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Pe3ume

WTanujaHCKMOT MIKOJCKUA CUCTEM UM
00e30eflyBa Ha YYEHHMIIUTE CO IMOCEOHU
00pa30BHU MOTPeOU IETOCHA COIUjaHa
U HacTaBHA MHTErpalyja Ha YacOBHUTE BO
jaBHUTE YUYWJIMIIITA.

CeramHaTa cryamja ce pOKycupa Ha eBa-
JyanyjaTa 3a KBaJIUTETOT Ha MHTErpalm-
jaTa BO yumMauIITaTa Bo 36 ofjienieHuja of
pa3IMYHM Y4YMIMIITA BO oOOjacra Pum,
HWranuja. YuumnumHaTta MHTErpanyja Ha
YUYEHUIUTE CO MOCEOHU OOPa30BHU MO-
TpeOu Oellle aHamuW3WpaHa MpeKy eBa-
JyanyjaTa Ha HAaCTaBHUIUTE; BO CEKOj
OJlieIeHuEe MCTO TakKa ce aHajJu3upalie
YYBCTBOTO Ha OCAMEHOCT Kaj YYEHULUTE
co u 6e3 noceOHU 0Opa30BHU MOTPEOM.
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Abstract

The Italian scholastic system provides for
disabled students a complete social and
teaching integration in the classes of the
public schools.

The present study is focused on the
evaluation of the quality of school inte-
gration in 36 classes of different schools
in the district of Rome, Italy. The school
integration of the disabled students was
analysed through the teachers’ evaluation;
in each class it was also analysed the
sense of loneliness in the disabled and not
disabled students.
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Pesynrature nmokaxysaaT poOpa eBaiya-
yja Ha MPOLECOT Ha WHTerpanuja oOf
HaCTaBHHUWUTE, a ydeHUUTe, co uiam Oe3
noceOHM 00pa3oBHU MOTPEOH, MOKaxKaa
HUCKM pe3yJITaTH BO BPCKa CO YYBCTBOTO
Ha OCaMEHOCT BO CBOJOT OffIeJICHHE, HAKO
Oemie 3a0enexxaHa pasiuka Mely JABETe

rpymnu.

CeramHNOT Tpyf ja peaupMmupa norpe-
Oata fa ce HaOJbyAyBa KBaJUTETOT Ha
IPOILIECOT Ha MHTErpanyja BO YUWJIUIITA-
Ta 3a J]a OTKpHE €(PUKACHU WHIUKATOPHU
3a KBAJIUTET U CEKOj MOXKEH HalpeoK BO
BOOOMYAECHUTE MPOLEAYPU CIPOBEJECHU
BO IIKOJICKUTE CUCTEMHU KOM CE€ OJHECY-
BaaT Ha MHTerpanujaTa Ha Y4YEHUIH CO
noceOHN 0Opa30BHU NOTPEON.

Kayunu 360posu: unitiezpayuja 60 yuuauul-
waitia, UpoyeHka Ha Keéaauilleil, UoceOHU
06pazosru tiottipebu, Oehexiionosu

Boeeo

Bo Uranuja-no 70-te u 80-Te, kora npu-
THCOKOT KOH TPOILECOT Ha WHTerpaiyja
BO yuwmiuimTara Oelle NMPUINYHO CTPOT,
IITO Ce JOJIKEIle Ha JJOHECyBamhe HOBU
3aKOHU, HA HANYyIITAaKkETO Ha MOCEOHUTE
YUYWIAIITA U HAa TOCEOHUTE OfifieJIeHN]ja BO
penoBHuTe yumnmmTa (1)-Moxe pma ce
KOHCTaTHUpa fieKa ce 3aKJIy4yd paHaTa ¢a-
3a Ha MHTeTpalyja BO yUYWIHNIITATa HA yU-
€HUIIM CO TOCceOHU 0OPa30BHU MOTPEOH.

JeHec, BO HallaTa 3eMja, TPUECET TOAUHU
O] TIOYETOKOT Ha HMHTerpanuja BO Yy4H-
JMINTAaTa Ha YYEHUIM cO MoceOHM obpa-
30BHU NOTpeOH, nMaMe norpeda ga pas-
MHCIyBaMe 3a NpakTHKaTa Ha HHTerpa-
yjaTa BO yUYMJIMIITaTa U fia paclipaBame
Jlaji UTaJljaHCKaTa UHTerpanyuja BO y4u-
JUIITaTa BO jaBHUOT CUCTEM € MHTerpa-
ja co qodap KBamurer (2).
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Results showed a good teachers’ evaluation
of the integration process, and the students,
disabled and not disabled, reported low
scores in the sense of loneliness in their
class, although a difference between the two

groups was noticed.

The present work re-affirm the need to
monitor the quality of the school integration
process, in order to find efficient quality
indicators, and each possible improvement
in usual procedures carried on in school
systems concerning the disabled students

integration.

Keywords: School integration, Quality as-

sessment, Disability, Special teachers

Introduction

In Italy - after the ‘70s and the ‘80s, when
the pressure towards the school integration
process was rather strong, due to the prom-
ulgation of new laws, and to the abolish-
ment of the special schools, and of the spe-
cial classes in normal schools (1)-the early
stages of school integration for students
with disabilities can be considered con-
cluded. Nowadays, in our Country, thirty
years after the beginning of such a process,
we need to think over the practice of school
integration and to argue out whether the
Italian school integration in the public sys-

tem is a good quality integration (2).
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MefyToa, ucTpaxKyBawmaTa CO LIeJd fa ce
UCMHTA HAYMHOT Ha KOj UHTETrPaTUBHUOT
Ipollec BCYIIHOCT TU WMHBOJIBUpA CHTE
IPOTAarOHUCTU-YUCHUIIUTE, HACTaBHUIIN-
T€, ceMejcTBaTa-KakBa KOPHUCT M Harpe-
IOK MY JI03BOJIyBa Ha COLUjaJTHUOT U KOT-
HUTHBHUOT PA3BUTOK Ha YUYEHUIUTE CO
noceOHM 0Opa30BHU NOTPEOU ce cé yuTe
PeTKH, OCeOHO IITO Ce Of[HECYBA HA MHUC-
JEHETO U BIMjaHUETO Ha OBOj (peHOMEH
Bp3 HAIIMOT IIKOJICKU cucTeM (3).

Co BakBuTe corJeflyBama, UCTO Taka
KOHCTaTHpPajKM ja Ba’KHOCTa 3a eBajya-
1[¥ja Ha KBAJIUTETOT BO MPAaKTUKATa, 3a J1a
ce Hapeue Jjo0pa NpakTHKa, 3a ia ce mpo-
LEHaT pe3yJlTaTuTe NOOMEeHM Jocera Kaj
yUEHHUIUTE CO MOCEOHM OOpa3OBHM MOT-
pebu, 3a jga ce pa3depe KOJKY MHOTY
Tpeba fa ce nmogoopu, JOjIOBME Ha Hjeja
3a oBaa ymoTtpeba: Toa € o0up fa ce OT-
CIMKa KBAJUTETOT Ha CONMjaiHATA W
HacTaBHaTa MHTErpanuja BO HEKOU jaBHU
YUMITUALITA.

HamreTo ucnuryBame ro CipoBeloBMe Off
anmpun 2003 pmo jyrm 2004, Bo 36 opne-
JIeHWja Off pa3JIMYHU YYMINIITA BO TPAfOT
PuM, BKIy4dyBajKu I'i LIeHTpaJIHUTE, IPHU-
rpajgckute u okojgHute mecra. Cormujani-
HaTa U HacTaBHaTa MHTerpanuja ce UCIH-
TyBaa opgenHo. Of egHa cTpaHa, ja pas-
rJleflyBaBMe eBajyalyjaTa Ha HacTaBs-
HULUTE 32 MHTErPAaTUBHUOT MPOIEC: NAKO
eBallyalyjaTa Ha HaCTaBHUIUTE HE € JIO-
BOJIHA I[EJIOCHO Jla ce MPOIEHN KBajauTe-
TOT Ha €JIeH KOMIUIEKCEH Mpolec Kako
LITO C€ cMeTa MHTerpalnyjaTa BO yUUJIHUII-
TaTa, MefyToa MHCIECHETO Ha HaCTaB-
HUIIUTE TPETCTaByBa €[IeH Off TJIaBHUTE
akTepu BO uenumoT mnpomec. Op papyra
CTpaHa, TO pasrjefiaBMe pa30upIuBOTO
YYBCTBO HAa OCAMEHOCT HAa YYEHMIIUTE BO
HUBHOTO OJifieJIeHNe, KaKO €fIeH Off MOXK-
HUTE CUTHAJU 3a KBaJUTET HAa MHTErpa-
TUBHHUOT TPOILEC.
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However, the researches aimed to investi-
gate the way in which the integration proc-
ess involves in facts all the protagonists —
pupils, teachers, families — and which bene-
fits and improvements it allows for the so-
cial and cognitive development of the stu-
dents with disabilities are still scarce, espe-
cially concerning the meaning and the im-
pact of this fenomenon on our school sys-
tem (3).

Due to this awareness, and also considering
the importance to evaluate the quality of the
practice, to call it a good practice, to assess
the results obtained until now with the dis-
abled students, to understand how much it’s
needed to be improved, we conceived the
idea of this inquiry: it is an attempt to draw
a picture of the quality of social and teach-
ing integration in some public schools.

Our investigation was carried out from
April 2003 to June 2004, in 36 classes of
different schools in the city of Rome, in-
volving central, suburban and provincial
areas. The social and the teaching integra-
tion were investigated separately. On one
side, we considered the teachers’ evaluation
of the integrative process: although the only
teachers’ evaluation is not enough to assess
entirely the quality of a complex process
like the school integration is supposed to be,
however the teachers’ point of view con-
cerns one of the main actors in the whole
process. On the other side, we considered
the students’ perceived sense of loneliness
in their class, as one of the possible cues of
the quality of the integration process:
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Pa3bupnuBo e ma ce cMeTa fieka eiHO 0-
Opo MCKYCTBO OJf MHTETpallfja BO Ofjielie-
HUETO TpaBW YUYCHHIUTE Ja HE ce
YyBCTBYBaaT OCaMEHH JOfeKa IMPEeCcTO]y-
BaaT BO HUBHOTO OJijficJICHUE.

3apanu orpaHnyeH Opoj Ha MHBOJIBUPAHU
YUIIINAIITA, KaKO U Ha OrpaHUYEHa Teo-
rpadcka 0O0JacT, HAIIETO HUCIUTYBaHkE
MOXKe Jla Cé CMeTa Kako MUJIOT CTyAHja co
1en aa ce (oKycupa Ha HEKOM TOYKH Ha
pa3MucayBambe U 1a CIpoBefieMe IToHaTa-
MOIIIHM UCIIUTYBamA.

Mawepujan u meiwioou

IeBenecet u nBa cryaeHTa u 70 HacTaBHHU-
I y4ecTByBaa BO CTy/ujaTa.

IITo ce onHecyBa Ha y4yeHUIUTE-IPUMe-
poly, HE MOKEBME jla MpUMEHNME Mpu-
MEPOILIH MO cy4YyaeH u300p LITO ce TOJKHI
Ha HEKOM OrpaHMyyBama: MAIMOT Opoj HA
YUYEHUIU CO MOCeOHN 00pa30BHU MOTPEOU
BO OJIJIEJIEHAETO, CIIOOOJHUOT HACTaBHIY-
KU Kajap KOj MoXellle Jla OIrOBOpU Ha
GapameTo, BO HEKOU Cllyuyau U Of0MBambe
OJ] ceMejcTBaTa HUBHHTE Jlella ja Oupjat
BKJIY4YE€HH BO MCIUTyBawmaTa. Meryroa, BO
IpPOLECOT Ha coOMpame NPUMEPOLH Ce
o0uioBMe Ja HajemMe OalaHc, KOJKY IITO
€ MO3KHO, 32 HEKOU Bapujabiy Kako IMITO
ce: TOJI, YIWJIAIITHO HUBO (OCHOBHO, HACKO
CPE/THO M BHCOKO CPEJHO), obmact (mpo-
BUHIIM]ja, IpeArpague, ypoaH eHTap).
Cekoj op 46-Te yuyeHUIM cO TOCEOHH
00pa30BHU NOTPeOM BKJIYYEHM BO Hallla-
Ta cTyguja Oellle MOBp3aH co oaOpaH
y4eHuK 0e3 moceOHr 00pa30BHU NMOTPEOH
OJ] ICTOTO OfIfIeJIEHNE, BO MAPOBU CHOPEN
MOJIOT.
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It is reasonable to suppose that a good ex-
perience of integration in a class makes the
students not feeling alone while staying in

their class.

Due to the limited number of schools in-
volved, and to the limited geographical dis-
trict, our investigation can be considered as
a pilot study, aiming to focus on some spots
to think over, and to conceive further inves-

tigations.

Materials and methods

Ninety-two students and 70 teachers par-

ticipated to the study.

As for the students’ sampling, we could not
proceed to a random sampling, due to some
constraints: the small number of disabled
students per class, the availability of teach-
ing staff in participating to the inquiry, in
some cases the refusal of the families for
their children to be involved in the investi-
gation. However, in the sampling procedure
we tried to balance, as much as possible,
some variables such as: gender, school level
(primary, low secondary, high secondary),
the area (province, suburb, urban centre).

Each of the 46 disabled students involved in
our study was matched to a sorted not dis-
abled student from the same class, paired

for gender.
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Koneunnor npuMepok Ha ydyeHunu Oelie
KOHCTUTYHpaH off 46 y4eHUI cO NOCEOHU
00pa30BHU NOTpeOH, 46 yueHunu Oe3 mo-
ceOHM 00pa30BHU MOTpeOM IITO Aoaraa
of 36 oxneneHuja, o KoM 8 Off OCHOBHU
yunnuiita, 15 ox Hucko cpepnu u 13 of
BHCOKO CpEJHM YyYWJIHUIITA, T[OJIOBUHA
MallIKi ¥ NOJIOBUHA >KEHCKHU, KOU IMOMNOJ-
HUja BKYHHO 92 ucnpaBHM HpaniajHUIM.
IITo ce ogHecyBa 10 BUAOT Ha Ha Y4YEHHU-
UTE CO MOceOHM OOpa30BHM MOTPEOU
KOM yYecTByBaa BO OBaa 0Oapame, KaKo
IITO € 3aMUIIIaHO BO JOKYMEHTaIujaTa BO
Bpcka co PyHKIMOHANHATa aujarHosa’ ,
YUYCHHUIIUTE WMaa TMOMPEYeHOCT BO CIIEN-
HUTE YETUPU KaTETOPUH:

o [lompeueHoct BO yueweTro: 16 cyo6-
JeKTH;

e MeHnranna perapmanmja (camo ciada
cdopma): 15 cybjexTn %

o CenzopHa mnompeyeHocT: 7 cy0jeKkTH
CO BU3YEJTHU U ayJUTUBHA MOMPEUYCHOCT;

o Pa3BojHu HapyuryBama: 8 cy0jeKTH.
I'm vcknyyuBMe Off HAIIETO UCHHUTYBaH-E
cy0jeKTUTE CO ayTh3aMm, CO yMepeHa u
TellKa MEHTalHa peTapjanuja, 3apaju
HUBHAaTa HECHOCOOHOCT Jla OArOBOpAaT H
71a TY TIOTIOJTHAT TpallaTHUIITE.

IIto ce omHecyBa mo HacTraBHuUUuUTE, 34
PENOBHM HAacTaBHUIM U 36 nedeKToI03u
MOMOJTHUja TPAIIAHUIM, CIIEINjaTHO [U-
3ajHUpaHU 32 OBaa Oapam-e.

The students’ final sample was so consti-
tuted by 46 disabled students, 46 not dis-
abled students, coming from 36 classes, 8
from primary school, 15 from low secon-
dary school, 13 from high secondary
schools, half females and half males, who
filled in a total of 92 valid questionnaires.
As for the kind of disabilities affecting the
students participating in the inquiry, as re-
ported in the documentation regarding the
Functional Diagnosis ', the students were
actually distributed in the following four
categories:

e Learning disabilities: 16 subjects;

e Mental retardation (only slight forms):
15 subjects %;

o Sensory disabilities: 7 subjects with vis-
ual or auditory disabilities;

o Developemental disorders: 8 subjects.
We exluded from our investigation subjects
with autism and with severe and medium
mental retardation, for their unability to
comprehend and to fill in the questionnaire.
As for the teachers, 34 mainstream and 36
special teachers filled in a questionnaire,
specifically designed for the inquiry.

! ®dynKuMOHaNHA AMjaTHO3a: AHATMTHYKH OIINC,
HamIpaBeH off 3PaBCTBEHN YCIYTH, a ce OHECyBa
Ha (PYHKIMOHAIHATA OINTeTa Ha MCUXO(U3nIKaTa
coctoj6a Ha YYEHUKOT CO TMOceOHM OOpa3OBHU
notpe6u. Toa mocBeTyBa MoceOHO BHMMAaHHE HE
caMo Ha OTrpaHWYyBamaTa KoM IITO ce AOJKAT Ha
MOMPEYEHOCTa, TYKYy MCTO TaKa M HA pa3BOjHUTE,
KOTHUTHBHY, JIMHTBUCTHYKH, EMOIMOHAIHHU, MO-
TOPHHM TIOTCHIWjajy W Ha JIMJHATA M COIMjallHATa
aBTOHOMUHja.

2 Iea on 15-Te y4eHmmu co cmaba MEHTAJHA pe-
Tapaanyja ce co Down-CHHIPOM.
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! Functional Diagnosis: analytical description, drawn
up by the Health Services, concerning the functional
damage in the psychophysical condition of the dis-
abled student. It gives a particular attention not only
to the limitations due to the disability, but also to the
developmental, cognitive, linguistic, emotional,
motory potentialities, ant to the personal and social
autonomy.

2 Two of the 15 ss. with slight mental retardation are

ss. with Down Syndrome

181




WORLD EXPERIENCE AND CURRENT EVENTS

Op cexoj HacTaBHUK ce mobapa fa ja epa-
JyApa colMjalHaTa W HAacTaBHAaTa WHTe-
rpanyja 3a ceKoj Off HIBHUTE YUYEHUIIH CO
noceOH 0Opa30BHM NOTpPeOM IITO yyec-
TByBaa BO OapameTo. 3a oOfjieieHHjaTa
Kajie BO 0apameTo yyecTByBaa OBeKe Off
€lecH YYEeHMK CO MOoceOHM OOpa30BHU
noTpeOu, o] HacCTaBHULUTE ce mobapa Ja
o6e306emaT ofjielHa eBajiyaldja 3a CeKoj
YYEHUK €O NMOceOHM OOpa30BHU MOTPEOH.
Oj KOHEYHUOT MPUMEPOK Ha MpallaaHu-
KOT 3a HacTaBHUIUTE, 42 BaJuIHU TIpa-
IIAJTHUIM Of PEOBHU HacTaBHULU U 41
BAIMJIEH TpallagHuK oOff Ae(eKTOI03H
0Oea NMONOJHETH, T.€. 83 BalIWJHU Ipalia-
HUIY OfI KOHEUYHUOT NPUMEPOK.

Ydyenunure co u 6e3 noceOHU 0Opa30BHI
noTpeOu O6ea caMO pakOBOJIEHA UTANIN]jaH-
cka ajjanrTanyja > Ha ,CKaja Ha pe3yJaTaTu
Ha OCaMEHOCTa M COLMjaJIHOTO HE3aj0-
BosicTBO Ha penara“ og C. P. Amep, C.
Xumen, u II. J. Penmoy (1984) (4).
IIpamanuukoT ce cocrou of 24 CTaBKH,
16 o HUB ce (OKycHpaHM HA YYBCTBOTO
Ha OCaMEHOCT U COLMjaJIHOTO HE3aJ0BOJI-
CTBO Kaj yUEHHUIUTE; OCTaHATUTE 8 CTaB-
KM ce OflHecyBaaT Ha XOOM M He ce cocTa-
BEH /il BO KOHEYHHTE pe3yJTaTH cie-
nejku ja mpoueaypaTa Ha Auep
ApyruTe. 3a ceKoja cTaBKa, Ofi YUYEHUKOT
ce Oapalie la rO UHAUIMPA CTETIEHOT HA
HUBHHMOT JOTOBOp, Ha lickert ckamara co
net Touku. Kpajauor pesynrar Geie co
orcer of 16 (6e3 4yBCTBO Ha OCAMEHOCT)
o 80 (BMCOKO YYBCTBO Ha OCAMEHOCT).

Each teacher was asked to evaluate the so-
cial and teaching integration for each one of
their disabled students participating in the
inquiry. As for the classes where more than
one disabled student participated in the in-
quiry, the teachers were requested to pro-
vide for separate evaluations for each of the
disabled students. As for the final sample of
the teachers’ questionnaires, 42 valid ques-
tionnaires were filled in by the mainstream
teachers and 41 valid questionnaires were
filled in by the special teachers, for a final

sample of 83 valid questionnaires.

The disabled and the not disabled students
were self-administered the Italian adapta-
tion > of the “Children’s Loneliness and So-
cial Dissatisfaction Rating Scale” by S.R.
Asher, S. Hymel, and P.D. Renshaw (1984)
(4). The questionnaire is a 24-items ques-
tionnaire, 16 of them are focused on the
students’ sense of loneliness and social dis-
satisfaction; the remaining 8 items concern
hobbies and are not considered in the final
score following the Asher and coll. proce-
dure. For each item, the student was re-
quested to indicate their agreement’s degree
on a 5-points lickert scale. The final score
rates from 16 (no sense of loneliness) to 80

(high sense of loneliness).

> CraBkute Gea MOgU(MUIMPAHN 34 JIa Ce OHECY-
BaaT TOBeKe Ha COIMjaTHOTO 3aJ0BOJICTBO BO
KJIACOT OTKOJIKY Ha COIMjaTHOTO 3aI0BOJICTBO BO
yaunamTeTo (Kako ImITO Oellle OpUTHHAIHATA
Bep3mja). MrTanmjaHCKHOT NpeBOj Ha TMparnai-
HUKOT cé yIITe He € CTaHgapau3upaH Bo Mranmja.
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3 The items were modified to be referred more to the
social satisfaction in the class than to the social satis-
faction in the school (as it was in the original ver-
sion). The Italian traslation of the questionnairre is
not yet standardized in Italy.
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[IpamanaukoT 3a HacTaBHMLUTE ce (o-
KycHpallle Ha HUBHATa eBajyalyja Ha co-
yjaJHaTa W HacTaBHAa MHTerpanuja kaj
YYEHULIIUTE CO NMOCEOHM OOpa30BHU IIO-
TpeOu. Bo OCHOBa Ofi HaCTaBHULUTE ce
Oapamie fa eBajlyMpaaT Jalld U CO KOj
00eM CeKOj OJI HUBHHUTE YYEHUId CO
noceOHN OOpa3oBHU NOTPEOH, BO TEKOT
Ha I[OCJEfHAaTa Y4YWIMWIIHA TOfUHA, THU
MOCTUTHAJT HACTAaBHUTE M COLUjaTHUTE
LeJu JlaficHu Off HAaCTaBHUKOT, U IO KOj
CTEIlEH Ce pa3BHja HUBHUTE MOTEHIIN]jANIH,
HUBHUTE KOTHUTHBHM U COLIMJAJIHU MOXK-
HocTH. McTO Taka npamajaHUKOT 3a Hac-
TaBHULIUTE Oelle caMO pPaKOBOAEH U
BKJIyUyBallle €[I€H PEeJOBEH HACTaBHUK U
efieH fepekTonor Bo cekoj knac. Ilpa-
IIAJTHUKOT Oellle cocTaBeH of 13 muc-
Jewa: Off CEKOj HAacTaBHUK ce mobapa fa
ro MHAMLIKpPA CTENIEHOT Ha HUBHHUOT JIOTO-
BOp Ha JIMIKEPT-CKajlaTa CO NET TOYKH.
Kpajuuot pesyarar Gemre co omncer of 13
(HmcKa conyjasiHa ¥ HAcTaBHA WHTErpa-
Ifja Kaj yYEeHUIM co MoceOHn 0Opa30BHU
notpedu) go 65 (BUCOKa conyjaHa 1 HaC-
TaBHA MHTETpaIHuja).

W pBara mpamanHuKa, 3a YYCHULUTE U
HacTaBHUIUTE, Oea pakKOBOJEHU BO HCT
MOMEHT, BO TE€KOT Ha IpejlaBamara, Ha
KpajoT off yunsiniHaTa roguaa 2002/2003
u 2003/2004.

Hamarta xunote3a Oemie fgeka ako Hac-
TaBHULIUTE [ajaT A00OpHW eBalyaluu Ha
IPOIIECOT Ha COIMjaliHa MHTerpanyja BO
CBOjOT kjac: 1) m yuyeHummurTe co m 6e3
noceOHM OOpa3oBHM TNOTpPeOM uMaatr
TEeHJICHIIMja a TOKaXkaT HUCKM HUBOA Ha
OCaMEHOCT 3a BpeMe Ha 4acoT; 2) yUeHH-
UTE CO NOoceOHM 0Opa30BHU NMOTPeOU HE
Cé 3HAYUTEJHO MOPA3IMYHU Off HUBHUTE
coyuyeHMIM Oe3 nmoceOHM OOpa3oBHM IO-
TpeOu BO OHOC Ha YyBCTBOTO Ha OcaMe-
HOCT;
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The teachers’ questionnaire focused on the
teachers’ evaluations of the disabled stu-
dents’ social and teaching integration. Basi-
cally, the teachers were requested to evalu-
ate whether and to what extent each of their
disabled students, during the last school
year, reached the teaching and the social
aims provided for him/her, and to what ex-
tent their potentialities, their cognitive and
social abilities were developed. Also the
teachers’ questionnaire was self-adminis-
tered, and involved one mainstream teacher
and one special teacher for each class. The
questionnaire was composed by 13 state-
ments: each teacher was asked to indicate
their agreement’ degree on a 5-points lick-
ert scale. The final score rates from 13 (low
social and teaching integration of the dis-
abled student) to 65 (high social and teach-
ing integration).

Both the questionnaires, the students’ and
the teachers’ ones, were administered in the
same moment, during the lectures time, at
the end of the school years 2002-2003, and
2003-2004.

Our hypothesis was that if the teachers pro-
vide for good evaluations of the school in-
tegration process in their own class: 1) both
the disabled and the not disabled students
tend to show low levels of loneliness during
the class time; 2) the disabled students are
not significantly different from their not
disabled classmates concerning the sense of

loneliness;
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3) mocTom HeraTMBHA Kopeianuja Mery
pe3yaTaTUTE 3a HAaCTAaBHULUTE U PE3yJTa-
TUTE 3a YYEHULUTE CO MOCEOHU 0Opa30B-
HY NTOTpeOu: HUCKU PE3YNTaTU Ha OcaMe-
HOCT Kaj yYEHUIUTE CO MOceOHN 00pa30oB-
HY NOTpeOU W BUCOKM PE3YNTATU Ha €Ba-
Jdyanuja fafieHa o HaCTaBHUIIUATE.

Pe3yawmawu

IITo ce ogHecyBa Ha NpallaTHULUTE 32
HaCTaBHUIUTE, PE3yJATAaTUTE U 32 PENOB-
HUTE HACTAaBHULIU U 3a Je(EKTOJIO3UTE
najHaa BO TPETHOT KBapTal (TPEeTHOT
KBapTaa uma oncer of 39 fo 52, Buau Ta-
6ema 1), Taka TOKaXyBajKu MO3WTHBHA
eBajlyalija Ha HAaCTaBHUIMTE 3a COIMjal-
HaTa ¥ HacTaBHAaTa MHTErpanyja Ha HUB-
HUTE Y4YEHUIU CcO MoceOHM OOpa30BHU
NOTpeOu.

Ta6ema 1. ,Coyujasna u Haciiagna umilie-
Zpayuja”  pesyaiiaitiu:  Ouciipubyuyuja o
Keapuiaau

3) there is a negative correlation between
the teachers’ scores and the disabled stu-
dents’ scores: low scores of loneliness in
the disabled students and high scores in the

evaluation provided by the teachers.

Results

As for the teachers’ questionnaires, both the
mainstream and the special teacher’s scores
fell within the third quartile (third quartile
ranging from 39 to 52, see table 1), thus in-
dicating a positive teachers’ evaluation of
the social and teaching integration of their

disabled students.

Tab. 1. “Social and Teaching Integration”
scores: distribution in quartiles

1 xBapTan 2 kBapran 3 kBapran 4 xBapran
1* quartile 2" quartile 3™ quartile 4™ quartile
PesynraTn
Scores 13-26 26-39 39-52 52-65

PenoBHE HacTaBHUIIM: CPECH Pe3ysITaT
Mainstream teachers: mean score
48

HedekTonos3u: cpeieH pe3yarar
Special teachers: mean score
47.83

PepoBHWTE HacTaBHHIMTE MOKaXaa cpe-
nen pesynartat op 48 (cm 8,87), a medex-
TOJIO3UTE TIOKaxkaa CpefileH pe3yaTaT of
47,83 (cm 10,14) co He3HAUWTEIHA pa3iiu-
Ka Mefy aBete rpymu (t = .0816832, m H.C.,
BujM Tabena 2). JIBara pe3yiaTara 3HaAUH-
TEJTHO ce BO Kopenanuja (Buuu tabena 3),
IITO CE OIHECYBAa Ha 38 pellOBHU HACTaB-
HUIM BO map co 38 pedeKkTon03m, cexoja
IBOjKa JlaBa eBajyalfja Ha MUCTUOT yde-
HUK CO MOoceOHU 0Opa30BHH MOTPEOH.
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The mainstream teachers showed a mean
score of 48 (sd 8,87) and the special teach-
ers showed a mean score of 47,83 (sd
10,14) with no significant difference be-
tween the two groups (t = .0816832 , p n.s.,
see table 2), The two scores are also signifi-
cantly correlated (see tab. 3), considering 38
mainstream teachers paired with 38 special
teachers, each couple evaluating the same
disabled student.
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Ta6dema 2 ,Couyujasna u HacitiasHa umitie-
2pauuja“ pesyaitiaitiu: PedosHu HacitiasHuyu
cupotuu Oegpexitionosu: Cpeonu pesyatniaii,
cilanoapoHa Oesujayuja, Wl 3a He3aBUCEH
upumepok

Tab. 2 “Social and Teaching Integration”
scores: Mainsteam teachers vs Special teach-
ers: mean, standard deviation, t for independent
sample

. Cpennu Crangapana
bpoj R
pe3ynTrartu AeBHjanyja t df p
N
Mean sd
PenQBHH HaCTaBHUIU 4 48.00 387
Mainstream teachers
.0816832 81 n.s.
JlepexTonosn 41 47.83 10.14
Special teachers

Ta6ena 3. Koeguyuenin na xopeaayuja (ito
Pearson) meéy pesyaimniatiuitie Ha pedosHuUille
HaciilasHuyu (8KyiHO, COYUjANHA U HACIIABHA
uHitlezpayuja) u pesyaiiaiiuitie Ha Oegpexitio-
ao3uitle (8KYIHO, COYUJANHA U HACIUABHA UH-
mezpayuja)

Tab. 3 Correlation coefficient (Pearson’s r)
between Mainstream scores (total, social int.,
teaching int.), and Special teachers scores (to-

tal, social int., teaching int.) *

PenoBHu HacTaBHUIU
Mainstream Teachers

BkymHO pesynTaTi off

Pesynrarn of conmjanua

BxkynHO pesynraTti on

MedexTono3u . . .
Special Teachers MHTErpaiyjara ~ MHTerpanyja MHTErpalyjara
Total Integration scores Social Integration scores Total Integration scores
0.78 0.73 0.78
p<.001 p<.001 p<.001

* TpuecT M OCyM IBOjKHY OJf PEIOBHH HAaCTaBHUIIU-TEe(EKTOI031 eBanyupaa 38 yueHunu co moceGHI odpa-

30BHM OTPeOH

* Thirty-eight couples Maistream-Special teacher evaluating 38 disabled students

IITo ce opgHecyBa O pe3ylaTaTHTE Ha
YUCHUIUTE, pe3yATaTUTE U 32 YUCHUIN CO
n 0e3 moceOHM OOpa30BHM NOTpeOM ma-
faaT OKOJIy IPBUOT KBapTal Ha JUCTPH-
Oyumja Ha pe3yararute (IPBHOT KBapTal
e co ormcer of1 16 mo 32, Buu Tabena 4).
Moxe fa Oupe MOTBPAEHO [l€Ka YYCHH-
UTE NHBOJIBUPAaHM BO HAIllaTa CTYAMja CO
n 0e3 nmoceOHM OOpa30BHU NOTPEOH, MO-
KaXkaa MOIIHE HHUCKO YYyBCTBO Ha Oocame-
HOCT flofieka Oea BO HUBHHUTE KJIaCOBU
MepeHo co ,CKana Ha pe3ylTaTd Ha oca-
MEHOCTa ¥ COLMjaJTHOTO HE3al0BOJICTBO
Ha Jerara“.
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As for the students’ scores, both the dis-
abled students’ and the not disabled stu-
dents’ scores fell around the first quartile of
the scores distribution (first quartile ranging
from 16 to 32, see table 4).

It can be affirmed that the students involved
in our study, both disabled and not disabled,
showed a quite low sense of loneliness
while being in their classes, as measured by
the “Children’s Loneliness and Social Dis-
satisfaction Rating Scale”.
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Tadena 4. Pezyainatiu 00 ,Yyscitieo Ha
ocamerocii”: duciupubyuuja iio keapianu

Tab. 4 “Sense of loneliness” scores: distribu-
tion in quartiles

1 xBapTan 2 kBapran 3 kBapran 4 xBapran
1 quartile 2" quartile 3" quartile 4™ quartile
P
Cay AT 16 - 32 32-48 48 - 64 64 - 80
Scores

Yuenunu 6e3 noce6GHU 0Opa30BHU MOTPEOU:
CpeTHHU pe3yiITaTi
Not disabled students: mean scores
28.67

Ydenuuu co noce6GHM 06pa30BHU NOTPEOU:
CpemHHU pe3yiITaTi
Disabled students: mean scores
33.20

CriopeniyBajKkul TH pe3yJiTaTUTe Ha yUYEHU-
nuTe co u 6e3 noceOHM 00pa30BHU MOTpPE-
0u, MOXKe Jla ce 3a0eJieXu eKa YUYCHUIN-
Te 0e3 moceOHM OOpasoBHU IOTPeOH
nokaxaa cpefieH pesyiartar of 28,67 (sd
7,91), mopeka YydYEHHIUTE CO TOCEOHM
00pa30BHU MNOTpeOM NoOKaxkaa CpefieH
pesyarat ox 32,20 (sd 9,75): yuenunure
co noceOHu 0Opa30BHU NOTPeOH MOKaxkaa
MOBUCOK CTENEeH Ha OCAMEHOCT BO KJIACOT
aKo Ce CMOpeAd CO HUBHUTE COYYEHUIH
0e3 moceOHM  OOpa3oBHM  NOTpeOH
(t=2.153682, p< .05, Bugu Tabena S).

Ta6ena 5. Pesyaiuaiiu 00 ,,9ysciiso Ha oca-
MEHOCIU": yueHUYyU co iocebHU 00pPas3osHuU
Hoilipebu cilpoiiu yueHuyu 6e3 itoceOHU
06pazosru  Uotpebu: cpeOHU pe3yaltiaiil,
ciianoapoara oesujayuja, t Upumepoyu 60
080jKU

Comparing the not disabled students’ with
the disabled students’ scores, it can be ob-
served that the not disabled students showed
a mean score of 28,67 (sd 7,91), while the
disabled students showed a mean score of
32,20 (sd 9,75): the disabled students per-
ceived a higher level of loneliness in the
class if compared to their not disabled

classmates (t = 2.153682, p<.05, see table
5).

Tab. 5 “Sense of Loneliness” scores: Not dis-
abled students vs Disabled students: mean,
standard deviation, t for paired samples

Bpoi Cpennu CranpgappiHa
PoJ pe3yaraTu h S ENE t df p
N
Mean sd
Yuennnu 6e3 moceOHN
00pa3oBHU NOTpPeOH 46 28.67 791
Not Disabled Students
2.153682 45 .0371954
Y4yenunm co nmoceOGHN
00pa30BHU NOTPEOH 46 33.20 9.75
Disabled Students
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HMaxo u yuenunure co u 6e3 nmoceOHU 00-
pa30BHU MOTPeOW WBOJBUPAHMW BO HAIIle-
TO UCNHUTYBaKk€ BO OCHOBA HE TMOKaxaa
YyBCTaBa Ha OCAMEHOCT Kora 6ea BO HHB-
HUTE KJIACOBH, CeNaK yUYEHHWIUTE CO MO-
ceOHM 00pa30BHU MOTPEOU ce YyBCTBYBaa
IIOOCaMEHO CIIOPEJIEHA CO HUBHUTE COyYe-
HULM 6e3 moceOHM 00Pa30BHU NOTPEOH.

KoHncratupajku Hekom pakTopu KO
BEpOjaTHO MMaaT BIIMjaHUE BpP3 pe3yiTa-
TuTe (KaKO MITO € YUYMIHITHOTO HUBO, 00-
nmacra, OpOjOT Ha yUYEHHIIUTE BO KIAcOT,
OpojoT Ha y4YeHHUIUTEe cO moceOHu obpa-
30BHH MOTPEeOH BO KJIACOT, MOJOT, BUAOT
Ha JeraTa co moceGHN 0Opa30BHU MOTpe-
O6W) HUTY efeH Off HMB HEMalle 3Hauu-
TelleH e@eKT Bp3 HaUIUTe pe3yITaTu
(Buam TaGena 6).

Tadena 6. Pesyainawiu 00 ,Yyscitico Ha
ocamernocii*: 6 anogac 3a 6 He3asucHu pak-
wopu (yuuauwie, obaaci, 6poj Ha yyeHuuU
80 00Oeaenue, OPOj HA YUEeHUUU CO HOCeOHU
0bpasosru toitipebu 80 o0denerue, o, U0
Ha Oeya co toceOHU 06pa3osHU Hoiipebu) 3a
1 #ositiopaus ¢axkitiop (Pesyaiuaitiu 3a
yueHuyu co iocebHU 00pasosHu Hoiipebu
cipoiliu pe3yatiaiiu 3a y4eHuyu 6e3 ioceOHU
06pazosHu tiottipebu)

Although both the disabled and the not dis-
abled students involved in our investigation
did not basically show feelings of loneliness
when in their classes, however, the disabled
students felt more lonely when compared to

their not disabled classmates.

Considering some factors possibly affecting
this result (such as, school level, area, num-
ber of the students per class, number of dis-
abled students per class, gender, kind of
disabilities), no one of them had a signifi-

cant effect on our results (see table 6).

Tab. 6 “Sense of Loneliness” scores: 6 anovas
for 6 independent factors (school, area, number
of students in the class, number of disabled stu-
dents in the class, gender, kind of disability) for
1 repeated factor (Disabled Students scores vs

Not Disabled Students scores)

Yuenunu 6e3 noceGHU Yuenunu co noceGHU 06pa30BHI
0o6pa3oBHH NOTpedU norpeéu
Not Disabled Students Disabled Students 110 HUBO
-level
Cpenun CTaHgapnga Cpenun CTaHn_apna}Ha p
IeBHjanyja JeBHUjanmja
Mean sd Mean sd
OCHOBHO
. 29.58 10.60 38.83 8.80
Primary
Yuunuiure Hucko cpegno
28.86 7.53 29.71 7.57 ns.
School Low secondary
Bucoko cpenHo
. 27.54 591 33.62 11.71
High secondary
JAEPEKTOJIONKA TEOPHJA H [IPAKTUKA 2004; 1-2: 177-192 187




WORLD EXPERIENCE AND CURRENT EVENTS

Yuenunu 6e3 noceGHU Yuenunu co noceGHU 06pa30BHI
06pa3oBHY NOTPedU norpeéu
Not Disabled Students Disabled Students IO HEBO
p-level
Cpenun CTaHgapn_Ha Cpean CTaHn_apngHa
IeBmjanmja JeBmjanyja
Mean sd Mean sd
ITpoBunimja
P ! 27.78 7.22 34.67 10.03
Province
O6nacr IIpenrpangue
penrp 30 9.37 33.88 8.48 ns.
Area Suburb
Yp6aH nenra
PR P 28.09 6.89 29.73 11.15
Urban Centre
. TTomanky ox 18
Bpoj Ha 28.60 7.03 32.30 11.13
YUYEHHIM BO Less than 18
OfIJICIICHUETO
18-22 29.65 6.87 32.73 8.69 ns.
Number of
students in the Toseke o 22
class 26.50 9.77 34.88 10.53
More than 22
Bpoj Ha 1 29.17 8.54 34.18 10.97
YIEHUI CO
IIPEYKH BO
OJIJICIICHUETO
ns.
Number of
disabled 2-3 28.33 7.45 32.12 8.64
students in the
class
Marmku
31.35 9.16 33.74 9.20
ITon M
ns.
Gender SKeHcKu
. 26.43 5.50 32.65 10.46
1-ITonpedeHoCT BO yUYEHETO
33.63 9.94
1- Learning disabilities
2-MenTanana perapganyja
Bup Ha P ) P ! 34.20 9.15
TPEUKH 2- Mental retardation
ns.
Kind of 3-CeH30pHH ONPEYCHOCT
disability o 30.71 9.89
3- Sensory disabilities
4-Pa3BOjHM HapyIIyBama
! Py y 32.63 11.81
4- Developmental disorders
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Mopa ga ce KOHcTaTHpa JieKa Cropeou-
T€ BCYLIHOCT He Oea Jo0po OanaHCUpaHy,
LITO Cce MOJXKelle Ha MPEeTXOJHO UHIUIIN-
paHWTE OrpaHNYyBara (OgOuBarma Of] He-
KOM HacTaBeH IEpPCOHAJl WU HEKOU ce-
MejCTBA KJIAaCOBHUTE Jja OMAaT MHBOJIBUPA-
HU BO WUCIUTYyBameTO, UTH.). Kako moc-
Jefuna He Oelle MOXKHO Jia ce NPeTCTaBu
MyJATH(AKTOPHA aHalIW3a Ha BapHjaHLa,
u cekoj (pakTop Oelie pasriefyBaH Of-
JIEITHO.

IITo ce omHecyBa 0 OYeKyBaHaTa Hera-
THBHA Kopejanydja Mely pe3ylTaTuTe 3a
CeKOj YYEeHHK CcO MoceOHUu OOpa3oBHU
NOTpPeOH U pe3yaTaTUTE Ha HETOBUOT pe-
JIOBEH HACTaBHMK H pe3yJTaTUTE Ha
HUCTUOT YYEHHUK CO NOceOHM OOpa3OBHU
NOTpeOH U pe3ylTaTUTE Ha HETOBHOT Jie-
¢pexTonor, ru ogOpaBmMe Off MIPUMEPOKOT
cute 38 ciyyam 3a KOW 3-T€ pa3lIudHA
pe3yiTaTH 3a YYEHUIUTE CO MOCeOHU
00pa30BHU TNOTpPeOU, HUBHUTE PEJOBHU
HACTaBHUIM W HUBHUTE J1e(PEKTOIO3U KON
Oea Ha pacnonarame. He ce Hajie HUKak-
Ba Kopenaunmja. Mcto Taka KOHCTAaTHPaj-
KU TW OJIIE]THO pe3yJATaTUTE Off COLMjalI-
HaTa WHTETpanuja W pe3yiaTaTHTE Of
HacTaBHAaTa MHTerpanyja BO Ipala-
HUIUTE HAa HACTaBHUIUTE, HE CE Hajae
HUKaKBa KOpeJjaluja co pe3ylTaTUTe Ha
YYEHULIUTE CO MOCeOHM OOpa30BHHU IOT-
pe6u (Buau Tabena 7).

JIBeTe eBanyaryu, efHa O] HACTaBHUIIUTE
U efHa Off YYeHUIUTe co mocebHm obpa-
30BHHM MOTPeOU ce UMHM JIeKa ce cocema
HE3aBUCHI.
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It has to be considered that the comparisons
were in facts not well balanced, due to the
previously indicated constraints (refusals of
some teaching staff or of some families for
the classes to be involved in the investiga-
tion, etc.). As a consequence it was not pos-
sible to perform a multifactiorial analysis of
variance, and each factor was considered

separately.

As for the expected negative correlation
between the score of each disabled student
and of his/her mainstream teacher’s score
and the score of the same disabled student
and his/her special teacher’s score, we se-
lected from the sample all the 38 cases for
which the three different scores of the dis-
abled student, his/her mainstream teacher
and his/her special teacher were available.
No correlation was found. Also considering
separately the social integration scores and
the teaching integration scores in the teach-
ers’ questionnaires, no correlation was

found with the disabled students’ scores

(see table 7).

The two evaluations, the one from teachers
and the one from disabled students, semm

to be quite independent.
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Ta6ema 7. Koeguyueniu na xopeaayuja (ito
Pearson) medy pesdyaiiaitiuilie Ha yyeHUUU CO
fiocebHU 06PA308HU HOWIPeOU U pe3yAllatiil-
itie 00 pedosHUllle HACTHABHUYU (BKYUHO, CO-
yujarHa uHillezpayuja, HacilaéHa uritezpa-
yuja) u pesyainiaiiu 00 Oeghexitiono3uitie
(8KYyiiHO, coyujarHa uHitlezZpayuja, HacitiasHa
uHitiezpayuja)

Tab. 7. Correlation coefficient (Pearson’s r)
between Disabled Students scores and Main-
stream teachers scores (total, social int.,
teaching int.), and Special teachers scores (to-

tal, social int., teaching int.).

. Hacrasna
Bkynno Conyjanna . . Hacrasna
. MHTerpanuja BxkynHo Conujanna .
penoBHH MHTeTpanyja . UHTerpanyja
HaCTaBHUIN pefoBHA PEMOBHIH ned)eKanom HHTerpatma nedeKTono3n
Mainstr HACTABHMII HaCTaBHUIIU Special nedeKToN03u Special
Teacheré MainstrII Mainstr. Teachers Special Ter;chers
Total Teacher.s Teachers Total Teachers Teachin
. Teaching Social Integr. &
Social Integr. Integr. Integr.
Pesynraru
YUEHHUIIA CO
noceOHn
Oggi‘gzg}l;“ -0.07851 0.02386 -0.0719 -0.0955 -0.0035 -0.0977
Disabled
Students
Scores
ns ns ns ns ns ns
3akayuoyu Conclusions

Hammre pe3yaTaT ce YnHU NOKaXyBaaT
no0ap KBaJUTET HA COLMJAJIHA M HACTaB-
Ha MHTerpanyja BO KJIACOBHUTE MHBOJIBU-
paHu BO OBaa CTYAMja: HACTAaBHUIUTE J1a-
noa poOpa eBanyanuja 3a HUHTErpaTUB-
HUOT TpOLeC, a Yy4YEHUIuTre, co u 0Oe3
noceOHM O00pa3oBHU MNOTpPedH, pAagoa
HVCKHU CTENEHM Ha OCAaMEHOCT LITO CE Ofi-
HECyBa Ha BpPCKHUTE Mefly COyYEHUIUTE.
MefyToa, yyeHunure co noceOHu oOpa-
30BHU MOTpeOM MHBOJIBHPAHU BO HAIIETO
YVUCIUTYBalkE Ce UYMHU TOKaxKaa MOBHCOK
CTENleH Ha 0CAaMEHOCT aKo Cce CIopefaT co
HUBHUTE coydyeHuuu Oe3 moceOHM oOpa-
30BHM noTpedbu. Huty epgen o daxro-
puTEe KOHCTaTHpaH BO cTyamjaTa (ydu-
JUIIHOTO HUBO, o0nacra, OpojoT Ha
YUEHHUIUTE BO KJIACOT,
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Our results seem to show a good quality of
the social and teaching integration in the
classes involved in the study: the teachers
provided for a good evaluation of the inte-
gration process, and the students, disabled
and not disabled, reported low levels of
the
among classmates. However, the disabled

loneliness concerning relationships

students involved in our investigation
seemed to show a higher level of loneliness
if compared with their not disabled class-
mates. No one of the factors considered in
the study (school level, area, number of the

students per class,
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OpojoT Ha y4YeHHUIUTEe cO moceOHu obpa-
30BHU NOTPEOM BO KJIACOT, MOJOT, BUAOT
Ha Jenarta co nmoceOHM OOpa30BHU MOT-
pebu) ce 4YMHU AMPEKTHO BiHWjaea Bp3
HAIIUTE Pe3ynTaTu.

Bp3 ocHOBa Ha OBHE NOAATOLM HE MOXE
Jla ce UCKIy4u peKa Jpyrd pakTopu
MOXaT Jia UrpaaT 3HAuYUTENIHA ylIora Bp3
KBaJIUTETOT HA MPOLECOT HA yUUIIUIIIHATA
MHTEerpanuja: Ha NpuMep, KBAIUTETOT Ha
OJHOCUTE BO CEMEJCTBOTO, M HUBHOTO
BlIMjaHUE BpP3 CaMOIIOYUTYBAHETO U ca-
MojoBepOara Ha JuLaTta co NOCEOHHU
oOpa3oBHU nmoTpedu. HecomMHeHo e neka
UCKYCyBajKl T'M YCIOBUTE HAa WHBAJIUA-
HOCT BO CEMEjCTBO CO HapYLIEHH OJHOCU
HEraTHBHO BJIWjaaT BP3 LeJIaTa colujajiHa
KOMIIETEHTHOCT Ha WHJMBUAyaTa W Haj-
BOP Of] CEMEjCTBOTO. 3apajy oBaa MpU4H-
Ha HalllUTe pe3yJTaTH KOU ce OfiHecyBaa
Ha pa3iukKaTa Mefy yd4eHUIuTe co U Oe3
noceOHM 00pa30BHU NMOTPEOU 3a HUBHOTO
YYBCTBO Ha OCaMEHOCT Tpeba fa ce mpo-
1abo4vaT co MOHATaMOIIHY NCIUTYBamwA.
HoOpara eBajnyanuja Ha UHTETPATUBHUOT
polec ojf HacTaBHULUTE, W 3HAYUTE-
HaTa Kopejanuja Mefy fBaTa pesyiTrara
Ha PEeJJOBHUTE HACTABHUIM U 1e(EeKTOIO-
3UTE, C€ YMHM NOKa)KyBaaT BHCOK JOTO-
BOp u copaboTka Mery HuB. Meryroa,
HUBHATa eBajyalyja ce YMHM € cocema
HEe3aBUCHA Of eBajlyalyjaTa Ha YyBCTBOTO
Ha OCaMeHOCT A0oOMEeHa Off YUCHHUILUTE CO
noceOHU 00pa30BHU NoTpedOu. Bpenu na
ce 3a0enexu feka JedeKToa03uTe, Kou
ce IpeTHoCcTaByBa IIOMHMHYBaaT IIOBEKe
BpeMe paboTejKu CO YYEHUIIU CO NOCEOHN
00pa30BHM NOTPeOM M ce NMOOIUCKY A0
HUB He 3a0ejiexkaa IMOHKMCKO COLMjaJIHO
3aJJOBOJICTBO ILITO MOXHO C€ jaBH Kaj He-
KOM YYEHUIIM CO NOceOHM OOpa3oBHU
NOTpeOHu.

Merfyroa Tpeba jga ce 3abenexu J[eka
KOTa Ofi HAaCTaBHMIUTE ce mobapa fa ru
eBaJlyupaatT pe3yJTaTUTe Ha YUYCHULUTE
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number of disabled students per class, gen-
der, kind of disabilities) seemed to directly
affect our results.

On the basis of these data, it cannot be ex-
cluded that other factors can play a signifi-
cant role in the quality of the school inte-
gration process: for example, the quality of
the relationships in the family, and their ef-
fect on the self-esteem and the self-confi-
dence of the disabled persons. It is out of
doubt that experiencing the disability con-
dition within a family with disturbed rela-
tionships can negatively affect the whole
social competency of an individual, also
outside the family. For this reason, our re-
sults concerning the difference between dis-
abled and not disabled students in their
sense of loneliness have to be deepen in
further investigations.

The teachers’ good evaluation of the inte-
gration process, and the significant correla-
tion between the two scores of the main-
stream and the special teachers, seem to in-
dicate a high agreement and cooperation
between mainstream and special teachers.
However, their evalutation seem to be quite
independent from the evaluation of the
sense of loneliness perceived by the dis-
abled students. It is noteworthy that neither
the special teachers, who are supposed
spending more time working with the dis-
abled students and being closer to them,
seem to perceive a lower social satisfaction
possibly occurring in some of the disabled
students.

However, it has to be considered that while
the teachers were asked to evaluate the dis-
abled students’ results
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cO moceOHN 0OPa30BHM NMOTPEOU CIOpEeny-
BajK# IO MOYETOKOT U KPajoOT HA YUMIIUII-
HaTa TrojuHa, Kaj YYCHHUIIUTE CE UCIUTY-
Ballle HIBHOTO YYBCTBO HAa OCaMEeHOCT 6e3
la ce OOpHE BHUMaHKME Ha MOXKHUTE MOJO0-
OpyBama BO OIHOCOT CO HMBHHUTE COyYe-
HUIM BO TEKOT Ha YUYWJIMIIHATA TOJMHA.
Op npyra crpaHa, He MOXe Jla ce UCKITy4n
noceOHUOT e(PeKT Ha colMjaHaTa Xeaoa
BO OfIpeflyBamke Ha foOpaTa camoeBalya-
yja Ha HACTaBHMIUTE 3a HHUBHATa
corncTeBeHa pabora. BaxkHo e fga ce 00e3-
O0enu nmogoOpa oOyKa 3a HACTaBHULIATE 3a
la ce MogoOpu HMBHATA KOMIIETEHTHOCT
Ha caMmoeBalyalyja M Ja ce HalpaBH
noe)eKTeH HUBHUOT TMPUIOHEC, TOJO-
OpyBajKi TO IEJIMOT MNpOIEeC Ha WHTe-
rpanyja BO yUYWJIHIITATA.

CuTe OBHME TMOfATOIM ja TOTBpPAyBaaT
notpebaTa 3a KBaJUTETEH NPOIEC HAa UH-
Terpauuja 3a ja o0e3b6emaT mnogoOpu
Mpakcu MOMarajkiu UM Ha YYCHHIUTE CO
noceOHM 00pa30BHU NMOTpPeOM fa T'M Hafjl-
MUHAT HUBHHATE COLUjaJHU TEUIKOTUU U
la TH U3[BOjaT CUTYallMATE WU TPYIUTE
CO BUCOK PHM3MK Ha COllMjaJiHa HeajanTa-
1Mja Bo ofyiesieHueTo. (5-6-7)
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school year. On the other hand, it cannot be
excluded the possible effect of social desir-
ability in determining the teachers’ good
self evaluation of their own work. It is im-
portant to provide teachers with better
training in order to improve their self-
evaluation competency, and to make their
contribution more effective, ameliorating
the entire school integration process.

All these data confirm us the need to moni-
tor the quality of the integration process, in
order to provide for the better practices in
helping disabled students to overcome their
social difficulties, and to single out the
situations or the groups at a higher risk of

social disadaptation in the class. (5-6-7)

5. Ianes D. Strategie prioritarie per dare Qualita
all’integrazione scolastica. Difficolta di Ap-
prendimento, vol. 5,n. 2, pp. 161-170, 1999.

6. Tortello M. L’integrazione scolastica ha
compiuto trent’anni: quattro parole chiave per
fare qualita. Handicap&Scuola, n. 97, 2001.

7. Ianes D, Tortello M. (a cura di). Handicap e
risorse per l’integrazione scolastica. Nuovi
elementi per una scuola inclusiva. Trento:
Erickson, 1999.

8. Ianes D. Strategie prioritarie per dare Qualita
all’integrazione scolastica. Difficolta di Ap-
prendimento, vol. 5, n. 2, pp. 161-170, 1999.

JOURNAL OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATION 2004; 1-2: 177-192




