUSI(W

By analysing the pre-service teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion at the beginning of
their studies this study establishes that the percentage of students who see S5 as the
better alternative for students with SEN is only slightly higher that the percentage of
students who chose inclusive schools.

The main argument for special schools was the individualization of intervention, the
child’s socialization, and learning taking centre stage. The main pro-inclusion argument
was socialization. To increase pro-inclusive attitudes, we need to focus more on the
academic progress and learning as the school is not just a social environment. Another
strong pro-special school argument was the existence of specialised teachers and
support technologies, given as a counterexample in inclusive school (lack of specialists
and technologies). To foster better inclusion, we should invest in teacher training in
special education and support technologies.

For the pre-service teachers, for a better understanding of inclusion, there is a need for
specialised knowledge and abilities, not only for SE students but also for PE and PPE
students, because they will be teaching students with SEN in inclusive classrooms. We
should have more special education disciplines in the curriculum and, in the didactic
courses, how to teach special students should be a frequent topic.

Finally, we determined that is a tendency that the closer the relation to a person with
SEN is, the more inclusive attitudes they have. We should create opportunities for the
pre-service teachers to have first-hand experiences in teaching the students with SEN,
by increasing the hours of professional practice, introducing practice in inclusive and
special education (not only in the general education schools) for PPE students or
encourage volunteering in IS. We have the chance to make school inclusion an agent of
change at the societal level. If the school inclusion is experienced positively by typical
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classmates, their parents and teachers, we can train a gCl]Cl’illi()lm people with pro-
social attitudes that can raise awareness about inclusive education for all.

Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.
REFERENCES

AlMahdi, O. & Bukamal, H. (2019). Pre-Service Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Inclusive
Education During Their Studies in Bahrain Teachers College. SAGE Open, 9(3), 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244019865772

Ahrbeck, B. & Felder, M. (2020). Analysis of Barriers to Inclusive Schools in
Germany: Why Special Education Is Necessary and Not Evil. Education Sciences,
10(12), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci10120358

Avramidis, E., Bayliss, P., & Burden, R. (2000). A survey into mainstream teachers'
attitudes towards the inclusion of children with special educational needs in the
ordinary school one local education authority. Educational Psychology, 20(2), 191-211.
https://doi.org/10.1080/713663717

Efendi, M, Pradipta, RF., Dewantoro, D.A., Ummah, U.S., Ediyanto, E., & Yasin,
M.H.M. (2022). Inclusive education for student with special needs at Indonesian Public
schools. International Journal of Instruction, 15(2), 967-980.
https://doi.org/10.29333/iji.2022.15253a

European Commission. (2018). Access ro Quality Education for Children with Special
Education Needs. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union.
https://ec.europa.eu » social » BlobServlet

Frumos, L. (2018). Attitudes and Self-Efficacy of Romanian Primary School Teachers
towards Including Children with Special Educational Needs in Regular Classrooms.
Revista Romaneasca pentru  Educatie  Multidimensionala, 10 (4), 118-135.
https://doi.org/10.18662rem/77 .

Ghergut, A. (2011). Education of Children with Special Needs in Romania; Attitudes
and Experiences. Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences, 12 (2011), 595-599.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.02.073

Gradea, 1. (2018). Attitudes Towards Intellectual Disabilities in Romania Looking at
Linkages with Educational Policy and Integrated Youth Programming. Social
Connectedness  Fellow 2018, Samuel Centre for Social Connectedness.
hitps://www socialconnectedness.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/Attitudes-Towards-
Intellectual-Disabilities-in-Romania-Final-Report.pdf

Grasu, M. (2012). Challenges and Solutions in Educating Children with Disabilities.
[Provocari si solutii in educarea copiilor cu dizabilitati]. Calitatea vietii, XX{IIT (1), 63-
86. https://www.revistacalitateavietil.ro/2012/CV-1-2012/CV-1-2012 pdf




14 Pre-service Teachers’ Attitudes Toward School Inclusion in Romania

Kalambouka, A., Farrell, P. & Dyson, A. (2007). The Impact of Placing Pupils with
Special Educational Needs in Mainstream Schools on the Achievement of their Peers.
Educational Research, 49(4), 365-382. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131880701717222

Kraska, J. & Boyle, C. (2014). Attitudes of Preschool and Primary School Pre-Service
Teachers Towards Inclusive Education. Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher Education, 42
(3), 228-246. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2014.926307

Lancaster J. & Bain, A. (2010). The Design of Pre-Service Inclusive Education Courses
and Their Effects on Self-Efficacy: A Comparative Study. Asia-Pacific Journal of
Teacher Education, 38 (2), 117-128. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866 1003678950

Lyakurwa, S. & Tungaraza, F. (2013). Pre-Service Teachers’ Attitudes towards
Inclusive Education in Tanzania. Journal of Culture, Society and Development, 2, 11-
17. https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/234690898 .pdf

Markova, M., Incke Pit-Ten, C., Krolak-Schwerdt, S. & Glock, §. (2016). Preservice
Teachers' Attitudes toward Inclusion and toward Students with Special Educational
Needs from Different Ethnic Backgrounds. The Journal of Experimental Education,
84(3), 554-578. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.2015.1055317

Ministerial Order. (2011). Order for the approval of the Methodology on the
organisation of educational support services for children, pupils and young people with
special educational requirements integrated into mainstream education 5574 since
2011. [Ordin pentru aprobarea Metodologiei privind organizarea serviciilor de sprijin
educational pentru copiii, elevii si tinerii cu cerinte educationale speciale integrati in
invataméntul de masd 5574 din 2011]
https://'www .edu.ro/sites/default/files/ fi%C8%99iere/In vatamant-

Preuniversitar/2016/special/ORDIN%205574_2011_Ordin_si_Metodologie_servicii_sp
rijin_educa%C5%A3ional_tinerii CES _integra%C8%9Bi_%C3%AEn_%C3%AEnv_d

e_mas%C4%83 .pdf

National Education Law. (2011). Law No. 12011 of 5 January 2011 National
Education [LEGE Nr. 1)2011 din 5 ianuarie 2011. [Legea educatiei nationale].
https://www.eduro/sites/default/files/ H%C8%9%1ere/Minister/2017/legislatie%20ME
N/Legea%20nr.%201_2011_actualizata2018.pdf

Romanian Education Law. (1995). Law No. 84 from 24 July 1995 Education Law
[LEGE Nr. 84 din 24 iulie 1995 Legea invatamiintului].
hitp:/f'www.cdep.ro/pls/legis/legis_pck.htp act text?idt=15840

Ruijs, N. M. & Peetsma, T. (2009). Effects of Inclusion on Students with and without
Special Educational Needs Reviewed. Educational Research Review, 4(2), 67—
79. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2009.02 002

Orakei, S., Aktan, O., Toraman, C., & Cevik, H. (2016). The influence of gender and
Special Education training on attitudes towards inclusion. International Journal of
Instruction, (2): 107-122. DOI: 10.12973/1ji.2016 928a




15

Quandhi, F.F. & Kurniawati, F. (2019). Pre-Service Teachers’ Attitudes Toward
Inclusive Education. Advances in Social Science, Education and Humanities Research,
229, 589-601. https://doi.org/10.2991/iciap-18.2019.50

Schwab, S. (2017). The impact of contact on Students™ Attitudes Towards Peers with
Disabilities.  Research in  Developmental  Disabilities, 62, 160-165.
https://doi.org/10.1016/jridd.2017.01.015

Sharma, U., & Nuttal, A. (2015). The Impact of Training on Pre-service Teacher
Attitudes, Concerns, and Efficacy Towards Inclusion. Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher
Education, 44(2), 142-155. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2015.1081672

Sharma, U., Moore, D. & Sonawane, 5. (2009). Attitudes and Concerns of Pre-Service
Teachers Regarding Inclusion of Students with Disabilities Into Regular Schools in
Pune, India. Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher Education, 37 (3), 319-331.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13598660903050328

Tudose, E. (2017). European Semester 2016/2017 Country Fiche on Disability.
Academic Network of European Disability Experts. hutp://www disability-
europe.net/country/romania

UN Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD), General comment
No. 4 (2016), Article 24: Right to inclusive education, 2 September
2016, CRPD/C/GC/4. https://www .refworld.org/docid/57¢977e34 html

UNESCO. (1994). The Salamanca Statement and Framework for Action on Special
Needs Education. Adopted by the World Conference on Special Needs Education:
Access and Quality.” Salamanca, Spain: UNESCO. https://www curopean-
agency .org/sites/default/files/salamanca-statement-and- framework pdf

Unianu. E. M. (2012). Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education — a Qualitative Meta-
Analysis of Recent Studies. International Conference of Scientific Paper AFASES,
2012, http://www.afahe.ro/ro/afases/2012/socio/2 2/Unianu.pdf

Van Mieghem, A., Verschueren, K., Petry, K. & Struyf, E. (2018). An analysis of
research on inclusive education: a systematic search and meta review. International
Journal of Inclusive Education, 24(6), 675-689,
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2018.1482012

Vrasmag, E. & Vrasmag, T. (2007) 'Regional Preparatory Workshop on Inclusive
Education — Europe™, Sinaia, June 14-16, 2007. Inclusive Education in Romania (1995
—2007).

http://fwww.ibe.unesco org/fileadmin/user_upload/Inclusive Education/Reports/sinaia

07/romania_inclusion_07 pdf

Woodcock, S. (2011). A Cross Sectional Study of Pre-service Teacher Efficacy through

the Training years. Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 36 (10), 23-34.
https://doi.org/10.1422 1 /ajte. 201 1v36n12.2




Artikel Scopus

ORIGINALITY REPORT

9.

SIMILARI

B O

TY INDEX INTERNET SOURCES PUBLICATIONS

2%

STUDENT PAPERS

PRIMARY S

OURCES

Submitted to Roehampton University

Student Paper

T

o

rse.uvt.ro

Internet Source

(K

e

Ragea Mohammed Algahtani. "The Attitudes 1 o
of General Education Pre-Service Teachers °
Toward The Inclusion Program”, a il dlsa

2015, Jaldly dolsl

Publication

-~

www.tandfonline.com

Internet Source

T

www.bollettinoadapt.it

Internet Source p <1 %

H 9dec1e70-3d6¢-406f-960b- <1 y
920f18cdab25.filesusr.com °
Internet Source
core.ac.uk

Internet Source <1 %
www.internationalsped.com

B Internet Source p <1 %



n "Research for Inclusive Quality Education”, <'I y
Springer Science and Business Media LLC, ’
2023
Publication
tojqi.net

IntejrgetSource <1 %
www.atlantis-press.com

Internet Source p <1 %
www.researchgate.net

Internet Source g <1 %
eprints.whiterose.ac.uk

IntErnetSource <1 %

Florence Chuzu Muwana, Michaelene M. <1 o
Ostrosky. "Factors related to pre-service ’
teachers' attitudes towards inclusion: a case
for Zambia", International Journal of Inclusive
Education, 2013
Publication
Submitted to Macquarie Universit

Student Paper q y <1 %

journals.sagepub.com <1
Internet Source %

www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov 1
Internet Source < %

—
oo

5dok.net



Internet Source

<1%

escholarship.mcgill.ca

Internet Source p g <1 %
ivX.iyu.fi

Jlr}iernje?t/Source <1 %
na-st01.ext.exlibriseroup.com

Internet Source g p <1 %
ro.uow.edu.au

Internet Source <1 %

Tawanda Majoko. "Inclusion in early <1 o
childhood education: pre-service teachers ’
voices", Early Child Development and Care,
2016
Publication
cumulus.cedefop.europa.eu

Internet Source p p <1 %
scholar.sun.ac.za

Internet Source <1 %
ses.library.usyd.edu.au

InternetSourcey y <1 %
ebin.pub

InternetEource <1 %
eera-ecer.de

Internet Source <1 %




eprints.qut.edu.au <1y
0

Internet Source

files.eric.ed.gov 1

Internet Source < %

link.springer.com <’
Internet Source %

ro.ecu.edu.au <1
Internet Source %

www.proceedings.lumenpublishing.com <’] o
0

Internet Source

Ediyanto Ediyanto, Norimune Kawai, Masashi <1 o
Hayashida, Nagako Matsumiya, Md Abu ’
Bakor Siddik, Areej Talea Almutairi.

"Indonesian Teachers' Attitudes Toward

Inclusive Education", Discourse and

Communication for Sustainable Education,

2021

Publication

Sasa Ziherl, Gregor Torkar. "Foundations <1 o
matter: Pre-service teachers’ understanding ’
of osmosis and diffusion in relation to their

formal science education backgrounds",

Eurasia Journal of Mathematics, Science and
Technology Education, 2022

Publication




Rosaria Justi, Paula Cristina Cardoso <1 o
Mendonca. "Discussion of the Controversy ’
Concerning a Historical Event Among Pre-
service Teachers", Science & Education, 2016

Publication

Exclude quotes On Exclude matches Off

Exclude bibliography On



