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OZEL EGITIM OKULLARINDA GELISTIRILEN
BIREYSELLESTIRILMIS EGITiIM PROGRAMLARININ (BEP)
KALITESININ INCELENMESI

0z

Bireysellestirilmis egitim programi 6zel egitimin temel ilkelerinden biridir. Bi-
reysellestirilmis egitim programinda amaglarin ve hizmetlerin belirlendigi bigimde
uygulandigindan ve izlendiginden emin olmak igin bireysellestirilmis egitim prog-
ramui kalitesinin belirlenmesi ve takip edilmesi gerektigi ifade edilmektedir. Birey-
sellestirilmis egitim programlarinin kalitesinin genel olarak diisiik oldugu ifade
edilmektedir. Ayrica kalite incelemesi amaciyla kullanilan araglarin psikometrik
niteliklerinde sinirhiliklar s6z konusudur. Bu arastirmanin amaci; bireysellestiril-
mis egitim programi kalitesini degerlendirmeyi hedefleyen gecerli ve giivenilir bir
6lgme araci gelistirmek ve gelistirilen aracla 6zel egitim okullarinda gelistirilen bi-
reysellestirilmis egitim programinin kalitelerini incelemektir. Arastirmanin birinci
agamasinda Bireysellestirilmis Egitim Programi Kalitesini Degerlendirme Olgegi
gelistirilmis ve 180 bireysellestirilmis egitim programi kullanilarak gecerliligi ve
giivenirligi sinanmistir. ikinci asamasinda Bireysellestirilmis Egitim Programi
Kalitesini Degerlendirme Olgegi kullanilarak, 211 bireysellestirilmis egitim prog-
raminin kalitesi incelenmistir. Arastirma sonucunda Bireysellestirilmis Egitim
Programi Kalitesini Degerlendirme Olgeginin gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6l¢ek oldugu,
bireysellestirilmis egitim programlarinin kalite puanlarinin diisiik oldugu, amag
sayilarinin ¢ok yiiksek oldugu, okul kademesi yiikseldik¢e kalite puanlarinin diis-
tiigl, tantya ve 6gretmen mesleki deneyimine gore kalite puaninin farklilastig: go-
rilmistiir. Elde edilen sonuglar; 6gretmenlerin bireysellestirilmis egitim programi
hazirlamakta giicliik ¢ektigini, egitsel bir rehber olarak bireysellestirilmis egitim
programlarinin kullanilmadigini ve bireysellestirilmis egitim programlarinin yal-
nizca yasal zorunluluk sebebiyle bir belge olarak hazirlandigini diisiindiirmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ozel Egitim, Bireysellestirilmis Egitim Programi, Bep
Kalitesi, Bep Kalite Olgegi.
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QUALITY OF INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAMS (IEP)
DEVELOPED IN SPECIAL EDUCATION SCHOOLS

ABSTRACT

Individualised education programs one of the basic principles of special edu-
cation. It is stated that individualised education programs quality should be mo-
nitored to ensure that the goals and services determined in individualised edu-
cation programs are implemented and monitored as planned. Studies examining
individualised education programs concluded that quality levels were generally
low. However, it was also observed that there were limitations in the psychometric
properties of the tools used in these studies. This study’s purpose is to develop a
valid and reliable tool to evaluate individualised education programs quality and
examine the qualities of individualised education programs using the created tool.
At the first stage of the study, the Individualised Education Program Quality As-
sessment Scale was developed, and its validity and reliability were tested using 180
individualised education programs. At the second stage, the quality of 211 indivi-
dualised education programs was examined using the scale. Results indicated that
the Individualised Education Program Quality Assessment Scale was a valid and
reliable scale, the quality scores of individualised education programs were low, the
number of goals was very high, the quality scores decreased as the school stage inc-
reased, and they differed according to the diagnosis and professional experience of
teachers. The results suggest that teachers experience difficulty preparing indivi-
dualised education programs, individualised education programs are not used as
educational guides, and individualised education programs are prepared as docu-
ments only due to legal necessity.

Keywords: Special Education, Individualised Education Program, Iep Quality,
Iep Quality Scale.

e e %
GIRIiS

Bireysellestirilmis egitim programlar1 (BEP) 6grencinin var olan performans
diizeyini, 6l¢tilebilir yillik amaglari, bu amaglara ulasmayi ve ¢ocugun egitiminden
yararlanmasini saglayacak belirli 6zel egitim ve iligkili hizmetleri kapsar (Heward,
vd., 2017). BEP egitsel bir yol haritasidir (Ruble vd., 2010; Sanches-Ferreira vd.,
2013; Rakap, 2015; Gibb ve Dyches, 2016) ve 6grenciler, aileler, egitimciler i¢in
kritik bir 6neme sahiptir (Christle ve Yell, 2010). BEP bireylerin kendilerine 6zel
olarak sunulan hizmetlere ulagabilmeleri i¢in temel bir ara¢ niteligi tagir (Pret-
tie-Frontzcak ve Bricker, 2000) ve egitim/6gretim, izleme ve degerlendirme,
yonetme, iletisim ve sorumluluk gibi amaglara hizmet eder (Bateman ve Cline,
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2016). Ayrica BEP planlamanin giivencesidir (Fiscus ve Mandell, 2002). BEP, 6g-
rencilerin 6zel gereksinimlerine yanit tireten bireysellestirilmis kisa ve uzun do-
nemli amaglarin belirlenmesi ve izlenmesini miimkiin kilan, kapsamli bir aractir
(Ruble vd., 2010).

BEP’in ve hizmet ettigi amagclarin 6nemi; arastirmalarin BEP’lerin ne kadar ise
yaradigini ya da amaca uygun yapilip yapilmadigini konu etmelerine neden olmus
(Orn., Boavida, vd., 2014; Hunt, vd., 1986; Prettie-Frontzcak ve Bricker, 2000; Ra-
kap, 2015) ve BEP kalitesi kavramini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Aragtirmalarda BEP’in ka-
litesinin, BEP’te yer alan hedeflerin ve hizmetlerin planlandig: sekilde uygulanma-
s1ve izlenmesinden emin olmak i¢in incelenmesi gerektigi belirtilmektedir (Roach
vd., 2009). BEP kalitesinin incelendigi ¢alismalarda BEP kalitesiyle iligkili olarak;
var olan performans diizeyi (Le Salle vd., 2010; Ruble vd., 2010; Smith ve Simpson,
1989) islevsellik (Boavida vd., 2010; Hunt vd., 1986; Rakap, 2015; Sanches-Ferrei-
ra vd., 2013) 6lgiilebilirlik-gozlenebilirlik (Boavida vd., 2010; Prettie-Frontzcak ve
Bricker, 2000; Rakap, 2015; Ruble vd., 2010; Sanches-Ferreira vd., 2013), dl¢iit (Bo-
avida vd., 2010; Lynch ve Beare, 1990; Prettie-Frontzcak ve Bricker, 2000; Rakap,
2015; Ruble vd., 2010; Smith ve Simpson, 1989), genelleme, (Boavida vd., 2010;
Hunt vd., 1986; Prettie-Frontzcak ve Bricker, 2000; Sanches-Ferreira vd., 2013),
amaglarin uygunlugu/uyumu (Catone ve Brady, 2005; Lynch ve Beare, 1990; Pret-
tie-Frontzcak ve Bricker, 2000; Smith ve Simpson, 1989) gibi ¢esitli BEP bilesenle-
rinin ele alindig1 ancak acik (operational) bir tanimin yapilmadig: goriilmektedir.
Bu ¢aligmada ¢ok bilesenli bir yap1 olarak ele alinan BEP kalitesi; “Ogrenci gereksi-
nimlerini temel alarak BEP’te bulunmas: gereken 6gelerin bulunma durumu ve bu
ogelere iliskin ifadelerin yeterli, dogru ve agik olarak belirtilme diizeyi” olarak ta-
nimlanmigtir. Clinkd, BEP kalitesine yonelik ¢alismalarda BEP kalitesinin; BEP’in
bulundurmas: gereken 6geleri icerme durumu (Hunt vd., 1994; Lucas vd., 2014;
Lynch ve Beare, 1990; Rakap, 2015; Rowland, 2015; Ruble vd., 2010; Sanches-Fer-
reira vd., 2013; Smith ve Simpson, 1989) ve/veya bu 6gelerin dogru olarak ifade
edilme diizeyi (Boavida vd., 2014; Le Salle vd., 2010; Lowman 2016; Rakap, 2015)
olarak iki temel boyutta ele alindig1 goriilmektedir.

Aragtirmalar, incelenen BEP’lerin kalitesinin genel olarak diisitk oldugunu
(Boavida vd., 2010; Giangreco vd., 1994; Lych ve Beare, 1990; Prettie-Frontzcak ve
Bricker, 2000; Rakap, 2015; Ruble vd., 2010; Sanches-Ferreira vd., 2013; Smith ve
Simpson, 1989;), ¢ok fazla amag ifadesi icerdigini (Boavida vd., 2010; Giangreco
vd., 1994; Rakap, 2015; Sanches-Ferreira vd., 2013;), BEP kalitesinin tan1 grup-
larma gore farklilastigini (Rakap, 2015), okul kademesi yiikseldik¢e BEP kalitesi
puanlarinin diistiigiinii (Catone ve Brady 2005; Sanches-Ferriara vd., 2013) ortaya
koymaktadir. Bununla birlikte BEP kalitesini incelemeyi amaglayan arastirmalarda
genel olarak BEP amaglari ele alinmis (Boavida vd., 2014; Boavida vd., 2010; Cato-
ne ve Brady, 2005; Giangreco vd., 1994; Hunt vd., 1986; Le Salle vd., 2010; Lowman,
2016; Lynch ve Beare, 1990; Prettie-Frontzcak ve Bricker, 2000; Rakap, 2015; Row-
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land vd., 2015; Ruble vd. 2010; Sanches-Ferreira vd., 2013) yalnizca bir arastirmada
(Smith ve Simpson, 1989) BEP holistik (btitiinsel) olarak incelenmistir. Ayrica bu
aragtirmalarda kullanilan 6l¢me araglarinin psikometrik niteliklerinin a¢iklan-
madig1 ya da zayif oldugu gorillmistiir. Kullanilan 6lgme araglarinin gegerliligine
iliskin olarak; uzman goriis alindigi (Hunt vd., 1986), uyum gegcerliligine bakil-
dig1 (Boavida vd., 2010; Lynch ve Beare, 1990; Rakap, 2015), yasalarim/kurumsal
gostergelerin temel alindigi (Ruble vd., 2010; Smith ve Simpson, 1989;), gegerli
oldugunun ifade edildigi ancak bagka bilginin bulunmadig: (Prettie-Frontzcak ve
Bricker, 2000) ya da hicbir bilginin bulunmadig gériilmustiir (Boavida vd., 2014;
Le Salle vd., 2010; Lowman, 2016). Giivenirlik i¢in genellikle degerlendiriciler/
puanlayicilar arasi giivenirlik analizleri 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir (Boavida vd., 2014;
Catone ve Brady, 2005; Hunt vd., 1986; Le Salle vd., 2010; Rakap, 2015; Ruble vd.,
Sanches-Ferriara vd., 2013). Sonug olarak aragtirmalarda BEP kalitesini inceleme
amaciyla kullanilan araglarin gegerlik ve giivenirlik bulgularinin eksik oldugu ve
psikometrik niteliklerinin zayif oldugu goériilmektedir.

Tim bu bilgiler dogrultusunda BEP’in var olan performans diizeyi, kisa ve
uzun donemli amaglar, 6gretim yontem ve teknikleri, materyaller, zaman gerek-
leri gibi birden ¢ok 6geyi barindirmasina ragmen, BEP kalitesini biitiinciil olarak
ele alan ¢aligmalarin sinirli sayida olmasi ve aragtirmalarda kullanilan BEP kalitesi
degerlendirme araglarinin psikometrik niteliklerinin zayif olmasi géz éniinde bu-
lundurularak bu arastirma iki agamali olarak planlanmigtir. Arastirmanin ilk aga-
masinda BEP kalitesini biitiinciil olarak ele alan gegerligi ve giivenirligi saglanmis
bir 6lgme araci gelistirme, ikinci asamasinda gelistirilen aracla 6zel egitim okulla-
rinda gelistirilen BEP’lerin kalitelerinin incelenmesi hedeflenmistir. Bu kapsamda
su sorulara yanit aranmugtir: (1) BEP Kalitesini Degerlendirme Olgeginin (BEPK-
DO); (a) gegerliligi nasildir?, (b) giivenirligi nasildir?, (2) Ozel egitim okullarinda
gelistirilmis olan BEP’lerin kaliteleri nasildir?, (3) Ozel egitim okullarinda gelis-
tirilmis olan BEP’lerin kaliteleri; (a) amag¢ sayilarina (b) tani gruplarina (c) okul
kademelerine (d) 6gretmenlerin 6zel egitim deneyimlerine gore anlaml diizeyde
farklilagsmakta midir?

YONTEM

Arastirma Modeli

Bu ¢aligmada nicel arastirma yontemlerinden betimsel arastirma yontemi kul-
lanilmustir. Arastirmanin 6zellikleri geregi model kesitsel tarama modeline karsi-
lik gelmektedir. Belirli bir zaman araliginda ve tek bir defada drneklemden veri
alinmasi yoluyla yapilan arastirmalar bu modeli agiklamaktadir (Gay vd.,2012;
Cresswell, 2012). Bu yolla yapilan ¢aligmalarin amaci var olan durumu ortaya koy-
maktir (Gay vd.,2012).
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Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmanin ilk agamast icin Eskisehir ilindeki devlete bagh tiim 6zel egitim
okullarindan 180 BEP temin edilmistir. Ik asamada ulagilan 180 BEP yalnizca ge-
listirilen 6l¢gme aracinin standardizasyonunda kullanilmis, BEP kalitesiyle iliskili
olabilecek degiskenlere iliskin veri toplanmamustir. Arastirmanin ikinci asamasin-
da ayni ildeki devlete bagli tiim 6zel egitim okullarindan 211 BEP temin edilmistir.
Toplamda 391 BEP incelenmistir.

Ikinci agamada iliskili olabilecek degiskenlere iliskin veriler de toplanmugtur.
BEP’leri incelenen 6grencilerin 71’i kiz, 130’u erkektir, 10 6grencinin ise cinsiyet
verisine ulagilamamustir. BEP’lerin 93’ti (%44,1) hafif diizeyde zihin yetersizligi
(HZY), 45’1 (21,3) orta diizeyde zihin yetersizligi (OZY), 72%i (34,1) agir diizey
zihin yetersizligi (AZY) ya da otizm spektrum bozuklugu (OSB), biri (% 0,5) isit-
me yetersizligi tanisina sahip 6grencilere aittir. BEP’lerin; 11’1 (% 5,2) okul 6ncesi,
67’si (%31,2) ilkokul (1-4), 58’1 (%28) ortaokul (5-8) ve 75’1 (%35,5) lise (9-12)
diizeyinde egitim goren ogrencilere aittir. BEP’leri gelistiren 75 6zel egitim 6g-
retmeninin 65’i kadin, 10’u erkektir. Kadin 6gretmenlerin yas ortalamasi 34,54
(min=23, max=54, ss=7,04), erkek 6gretmenlerin yas ortalamasi 39,10 (min=26,
max=50, $s=8,86), tim Ogretmenlerin yas ortalamasi ise 34,15tir (min=23,
max=54, ss=7,05). Ogretmenlerin 6zel egitim deneyimleri ortalamasi 10,03 yildir
(min=1, max=29, ss=6,93).

Veri Toplama Araclari

Rubrik, performansin ya da triininiin degerlendirilmesinde kullanilan de-
gerlendirme aracidir (Mertler, 2001). Cok boyutlu iiriin veya performanslarin
bulunmasi halinde, boyutlar ayristirilabiliyor ve detayli puanlama yapilmas: talep
ediliyorsa analitik rubriklerin kullanilmasi, 6nerilmektedir (Haladyna, 1997). Bi-
reysellestirilmis Egitim Programi, BEP ekibi faaliyetlerinin bir tirtiniidiir ve birbi-
rinden ayristirilabilen ¢ok boyutlu bir yapiya sahiptir. Bu nedenle BEP kalitesinin,
bir analitik rubrikle degerlendirilmesine karar verilmistir.

BEP% iliskin alanyazin ve yasalar incelenerek BEP bilesenlerine iliskin 19 rub-
rik maddesi hazirlanmistir. Her bir maddeye iliskin {i¢lii derecelendirmeler ve bu
derecelendirmelere iligkin de agiklamalar olugturulmustur. Birinci agamada 180
BEP ile gegerlik ve giivenirlik analizleri yapilmis, bu analizler sonucunda 16 mad-
deden olugan BEP Kalitesini Degerlendirme Olgegi (BEPKDO) gelistirilmistir. Ikin-
ci agamada BEPKDO ile 211 BEP’in kaliteleri degerlendirilmistir.
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Bilgi Formu

Gelistirilen bilgi formu ile arastirmanin ikinci agamasinda 6gretmenlerden
bilgi toplanmigtir. Gelistirilen bilgi formunda katilimcilarin yaglari, cinsiyetleri ve
ozel egitim alanindaki mesleki deneyimleri ile siniflarinda yer alan 6grencilerle
olan deneyimlerine yonelik bilgiler yer almaktadr.

BEP Kalitesini Degerlendirme Olcedi (BEPKDO)

Kalite 6l¢egi, BEP Ogretimsel Bilesenler Alt Olgegi (BEPKDO-OB) ile BEP Ta-
mamlayici Bilesenler Alt Olgegi (BEPKDO-TB) seklinde iki ayr1 alt élgekten olus-
maktadir . BEPKDO-OBde; 6grenci performansi, kisa dénemli amaglar (KDA),
amayg ifadelerinde; 6lgiit, kosul kullanimy, dl¢iilebilirlik - gozlenebilirlik, amag-islev-
sellik-6n kosulluk iliskisi ve destek hizmetlerle ilgili maddeler yer almaktadir. BEP-
KDO-TBde; uzun dénemli amaglar (UDA), olumlu-olumsuz ifade kullanimi, genel-
leme, zaman, ara¢-geregler, yontem, degerlendirme ve davranis problemleri ile ilgili
maddeler yer almaktadir. Her iki alt dlcekte 8er madde olmak tizere toplamda 16
madde bulunmaktadir.Maddeler 0, 1 ve 2 seklinde puanlanarak derecelendirilmistir.
BEPKDO'de bulunan her bir maddede sozii edilen puana kargilik gelen durum agik-
lanmis ve dlcekte yer verilmistir. Degerlendirme sonucunda en az 0 puan; en fazla 32
puan alinabilir. Ol¢ekten alinan puan arttikca BEP’in kalitesi artmaktadir.

Verilerin Analizi

Rubriklerin gegerliliginin; kapsam gecerliligi, yap: gegerliligi ve dlctit gegerli-
ligi yoniinden ve giivenirliginin ise degerlendiriciler/kodlayicilar arast ve deger-
lendiriciler/kodlayicilar ici giivenirlik hesaplamasi yoluyla incelenebilecegi belir-
tilmektedir (Moskal ve Leydens, 2000). Aragtirmanin birinci asamasinda kapsam
gecerliligi icin bes 6zel egitim uzmanindan uzman goristi alinmistir. Uzman go-
rigleri kapsam gecerliligi indeksiyle (Davis, 1992) analiz edilmis,. yap: gecerliligi
i¢in faktor analizi yapilmigstir. Giivenirlik i¢in ise i¢ tutarlik katsayisi ve alt-iist 27
glvenirligi analizleri yapilmistir. Degerlendiriciler ici ve degerlendiriciler aras: gii-
venirlikte Kendall W uyusum kat sayis1 ve sinif i¢i korelasyon katsayisi hesaplan-
mustir. Birinci agamada degerlendiriciler i¢i giivenirlik i¢in random olarak se¢ilmis
60 BEP (%30) birinci yazar tarafindan tekrar degerlendirilmistir. Degerlendiriciler
arasi1 giivenirlik i¢in random segilmis 60 BEP (%30) doktora tez doneminde olan
iki arastirma gorevlisi tarafindan puanlanmigtir.

Ikinci asamada 211 BEP birinci arastirmact tarafindan degerlendirilmistir. Ve-
rilerin analizinde Tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA), iliskisiz 6l¢ctimler t testi,
pearson korelasyon analizi kullanilmistir. Kendall W uyusum ve sinif ici korelas-
yon katsayilar1 hesaplanmustir. Ikinci agamada degerlendiriciler igi giivenirlik igin
random olarak segilmis 70 BEP (%30) birinci yazar tarafindan tekrar degerlen-
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dirilmistir. Degerlendiriciler aras: gtivenirlik i¢cin random seg¢ilmis 70 BEP (%30)
doktora tez doneminde olan bir aragtirma gorevlisi tarafindan puanlanmustir.

Aragtirmanin her iki agamasinda da ileri analizlere gegmeden 6nce normal da-
g1lim verileri incelenerek verilerin normal dagildig: belirlenmistir.

Gecerlik, GUvenirlik ve Etik

Bu aragtirma igin bir devlet {iniversitesinin sosyal ve beseri bilimler yayin etigi
kurulundan etik izin ve il milli egitim midirligiinden uygulama izni alinmustir.

Etik Kurul izin Bilgileri

Yapilan bu ¢alismada “Anadolu Universitesi Bilim Etigi Kilavuzu” kapsaminda
uyulmast belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur.

Etik Degerlendirmeyi Yapan Kurul Adi: Anadolu Universitesi Sosyal ve Begeri
Bilimler Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Kurulu

Etik Degerlendirme Kararinin Tarihi: 20.02.2018

Etik Degerlendirme Belgesi Say1 Numarasi: 19113
BULGULAR

Birinci Asama

BEPKDO'niin Gegerliligi

Kapsam gecerligi analizi sonucunda 18 madde 1 puan, bir madde ise 0.80 puan
almis ve 19 madde korunmustur. Yapi gegerliligi i¢in faktor analizine uygunlugun
belirlenmesi amaciyla Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) ve Bartlett testleri, maddeler
aras1 korelasyon degerleri ve korelasyon matrisi determinanti ve anti-imaj kore-
lasyonu incelenmistir. KMO katsayisi .78 ve Bartlett kiiresellik testi anlamlilik de-
geri p <.001 bulundu (x2 (120) = 1174.220). Maddeler aras1 korelasyonda .90 iistii
madde yoktur ve korelasyon matrisinin determinanti .001'dir. Anti-imaj korelas-
yonu incelemesinde .50 altinda korelasyon degeri alan iki madde atilmis ve analiz
tekrar gergeklestirilmistir. Analiz sonucunda elde edilen anti imaj korelasyonu
degerleri .614 ve .846 arasindadir. Faktér analizi sonucuna gore; BEPKDO-OB alt
olgegi sekiz maddeden olusmaktadir. Bu faktorde; 6zdeger 4.09, agiklanan varyans
% 25.56dir. BEPKDO-TB alt 6lgegi de sekiz maddelidir ve 6zdeger 3.23, agikladig
varyans % 20.194dir. Olgegin toplam agikladig1 varyans % 45.76 olarak hesaplan-
mistir. BEPKDO faktor yiik degerleri ve agiklanan varyans oranlari tablo 1de
verilmistir.
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Tablo 1. BEPKDO Faktér Analizinden Elde Edilen Degerler

Faktor Yiik Degerleri
Maddeler - . -
BEPKDO-OB BEPKDO-TB Ozdeger Agiklanan Toplam Varyans %
Ml .67
M3 .68
M4 .81
M5 .81
M6 .54 25,569
M7 .82 4,091
Mi16 .52
M18 47
M2 .34
M8 .61
Mi11 71
M12 .35
M13 .50 20,193
M14 71 3,231
M15 .83
MI19 .60
Toplam 7,322 45,762

BEPKDOniin Giivenirligi

BEPKDO-OB igin i¢ tutarlilik katsayist Cronbach Alfa degeri a=.84,
BEPKDO-TB igin a=.64, dlgegin tamami igin a=.80 olarak hesaplanmustir. Alt {ist
%27 testi giivenirligiyle ilgili olarak yapilan t testinde alt grup ortalamasi X =7.35
(sd=1,22), iist grup ortalamast X=21.10 (sd=4,28) olarak bulunmustur (p <.001).
Eta kare hesaplanarak bulunan etki bityiikliigii degeri (n’=.83)dir.

Degerlendiriciler arasi giivenirlik i¢in iki yonlit karigik sinif i¢i korelasyon
katsayis1 alfa degeri mutlak anlagsma ve tutarlik acisindan hesaplanmis ve bu
deger .99 olarak bulunmugstur (p<.001). Degerlendiriciler i¢i giivenirlikte yapilan
iki yonli karisik analizde sinif ici korelasyon katsayisi alfa degeri mutlak anlagma
i¢in .99 (p<.001) olarak hesaplanmistir. Kendall W igin degerlendiricinin kendi
icinde gtivenirligi ve diger iki degerlendiriciyle birlikte ti¢ degerlendiricinin uyum
katsayis1 Kendall Wide .99 olarak bulunmustur (p<.001).
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ikinci Asama
BEP Kalite Diizeyi

BEP’lerin (n=211) kalite puani ortalamast BEPKDO i¢in X=9.66 (ss=2,62),
BEPKDO-OB igin =4.98 (ss=2,10), BEPKDO-TB igin X=4.67 (ss=1,99) bulunmus-
tur. BEPKDO'den alinabilecek en yiiksek puanin 32 en diigiik puanin 0 oldugu goz
oniine alindiginda elde edilen kalite puanlar: oldukga diistiktiir.

BEP'te Yer Alan Amag Ifadesi Sayilari ve BEP Kalitesi

BEP’lerde (n=211) yer alan amag ifadesi sayilar1 incelendiginde uzun dénem-

(ss=25.42), kisa donemli amag (KDA) sayisinin 1 ve 429 arasinda degistigi, orta-
lamanin X =145, (ss=92.68) ve toplam amag sayisinin 2 ve 595 arasinda degistigi
ortalamanin X =177, (ss=113.11) oldugu gériilmiistiir. BEP’lerde bulunan UDA,
KDA ve toplam amag sayilari ve BEPKDO puanlar1 arasindaki iliskiye Pearson
korelasyon analiziyle ile bakilmistir. Analiz sonucunda UDA sayilari, KDA say1-
lar1, toplam amag sayilar1 ve BEP kalitesi arasinda 6lgegin geneli ve BEPKDO-TB
icin anlamli bir iligki olmadig1 goriiliirken BEPKDO-OB igin aralarinda anlamli ve
negatif yonde iliski oldugu gériilmiistiir. BEPKDO, BEPKDO-OB ve BEPKDO-TB

ve toplam amag sayilar1 arasindaki korelasyon degerleri tablo 2'de verilmistir.

Tablo 2. BEPKDO, BEPKDO-OB ve BEPKDO-TB ve Toplam Amag Sayilart
Arasindaki Korelasyon Degerleri

Degiskenler UDA KDA Toplam
BEPKDO -.116 -.042 -.060
BEPKDO-OB -210%* -.138* -.160*
BEPKDO-TB .068 .090 .089

**p<.01 *p<.05

Tani Gruplari ve BEP Kalitesi

Tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonucunda BEPKDO toplam puan
ortalamast ile farkli tan1 gruplari arasinda istatistiksel olarak manidar bir farkin
olmadig1 (F,, ,, =680, p >.05) ancak BEPKDO-OB (F, ,,, = 33.140, p < .01) ve
BEPKDO-TB puan ortalamalar1 (F, ,=52.184, p < .(.)'l)uigin anlaml fark ol-
dugu gorilmektedir. HZY tanili 6grencilerin BEPKDO-OB puan ortalamalari
(X=6.15),0ZY (X=4.02) ve AZY/OSB (X =4.15) gruplarindan anlamli derece yiik-
sek bulunmus (2 =0.24). HZY tanili 6grencilerin BEPKDO-TB puan ortalamalari
(X'=3.40 ), OZY (X =5.51) ve AZY/OSB (X =5.838) gruplarindan; anlamh derece

diisiik bulunmustur(n2 =0.34).
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Okul Kademeleri ve BEP Kalitesi

Okuldncesi déneme iliskin olarak gelistirilen sadece 11 tane BEP olmasi sebe-
biyle okul 6ncesi doneme analizde yer verilmemistir. ANOVA sonuglarinda BEP-
KDO (F,, ,,,= 93.896, p<.01), BEPKDO-OB (,, ,, = 25,064, p < .01) ve BEPK-

DO-TB (F,, o= 22.738, p < .01) puan ortalamalari ve okul kademeleri arasinda

2,197)"
anlamli bir fark oldugu gorilmistir.

BEPKDO toplam puant i¢in {lkokul égrencilerinin BEP kalite puan1 ortalama-
larinin (X =11,74), ortaokul (X =9,44) ve lise (X =7,75) ogrencilerinin BEP kalite
puani ortalamalarindan anlaml sekilde yiiksek oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ortaokul
ogrencilerinin BEP kalitesi puan ortalamalarinin da (X =9,44) lise grubundan
(X=7,75) anlaml derecede yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir (n2 =0.49).

BEPKDO-OB igin ilkokul égrencilerinin BEP kalite puani ortalamalarinin (X
ilkokul=6,33), ortaokul ve lise grubundan (X ortaokul=4,59; X lise=4,18) anlamli
derecede yiiksek oldugu gériilmiistiir (n> =0.20). BEPKDO-TB i¢in ilkokul grubu-
nun BEP kalite puani ortalamalarinin (X ilkokul=5,41) ortaokuldan anlamli derece
yiiksek oldugu (X ortaokul=4,85), ortaokul grubunun kalite puani ortalamalarinin
da (X ortaokul=4,85) liseden (X lise=3,56) anlamli derecede yiiksek oldugu gériil-
mistiir(n=0.19). Okul kademesi arttik¢a BEP kalitesinin diistigii gortilmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin Mesleki Deneyim Siireleri ve BEP kalitesi

Ogretmenlerin 6zel egitim alanindaki mesleki deneyimi yil baglaminda dort
grupta incelenmistir. Birinci grupta 6zel egitim alaninda 1-5 yil, ikinci grupta
6-10 y1l, ti¢lincii grupta 11- 15 y1l ve dérdiincii grupta 16 yil ve tizerinde deneyimi
olan $gretmenler yer almaktadir. Tek yonlii varyans analizi sonucunda BEPKDO
(E,, ,,,,= 8.945, p < .01), BEPKDO-OB (F, = 8.826 ve p < .01) ve BEPKDO-TB
(F 307= 15,224, p <.01) puan ortalamalari ve dgretmenlerin 6zel egitim deneyimle-
ri arasinda anlamli fark oldugu gérillmiistiir. Birinci grupta yer alan 6gretmenlerin
hazirladigi BEP’lerin BEPKDO toplam puan ortalamalar1 (XBirinci =11,04) ikin-
ci (Xikinci=9.56), igiincii (XUgiincii=9.49) ve dérdiincii gruptan (XDordiin-
cii=8.25) anlamli derecede yiiksek bulunmustur (n? =0.12). BEPKDO-OB i¢in
birinci grubun hazirladigi BEP kalite puanlarinin ortalamasi (XBirinci=8.26)
dordiincii gruptan (X Dérdiincii=3.91) anlamli derecede yiiksek bulunurken
(n2 =0.11) BEPKDO-TB igin; birinci grubun hazirladigi BEP kalite puanlarinin
ortalamast (XBirinci=5.86) ii¢iincii gruptan (XUsiincii= 3.73) ve dordiincii grup-
tan (XDérdiincii= 4.34) anlamli derecede yiiksek bulunmustur (2 =0.18).
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TARTISMA, SONUC VE ONERILER

Bu aragtirmanin birinci agamasinda BEPKDO'in gegerlik giivenirlik analizleri
yapimigtir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda 16 maddeden olusan iki boyutlu bir 6lgek
ortaya cikmustir. BEPKDO gegerlik bulgular1 yap: gecerligi ile kapsam gegerligi ol-
mak fizere iki eksende ele alinmigstir. BEP kalitesini 6lgen gecerliligi ve glivenirligi
bulunan bagka bir Tiirkge araca ulasilamadig: igin dl¢iit bagiml gegerlilige baki-
lamamigtir. Kapsam gecerliliginde, tiim maddeler .80 iistii deger alarak kapsam
gecerliligi saglanmistir (Davis, 1992). Faktor analizi i¢in uygunlugun degerlen-
dirilmesi amaciyla Bartlett kiiresellik testi anlamlilik degeri .000 (p < .05) testin
sonuglariin anlamli oldugunu ve faktér analizi i¢in uygun oldugunu géstermis-
tir(Field, 2009; Pallant, 2020; Can, 2019). KMO katsayisinin .78 olmast faktor ana-
lizi i¢in uygunlugu saglamistir(Can, 2019; Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2014). Caligmada
.80 veya .90 tizerinde korelasyon degeri alan maddelerin olmamasi faktor analizi
yapabilmek i¢in ¢oklu baglanti sorunu olmadigini gostermistir (Can, 2019; Field,
2009; Tabachnick ve Fidel, 2014). Anti-imaj korelasyonu incelemesinde iki madde
atildiktan sonra yapilan analizle ulasilan degerlerin .653 ve .845 arasinda yer alma-
s1 (>.50) maddelerin faktor analizi agisindan uygun oldugunu goéstermistir (Can,
2019; Field, 2009). Faktor analizi sonucunda BEPKDOniin iki faktoriiniin de 6z
degerinin I'in iistiinde olmasi (Biiylikoztiirk, 2014; Field, 2009; Huck, 2012; Kline,
1994; Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2014; Pallant, 2020) ve faktorlere ait 6z degerlerin top-
lam i¢in hesaplanan 6z degerin %5’inden biiyiik olmast (Huck, 2012) faktér olu-
sumunun uygun oldugunu gostermistir. Agiklanan varyans degerinin tek faktorlia
yapilar icin %30’un istiinde olmasi, ¢ok faktorlii yapilardaysa daha fazla olmas:
beklenmektedir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2014). Buna gére BEPKDO'niin iki faktérlii yapida
%45’lik varyans yeterli diizeydedir. BEPKDO maddelerinin faktor yiik degerleri
.30’un istiinde olmas (Bityiikdztiirk, 2014; Ozdamar, 2017) ve faktor yiikii olarak
bagka faktorlerde de anlaml faktor yiik degeri veren maddelerde faktor yiiklerinde
.10 seviyesinde bir fark olmasi (Biyiikoztiirk, 2014) maddelerin faktorlerle iliskili
oldugunu gostermis ve faktor analizine uygunlugu desteklemistir.

Giivenirlikle ilgili olarak BEPKDO'n geneli i¢in Cronbach alfa katsayisi a=.80
ve BEPKDO-OB igin a=.84 degerleri iyi ya da yiiksek derecede giivenilir oldugu-
nu gostermistir(Can, 2019; Cresswell, 2012; George ve Mallery, 2003; Ho, 2006;
Ozdamar, 2017). BEPKDO-TB i¢in a=.64 de kabul edilebilir diizeyde bulunmus-
tur (Can, 2019; George ve Mallery, 2003; Nunnally ve Bernstein, 1994; Ozdamar,
2017). Alt iist %27 testi sonuglarinda her iki grup arasindaki farkin anlaml oldu-
gunu (p < .01), dl¢iilen nitelige sahip olan ve olmayan BEP’leri iyi bir sekilde ayirt
edebildigini (Can, 2019) ve testin i¢ tutarliliginin bir gostergesi oldugunu gostermis
ve farkin etki bityiikligii genis etki bitytikliigiinii gostermistir (Bityiikoztiirk, 2014;
Pallant; 2020). Sinif i¢ci korelasyon katsayisi i¢in degerlendiriciler arasi ve degerlen-
diriciler i¢i giivenirlik i¢in .99 bulunan degerler ¢ok iyi giivenirligin saglandigini
(Koo ve Li, 2016) ve rubrigin giivenilir oldugunu géstermektedir (Kutlu, vd.,
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2014). Kendall W uyusum katsayis1 degerlendiriciler arasi ve degerlendiriciler i¢i
givenirlik i¢in p =.000 olup, p < .001 dizeyinde anlamlidir (Can, 2019) ve .99
olan Kendall's W degerleri giivenirlik i¢in olumlu yonde kanit olusturmaktadir
(Can, 2019; Field, 2009; Legendre, 2005).

Bu 6lgme aracinda kapsam gegerliginde gerekli niteliklerin saglandigi, alan
yazinda bu alandaki dl¢iitlere gore yapr gecerligi icin analize uygunluk ve uygun
faktorlesmenin saglandigi, bir derecelemeli puanlama anahtari olarak BEPK-
DOniin kapsam ve yap1 gegerliligi psikometrik kanitlarinin ortaya konuldugu
sdylenebilir. BEPKDO bu alanda kalite gostergelerini 6lgen araglarda standardi-
zasyonu bilimsel kanitlarla saglanmis bir ara¢ olma 6zelligini gostermektedir. BEP
kalitesini degerlendirmek igin arastirmalarda kullanilan araglar incelendiginde:
Caligmalarda kullanilan 6l¢me araglarindan bir kisminin gegerlik bilgilerinin ra-
porlanmadig: (Le Salle, vd., 2010; Lucas, 2014; Lowman, 2016; McWilliam, 2021;
McWilliam, 2021; Rowland, 2015), gegerlik bilgileri raporlanan arastirmalarda da
ol¢me araglarimin yapr gegerligi analizlerinin sunulmadigs, bir kisminda sadece
uyusum gegerliginin rapor edildigi (Boavida vd., 2010; Lynch ve Beare, 1990; Ra-
kap, 2015) ya da yasalar ve alan yazindan yola ¢ikilmis olmasi nedeniyle kapsam
gegerliginin sagladig1 var sayildig1 (Ruble vd., 2010; Smith ve Simpson, 1989) goz
oniinde bulunduruldugunda BEPKDO'niin gegerliligi BEP kalitesini incelemek
adina gelistirilen hali hazirda var olan araglardan daha giiclii bir sekilde ortaya ko-
yulmugtur. BEPKDO'in giivenirlikle ilgili analizlerde gerekli nitelikleri kargiladig:
ve giivenilir bir arag oldugu goriilmistiir. Giivenirlikle ilgili olarak i¢ tutarliligin
yani sira alt {ist %27 testi giivenirligi nitelikleri karsilayan ilk aragtirma olmasi do-
lay1styla aracin giivenirligi giiclii olarak ortaya koyulmustur.

BEPKDOden ve alt 6l¢eklerden elde edilen genel kalite puanlari ortalamala-
r1 oldukea diisiiktiir. Bu sonug gelistirilen BEP’lerin kalitelerinin diisiik oldugunu
gostermistir ve alanyazinla tutarlidir (Smith ve Simpson, 1989; Lych ve Beare, 1990;
Giangreco vd., 1994; Prettie-Frontzcak ve Bricker, 2000; Boavida vd. 2010; Ruble
vd., 2010; Sanches-Ferreira vd., 2013; Rakap, 2015). BEPKDO-OBden elde edilen
diisiik puan ortalamalari alanyazinda yer alan BEP kalitesine iligkin arastirma bul-
gularinda; performans ifadelerinin yer almamasi (Boavida vd., 2010; Le Salle vd.,
2010; Smith ve Simpson, 1989), amaglar ve performans arasinda uyumsuzlugun
bulunmasi (Catone ve Brady, 2005; Smith ve Simpson, 1989), islevsellik baglamin-
da belirlenmis olan amaglarin yeterli olmamasi (Boavida vd., 2010), BEP’te iliskili
hizmetlerin tespit edilmesinde ve bahse konu hizmetlerin baglangi¢ ve bitis tarih-
lerinin belirtilmesinde eksiklikler olmasi (Smith ve Simpson, 1989), amag ifade-
lerinin anlamsiz sekilde ve oldukga genel bir tarzda yazilmas: (Catone ve Brady,
2005; Giangreco vd., 1994; Lynch ve Beare, 1990), basar1 ol¢iitiinde eksikler olusu
(Boavida vd., 2010; Giangreco vd., 1994; Lynch ve Beare, 1990; Sanches-Ferreira
vd., 2013), amaglarin yazilmasinda kosul 6gesine yer vermede eksiklikler olmas:
(Boavida vd., 2010; Giangreco vd., 1994; Lynch ve Beare, 1990; Rakap, 2015; Ruble
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vd., 2010), hedef davranis belirtilirken 6l¢iilebilir-gozlenebilir ifadeler kullanilma-
mas1 (Boavida vd., 2010; Ruble vd., 2010; Sanches-Ferreira, vd., 2013) sonuglariyla
paralel ve tutarli bulgular igerisinde oldugunu gériilmektedir. BEPKDO-TBden
elde edilen diisiik puan ortalamalar: da alanyazinda yer alan ¢alismalarda belirle-
nen 0grenme stratejilerinin yeterli diizeyde ve belirgin olarak ortaya konulmama-
s1 (Lynch ve Beare, 1990; Ruble vd., 2010), zaman ifadelerinde eksiklikler olmasi
(Boavida vd., 2010; Rakap, 2015; Ruble vd., 2010;), genellemeye dayali amaglarda
eksiklikler (Boavida, vd., 2010; Rakap, 2015), degerlendirme stirecine iligkin yeter-
sizlikler (Smith ve Simpson, 1989) gibi sonuglarla tutarlilik gostermektedir.

UDA, KDA ve toplam amag sayilar ile BEPKDO ve BEPKDO-TB arasinda an-
laml1 bir iliski bulunamamistir ancak BEPKDO-OB ile negatif yonde anlamli iligki
goriilmiistiir. UDA, KDA ve toplam amag sayilar1 artttkca BEPKDO-OB puan or-
talamasinin diistiigii goriilmektedir. Bu durum amag yazim kalitesinin distiigi an-
lamina gelmektedir. Ayrica BEP’lerde belirlenen amag sayilarinin oldukga yiiksek
olmast alanyazinla tutarlidir (Boavida vd., Giangreco vd., 1994; 2010; Sanches-Fer-
reira vd., 2013; Rakap, 2015). Boavida vd. (2010) ¢aligmalarinda UDA sayisinin
4-95 arasinda degistigini (X=38); Rakap (2015) UDA/KDA sayisinin 8-38 arasinda
degistigini (X=22) Sanches-Ferreiravd.., (2013) BEP’lerin %80’inde 20'den fazla
UDANnin yer aldigini belirtmistir. Alanyazinda amag sayisinin fazla olma sebebi;
ogretmenlerin 6ncelikli ve 6nemli olan davranislar1 belirlemede giigliikler yasadik-
larini, dolayisiyla da 6grencinin kazanimini artirmak yerine siirece iliskin gerek-
lilikleri gerceklestirmeye odaklanmalari olarak agiklanmaktadir (Shinn ve Shinn,
2000). Boavida vd. (2014) BEP amaglarinin kalitesinin artirilmasina yonelik olarak
yaptiklari ¢alismada, verilen egitim sonrasinda hazirlanan BEP’lerde belirlenen
amag sayilarinda azalma oldugu ve gelistirilen BEP’lerin kalitelerinin arttig1 so-
nucu bu durumu desteklemektedir. Ayrica belirlenen amag sayilarinin gereginden
¢ok yiiksek olmasinin, 6gretmenler agisindan pek ¢ok yeni gereklilik dogurdugu ve
bu nedenle 6gretmenlerin s6z konusu amaglara iliskin uygulamalar: izleme nokta-
sinda bagarisiz olma olasiligina neden olabilecegi belirtilmektedir (Fuchs ve Shinn,
1989). Bununla birliktebelirlenen amag sayilarinin gok yiiksek olmasi, BEP’in 68-
retmenler tarafindan kullanilmadig: siiphesini akla getirdigi ifade edilmektedir
(Giangreco vd., 1994). BEP igin belirlenen amaglarin ¢ok olmasi, hem 6gretmen-
lerin amaglari belirlemede zorluklar yasadiklarini hem de BEP ekibinin BEP’i is-
levsel bir aragtan ziyade yasal bir zaruret olarak gordiiklerini diisindtéirmektedir.

BEPKDOden elde edilen toplam puanlar incelendiginde, tani gruplari baki-
mindan BEP kalitesinin farklilasmadig: goriilmiistiir. Bu bulgu Rakapm (2015)
aragtirmasinda ulagtig1 sonuglarla tutarlilik gostermekte ancak Boadvida vd’nin
(2010) ¢alisma bulgulari ile 6rtiismemektedir. Bununla birlikte bulgular alt 6lgek-
ler bazinda incelendiginde tan1 gruplar1 ve BEP kalitesi arasinda anlaml farklilik-
larin oldugu gortlmiistiir. Birinci alt 6l¢ek i¢in HZY grubunun BEP kalite puan-
larinin ortalamasi OZY ve AZY-OSB gruplarindan yiiksekken, ikinci alt dl¢ekte
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bu durumun tam tersi olarak HZY grubunun BEP kalite puanlar1 ortalamasinin,
OZY ve AZY-OSB gruplarindan daha distiktir. HZY grubunun birinci alt 6lgek
kalite puani ortalamalarinin daha yiiksek olma nedeni, 6gretmenlerin bu ¢ocuklar
i¢in nitelikli amaglar olusturmada kendilerini s6z konusu 6zel gereksinim grubu-
na Ogretim sunmada diger yetersizlik gruplarina kiyasla daha yeterli hissetmeleri
olabilir. Ogretmenler amaglar hususunda daha az zorlanmalar1 ya da daha yeterli
hissetmeleri sonucunda ikinci alt 6l¢ekteki BEP bilesenlerine yeteri kadar agirlik
vermemis olabilirler. Boavida vd., (2010), yetersizlikten yogun diizeyde etkilen-
mis olan 6grenciler i¢in bir baska deyisle bagimsiz yagama iliskin amaglara daha
yogun diizeyde gereksinimi olan 6grenciler i¢in 6gretmenlerinin bagimsiz yagami
destekleyen iglevsel amaglar belirleme konusunda daha ¢ok gayret etmis olabile-
ceklerini belirtmistir. Bu aragtirmada 6gretmenler islevsel amaglarla ilgili eksiklik-
lerini BEPKDO-TBde yer alan bilesenlerle tamamlayamaya galismis olabilir. BEP-
KDO-OB ve BEPKDO-TB etki biiyiikliigii degerleri yiiksek etki bityiikliigiidiir
(Pallant, 2020; Biytikoztiirk, 2014). Alt 6l¢eklerde goriilen bu zit durum 6l¢egin
toplam puaninda bir fark olugmasini engellemis olabilir.

Farkl1 okul kademelerinde BEP kalite puanlarinin ortalamalarma bakildiginda,
okul diizeyi arttiginda BEP kalite puanlarinin diistiigii ve etki biiytikligtiniin bityiik
oldugu goriilmektedir.. Bu sonucun alanyazindaki Le Salle vd’nin (2010) bulgu-
suyla celistigi, bunun yaninda bagka arastirma bulgulariyla ortistigt gorilmistiir
(Catone ve Brady, 2005; Sanches-Ferriara, 2013). Ortaya ¢ikan bu durum 6grencinin
okul diizeyinin artmast ile birlikte akademik alanlarin karmagikhiginin ve cesitliligin
de artmasiyla iliskili olabilir (Sanches-Ferreira vd., 2013).

Ogretmenlerin 6zel egitime iliskin mesleki deneyimleri baglaminda BEP
kalite puan ortalamalar1 incelendiginde mesleki deneyimi 1-5 yil araligindaki
6gretmenlerde, BEP kalite puan ortalamalariin diger gruplara kiyasla ytiksek
ve manidar bir farklilik oldugu, bu farkliliga iliskin etki bayiikligi degerinin
bitylige yakin oldugu goriilmistiir. Bu ¢aligmanin bulgular1 Ruble vd. (2010)’nin
6gretmenlerin OSB’li ocuklarla mesleki deneyimleri ile BEP kalitesi arasinda bir
iligski olmadig1 bulgusuyla gelismektedir fakat okudugunuz bu arastirmada farkls
tan1 gruplar1 ya da belirli bir tan1 grubuna 6zgii deneyim degil, genel olarak 6zel
egitime iliskin mesleki deneyim ele alinmgtir. Ozel egitim deneyimi 1-5 yil olan
Ogretmenlerin, en giincel bilgilere sahip olmasi, bu gruptaki 6gretmenlerin BEP
kalitesi puanlarinin ortalamalarinda diger gruplara kiyasla daha yiiksek puanlarin
alinmis olmasina yol agabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.

BEP; 6zel gereksinimi olan biitin 6grenciler icin gelistirilmesi zorunlu ve
yasalar ile sabit olan egitsel bir yol haritasi, bir rota niteligi tasimasinin yani sira
Ogrenciye saglanacak hizmetleri ve bu hizmetleri ile ilgili bilgileri kapsayan ve 6zel
gereksinimli 6grenciyi izlemeye de olanak veren kapsamli bir hizmet belgesidir.
Bununla birlikte bu ¢alisma kapsaminda ele alinan BEP’lerin siralanan tiim bu
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nitelikleri biiytik 6l¢tide karsilamadig: da oldukea agik bir sekilde gorilmektedir.
BEP’in 6zel gereksinimli 6grenci i¢in 6gretimsel programi belirlemede oynamasi
beklenen araci rol alanyazinda sorgulanmaktadir (Berninger, 1997). Smith ve Sim-
pson (1989) BEP’lerin gerekli bilesenleri icermede yetersiz kalmas: durumunda,
egitsel anlamda rehberlik iglevine de golge diistiigtinti belirtmektedir. Benzer bi-
¢imde bu ¢alismanin bulgular: da etkili egitimin tasarlanmas siirecinde BEP’in
rehberlik roliinii saglamadaki yeterliligini sorgulatabilir. BEP’in; 6zel gereksinimli
ogrencinin iligkili oldugu paydaglaricin (aileler, yardimci 6gretmenler; 6gretmenler,
okul personeli vb.) 6gretim yontem ve teknikleri ile bireysel gereksinimlere uy-
gun bicimde planlanmig egitim hizmetlerinin acik bir sekilde belirtildigi bir dii-
zenek islevine sahip oldugu (Ruble vd., 2010) ve gergeklestirilen planlamalara ait
giivence saglayan bir nitelik tasidig: belirtilmektedir (Fiscus ve Mandell, 2002).
Ancak BEP’in kendisinde 6nemli eksikliklerin olmasi durumunda sagladig gii-
vence; ¢ocugun ailesi, gelecekteki 6gretmenleri ve hizmet saglayanlar icin yetersiz
olabilir ya da yanlis bilgilendirmelere yol agabilir. Alanyazinda 6gretmenlerin BEP
hazirlamada giigliik yasadiklar: ve BEP’in igerigine yonelik olarak yeterli diizeyde
bilgi sahibi olmadiklar1 belirtilmektedir (Cikili vd., 2020; Oztiirk ve Eratay, 2010).
BEP kalite puanlarindaki genel diisiikliigiin ve amag sayilarinda asir1 yiiksekligin
sebebi 6gretmenlerin konu hakkinda yeterince bilgi sahibi olmamalar1 olabilir.
BEP’lerin genel olarak kalitelerinin yiikseltilmesi ve fazla sayidaki amacin egitim
ihtiyaglari, zaman gerekleri ve 6grencinin var olan performans diizeyi ile iliskili
daha ulagilabilir amag sayilarina cekilebilmesi; BEP’lerin islevsel olmasi bir baska
deyisle egitsel bir rehberlik rolii éistlenebilmesi 6zel gereksinimli 6grenci ile iligkili
tiim paydaglar tarafindan izlenebilmesi bakimindan 6nem arz etmektedir. Bunu
saglamak i¢cin 6gretmenlerin BEPe dair bilgileri degerlendirilmeli ve gerekli goriil-
diigt durumlarda bilgileri yeterli diizeye getirme ve desteklemeye yonelik egitim
caligmalar gerceklestirilmelidir. Gelecekteki ¢alismalarda biitiinlestirici ortamlar-
da yer alan 6grencilerin BEP’lerinin kaliteleri incelenebilir. Ayrica BEP’in kalitesi
ve smiflarda yuritilen uygulamalar arasindaki iliskiler ve bunlarin 6grencilerin
egitsel diizeylerine etkisi incelenebilir.

Tesekkiir ve Aciklamalar

Caligmamiza katki saglayan Sayin Cetin TOPUZ ve Sayin Serife SAHIN'e tesek-
kiir ederiz.

Cikar Catigmasi

Makalenin yazarlari arasinda, ¢aliyma kapsaminda herhangi bir kisisel ve finansal
¢ikar catismasi bulunmamaktadir.
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QUALITY OF INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAMS (IEP)
DEVELOPED IN SPECIAL EDUCATION SCHOOLS

ABSTRACT

Individualised education programs one of the basic principles of special edu-
cation. It is stated that individualised education programs quality should be mo-
nitored to ensure that the goals and services determined in individualised edu-
cation programs are implemented and monitored as planned. Studies examining
individualised education programs concluded that quality levels were generally
low. However, it was also observed that there were limitations in the psychometric
properties of the tools used in these studies. This study’s purpose is to develop a
valid and reliable tool to evaluate individualised education programs quality and
examine the qualities of individualised education programs using the created tool.
At the first stage of the study, the Individualised Education Program Quality As-
sessment Scale was developed, and its validity and reliability were tested using 180
individualised education programs. At the second stage, the quality of 211 indivi-
dualised education programs was examined using the scale. Results indicated that
the Individualised Education Program Quality Assessment Scale was a valid and
reliable scale, the quality scores of individualised education programs were low,
the number of goals was very high, the quality scores decreased as the school stage
increased, and they differed according to the diagnosis and professional experience
of teachers. The results suggest that teachers experience difficulty preparing indi-
vidualised education programs, individualised education programs are not used as
educational guides, and individualised education programs are prepared as docu-
ments only due to legal necessity.

Keywords: Special Education, Individualised Education Program, Iep Quality,
Iep Quality Scale.
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OZEL EGITIM OKULLARINDA GELISTIRILEN
BIREYSELLESTIRILMIS EGITiIM PROGRAMLARININ (BEP)
KALITESININ INCELENMESI

0z

Bireysellestirilmis egitim programi 6zel egitimin temel ilkelerinden biridir. Bi-
reysellestirilmis egitim programinda amaglarin ve hizmetlerin belirlendigi bigimde
uygulandigindan ve izlendiginden emin olmak igin bireysellestirilmis egitim prog-
ramui kalitesinin belirlenmesi ve takip edilmesi gerektigi ifade edilmektedir. Birey-
sellestirilmis egitim programlarinin kalitesinin genel olarak diisiik oldugu ifade
edilmektedir. Ayrica kalite incelemesi amaciyla kullanilan araglarin psikometrik
niteliklerinde sinirhiliklar s6z konusudur. Bu arastirmanin amaci; bireysellestiril-
mis egitim programi kalitesini degerlendirmeyi hedefleyen gecerli ve giivenilir bir
6lgme araci gelistirmek ve gelistirilen aracla 6zel egitim okullarinda gelistirilen bi-
reysellestirilmis egitim programinin kalitelerini incelemektir. Arastirmanin birinci
agamasinda Bireysellestirilmis Egitim Programi Kalitesini Degerlendirme Olgegi
gelistirilmis ve 180 bireysellestirilmis egitim programi kullanilarak gecerliligi ve
giivenirligi sinanmistir. ikinci asamasinda Bireysellestirilmis Egitim Programi
Kalitesini Degerlendirme Olgegi kullanilarak, 211 bireysellestirilmis egitim prog-
raminin kalitesi incelenmistir. Arastirma sonucunda Bireysellestirilmis Egitim
Programi Kalitesini Degerlendirme Olgeginin gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6l¢ek oldugu,
bireysellestirilmis egitim programlarinin kalite puanlarinin diisiik oldugu, amag
sayilarinin ¢ok yiiksek oldugu, okul kademesi yiikseldik¢e kalite puanlarinin diis-
tiigl, tantya ve 6gretmen mesleki deneyimine gore kalite puaninin farklilastig: go-
rilmistiir. Elde edilen sonuglar; 6gretmenlerin bireysellestirilmis egitim programi
hazirlamakta giicliik ¢ektigini, egitsel bir rehber olarak bireysellestirilmis egitim
programlarinin kullanilmadigini ve bireysellestirilmis egitim programlarinin yal-
nizca yasal zorunluluk sebebiyle bir belge olarak hazirlandigini diisiindiirmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ozel Egitim, Bireysellestirilmis Egitim Programi, Bep
Kalitesi, Bep Kalite Olgegi.

ek

INTRODUCTION

Individualised education programs cover the current performance of stu-
dents, measurable annual goals, certain special education and related services that
will enable them to achieve these goals and benefit from education (Heward, Al-
per-Morgan, and Konrad 2017). IEP is an educational roadmap (Ruble et al. 2010;
Sanches-Ferreira et al. 2013; Rakap 2015; Gibb and Dyches 2016) and is very im-
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portant for educators, families, and students (Christle and Yell 2010). IEP is the
main tool for accessing individualised services (Prettie-Frontzcak and Bricker
2000) and serves education/training, communication, management, responsibility,
monitoring, and evaluation purposes (Bateman and Cline 2016). Moreover, IEP
is the assurance of planning (Fiscus and Mandell 2002). As a comprehensive tool,
IEP enables schools to record and monitor individualised annual goals and short-
term objectives that respond to students’ special needs (Ruble et al. 2010).

The significance of IEP and the goals it serves has caused research to discuss
the extent to which IEPs are useful and whether they are suitable for their purpose
(e.g., Boavida et al. 2014; Hunt, Goetz, and Anderson 1986; Prettie-Frontzcak and
Bricker 2000; Rakap 2015), which has introduced the concept of IEP quality and
its discussion. It is stated that IEP quality should be monitored to ensure that the
goals and services determined in IEP are implemented and monitored as planned
(Roach et al. 2009). In studies examining IEP quality, it is observed that various
IEP components have been addressed in relation to IEP quality, such as current
performance (Le Salle, Roach, and McGrath 2010; Ruble et al. 2010; Smith and
Simpson 1989), functionality (Boavida et al. 2010; Hunt, Goetz, and Anderson
1986; Rakap 2015; Sanches-Ferreira et al. 2013), measurability-observability (Boa-
vida et al. 2010; Prettie-Frontzcak and Bricker 2000; Rakap 2015; Ruble et al. 2010;
Sanches-Ferreira et al. 2013), criterion (Boavida et al. 2010; Lynch and Beare, 1990;
Prettie-Frontzcak and Bricker, 2000; Rakap, 2015; Ruble et al. 2010; Smith and
Simpson 1989), generalisation, (Boavida et al. 2010; Hunt, Goetz, and Anderson
1986; Prettie-Frontzcak and Bricker 2000; Sanches-Ferreira et al. 2013) and goals/
objectives appropriateness (Catone and Brady 2005; Lynch and Beare 1990; Pret-
tie-Frontzcak and Bricker 2000; Smith and Simpson 1989), but an operational defi-
nition has not been established. IEP quality, addressed as a multi-component struc-
ture in this study, was defined as “The availability of the components that should be
included in IEP based on student needs and the level of expressing statements about
these components sufficiently, accurately, and clearly” This definition is formed on
the basis that studies on IEP quality show that it is addressed in two main dimen-
sions; the status of including the components that IEP should have (Hunt, Goetz,
and Anderson 1986; Lucas et al. 2014; Lynch and Beare 1990; Rakap 2015; Rowland
2015; Ruble et al. 2010; Sanches-Ferreira et al. 2013; Smith and Simpson 1989) and/
or level of expressing these components correctly (Boavida, Aguiar, and McWilliam
2014; Le Salle, Roach, and McGrath 2010; Lowman 2016; Rakap 2015).

Studies have revealed that the quality of the IEPs examined is generally low
(Boavida et al., 2010; Giangreco et al. 1994; Lych and Beare 1990; Prettie-Frontz-
cak and Bricker 2000; Rakap 2015; Ruble et al. 2010; Sanches-Ferreira et al. 2013;
Smith and Simpson 1989), they contain too many goal statements (Giangreco et
al. 1994; Boavida et al. 2010; Sanches-Ferreira et al. 2013; Rakap 2015), IEP quality
differs by diagnostic groups (Rakap 2015), and the IEP quality scores decrease as
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the school stage increases (Catone and Brady 2005; Sanches-Ferriara et al. 2013).
Furthermore, studies aiming to examine IEP quality have generally discussed goals
in IEP (Boavida, Aguiar, and McWilliam 2014; Boavida et al., 2010; Catone and
Brady 2005; Giangreco et al. 1994; Hunt, Goetz, and Anderson 1986; Le Salle, Ro-
ach, and McGrath. 2010; Lowman 2016; Lynch and Beare 1990; Prettie-Frontzcak
and Bricker 2000; Rakap 2015; Rowland, Quinn, and Steiner 2015; Ruble et al.
2010; Sanches-Ferreira et al. 2013), and only one study (Smith and Simpson 1989)
has examined IEP holistically. Additionally, it was observed that the psychometric
properties of the measurement tools used in these studies were not explained or
were poor. Concerning the validity of the measurement tools used, it was observed
that expert opinion was obtained (Hunt, Goetz, and Anderson 1986), convergent
validity was examined (Boavida et al. 2010; Lynch and Beare 1990; Rakap 2015),
laws/institutional indicators were taken as a basis (Smith and Simpson 1989; Ruble
et al. 2010), and they were expressed to be valid, but no information was found
(Prettie-Frontzcak and Bricker 2000). Regarding reliability, inter-rater reliability
analysis usually comes to the forefront (Boavida, Aguiar, and McWilliam 2014; Ca-
tone and Brady 2005; Hunt, Goetz, and Anderson 1986; Le Salle, Roach, and McG-
rath 2010; Rakap 2015; Ruble et al. 2010; Sanches-Ferriara et al. 2013). As a result,
it is observed that the validity and reliability findings of the tools used to examine
IEP quality in research are lacking and their psychometric properties are weak.

In line with this information, this study was planned in two stages, con-
sidering the fact that there are a limited number of studies addressing IEP quality
holistically, although IEP contains more than one component, and the psychomet-
ric properties of the IEP quality assessment tools used in the studies are weak. The
first stage of the study aimed to develop a measurement tool that provided validity
and reliability and addressed IEP quality holistically. The second stage aimed to
examine the quality of IEPs developed in special education schools using the crea-
ted tool. In this context, answers to the following questions were sought: (1)What
is (a) the validity of the IEP Quality Assessment Scale (IEPQAS)? (b) What is its
reliability? (2)What is the quality of the IEPs developed in special education scho-
ols? (3) Does the quality of the IEPs developed in special education schools differ
significantly by: (a) the number of goals, (b) diagnostic groups, (c) school stages,
(d) and special education experiences of teachers?

METHOD

This study was conducted in two stages. At the first stage, a valid and reliable
tool was developed to assess the quality of IEPs. At the second stage, the created tool
was used to examine the quality of the IEPs prepared in special education schools.

https:/doi.org/10.7822/omuefd.1216755 d



Ozel Egitim Okullarinda Gelistirilen Bireysellestirilmis Egitim ..

Sample

For the first stage of the study, 180 IEPs were obtained from all public special
education schools in the province where the researchers resided. The 180 IEPs re-
ached at the first stage were used only in the standardisation of the measurement
tool developed, and data on variables that might be related to IEP quality were not
collected. At the second stage of the study, 211 IEPs were obtained from all public
special education schools in the province where the researchers resided. A total of
391 IEPs were used.

At the second stage, data on variables that might be related were collected. Of
the students whose IEPs were examined, 71 were female, 130 were male, and data
on the gender of 10 students was not obtained. Of the IEPs, 93 (44.1%) belonged
to students with mild intellectual disability (MID), 45 (21.3%) to students with
moderate intellectual disability (MoID), 72 (34.1%) to students with severe intelle-
ctual disability (SID) or autism spectrum disorder (ASD), and one (0.5%) belonged
to students with a hearing disability diagnosis. Of the IEPs, 11 (5.2%) belonged to
preschool students, 67 (31.2%) to elementary school (1-4) students, 58 (28%) to
middle school (5-8) students, and 75 (35.5%) to high school (9-12) students. Of
the 75 special education teachers who developed IEPs, 65 were female, and 10 were
male. The mean age of female teachers was 34.54 (min=23, max=>54, sd=7.04), the
mean age of male teachers was 39.10 (min=26, max=>50, sd=8.86), and the mean
age of all students was 34.15 (min=23, max=54, sd=7.05). The mean special educa-
tion experience of the teachers was 10.03 years (min=1, max=29, sd=6.93).

Process and Data Collection Tools

A rubric is an assessment tool used to evaluate performance or product (Mert-
ler 2001). In case there are multidimensional performances or products, and if
these dimensions can be separated and detailed scoring is required, it is recom-
mended to use analytic rubrics (Haladyna 1997). IEP is a product of the activities
of the IEP team and has a multidimensional structure that can be separated from
each other. Therefore, it was decided that in this research, IEP quality would be
evaluated using an analytic rubric.

By reviewing the literature and laws on IEP, 19 rubric items related to IEP com-
ponents were prepared. Tripartite ratings for each item and explanations for these
ratings were created. At the first stage, validity and reliability analyses were con-
ducted with 180 IEPs. As a result of these analyses, the IEPQAS consisting of 16
items, was developed. At the second stage, the quality of 211 IEPs was evaluated
using the IEPQAS.
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Information Questionnaire

Information was collected from teachers at the second stage of the study, using
the developed information questionnaire. The information questionnaire conta-
ins information on the participant’s gender, age, professional experience in special
education, and his/her experience with students in his/her class.

IEPQRAS

The IEPQAS has two subscales, the IEP instructional components subscale
(ICS) and the IEP complementary components subscale (CCS). The ICS contains
items related to students performance, short-term objectives (STOs), goal state-
ments, criterion, condition, usage, measurability-observability, goal-functionalit-
y-prerequisite relationship, and support services. The CCS contains items related to
annual goals (AGs), the use of positive-negative statements, generalizability, time,
tools, method, assessment, and behavioural problems. There are a total of 16 items,
8 items in each subscale, and the scores of the items are graded as 0, 1, and 2. For
each item, the condition corresponding to this score is included in the scale as exp-
lained. As a result of the assessment, a minimum of 0 and a maximum of 32 points
can be obtained. [EP quality increases as the score obtained from the scale increases.

Data Analysis

It is stated that the validity of rubrics can be examined as content validity, cons-
truct validity, and criterion-related validity, while its reliability can be examined as
interrater and intrarater reliability (Moskal and Leydens, 2000). At the first stage of
the study, expert opinion was obtained from five special education experts for con-
tent. Expert opinions were analysed using the content validity index (Davis 1992).
Factor analysis was conducted for construct validity. For reliability, the internal
consistency coefficient and upper-lower 27% reliability analyses were performed.
To examine interrater and intrarater reliability, Kendall's W coeflicient of concor-
dance and the intraclass correlation coefficient was calculated. At the first stage,
60 IEPs (30%) randomly selected for intrarater reliability were re-evaluated by the
first author. For interrater reliability, 60 randomly selected IEPs (30%) were scored
by two research assistants in their doctoral dissertation period.

At the second stage, 211 IEPs were evaluated by the first researcher. One-way
ANOVA, the independent samples t-test, and Pearsons correlation analysis were
used in the data analysis. To examine intrarater and interrater reliability, Kendall’s
W coefficient of concordance and the intraclass correlation coefficient was analysed.
At the second stage, 70 IEPs (30%) randomly selected for intrarater reliability were
re-evaluated by the first author. Seventy IEPs (30%) randomly selected for interrater
reliability were scored by a research assistant in his doctoral dissertation period.
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At both stages of the study, it was determined that the data were normally
distributed by examining the normal distribution data before proceeding to
advanced analyses.

Ethics Committee Permission Information

In this study, all the rules specified in the “Anadolu University Science Ethics
Guide” were followed.

Name of the Ethical Evaluation Committee: Anadolu University Social and
Human Sciences Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Committee

Date of Ethics Evaluation Decision: 20.02.2018

Ethics Evaluation Document Issue Number: 19113
RESULTS

First Stage
Validity of the IEPQAS

As a result of the content validity analysis, 18 items received 1 point, one item
received 0.80 points, and 19 items were preserved. To determine the suitability for
factor analysis for construct validity, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bart-
lett’s tests, inter-item correlation values and correlation matrix determinant, and
anti-image correlation were examined to determine suitability for factor analysis
for construct validity. The KMO coefficient was .78, and the significance value of
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was found to be p <.001 (C2 (120) = 1174.220). There
is no item above .90 in the inter-item correlation, and the determinant of the cor-
relation matrix is .001. In the anti-image correlation examination, two items with a
correlation value below .50 were discarded, and the analysis was repeated. The an-
ti-image correlation values obtained from the analysis vary between .614 and .846.
As aresult of the factor analysis, a sixteen-item two-factor scale with a total variance
of 45.76% was formed, together with the first eight-item factor with an eigenvalue of
4.09 and explained variance ratio of 25.56% and the second eight-item factor with
an eigenvalue of 3.23 and explained variance ratio of 20.19%. The first factor was
named the 184IEP instructional components subscale-ICS-, and the second fac-
tor was named the 184IEP complementary components subscale-CCS-. The factor
loading values and explained variance ratios of the IEPQAS are presented in table 1.
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Table 1. The IEPQAS Factor Loading Values and Explained Variance Ratios

Rotated Factor Loading Values

ftems IEPQAS-ICS IEPQAS-CCS  Eigenvalue Total Variance Explained %
M1 .67
M3 .68
M4 .81
M5 .81
M6 .54 25,569
M7 .82 4,091
M16 .52
M18 47
M2 .34
M8 .61
Mi1 71
M1i2 .35
M13 .50 20,193
M14 71 3,231
M15 .83
M19 .60
Toplam 7,322 45,762

Reliability of the IEPQAS

Cronbach’s alpha of the internal consistency coefficient was calculated to be
a=.84 for the ICS, a=.64 for the CCS, and a=.80 for the overall scale. In the t-test
performed on upper-lower 27% reliability, the mean value of the lower group
was found to be X=7.35 (sd=1.22), and the mean value of the upper group to be
X=21.10 (sd=4.28) (p<.001). The effect size of the difference was calculated with
eta squared (12=.83).

For interrater reliability, the two-way mixed intraclass correlation coefficient
alpha was found to be .99 when calculated for both absolute agreement and consis-
tency (p<.001). As a result of the two-way mixed analysis for intrarater reliability,
the intraclass correlation coefficient alpha of absolute agreement was found to be
.99 (p<.001). For Kendall’s W, intrarater reliability and Kendall's W coefficient of
concordance among three raters were found to be .99 (p<.001).
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Second Stage
IEP Quality Level

The mean quality score of IEPs (n=211) was found to be X=9.66 (sd=2.62) for
the TEPQAS, X=4.98 (sd=2.10) for the ICS, and X=4.67 (sd=1.99) for the CCS.
Considering that the highest score that can be obtained from the IEPQAS is 32 and
the lowest score is 0, the obtained quality scores are relatively low.

Number of goals of IEPs and IEP quality

When the numbers of IEP goals (n=211) were examined, it was observed that
the number of AGs varied between 1 and 227, the mean was X=31 (sd=25.42),
the number of STOs varied between 1 and 429, the mean was X=145 (sd=92.68),
the total number of goals and objectives varied between 2 and 595, and the mean
was X=177 (sd=113.11). The correlation between the numbers of AGs, STOs and
total goals and objectives in IEPs and the IEPQAS scores was checked with Pear-
son’s correlation analysis. No significant correlations were observed between the
number of AGs, number of STOs, total goals and objectives and IEP quality for the
overall scale and the CCS. A significant negative correlation was observed between
them for the ICS. Correlation values between the IEPQAS, ICS, and CCS and total
goals and objectives are given in table 2.

Table 2. Correlation Values Between the IEPQAS, ICS, and CCS and Total

Goals and Objectives
Variables AG STO Total
IEPQAS -.116 -.042 -.060
IEPQAS-ISC -.210%* -.138* -.160*
IEPQAS-CCS .068 .090 .089

**p<.01 *p<.05

Diagnostic Groups and IEP Quality

As a result of the one-way ANOVA analysis, no significant difference was
noted between the mean IEPQAS total score and diagnostic groups (F(2,
207)=.680, p>.05). However, a significant difference was observed for the mean
ICS score (F(2, 207)= 33.140, p<.01) and the mean CCS score (F(2, 207)=52.184,
p<.01). The mean ICS score of students diagnosed with MID (XMID=6.15) was
found to be significantly higher than the MoID (XMoID=4.02) and SID/ASD
(XSID/ASD=4.15) groups (n2 =0.24). The mean CCS score of students diagnosed
with MID (XMID=3.40) was found to be significantly lower than the MoID and
SID/ASD groups (XMoID=5.51; XSID/ASD=5.83) (n2 =0.34).
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School Stages and IEP Quality

Since there were only 11 IEPs for the preschool period, this school stage was
excluded from the analysis. As a result of the one-way ANOVA analysis, a sig-
nificant difference was observed between the mean IEPQAS (F(2, 197)=93.896,
p<.01), ICS (F(2, 197)=25.064, p<.01) and CCS (F(2, 197)= 22.738, p<.01) scores
and school stages. For the IEPQAS total score, it was revealed that the mean
quality score of IEPs of elementary school students (Xelementary school=11.74)
was significantly higher than the middle school (Xmiddle school=9.44) and high
school (Xhigh school=7.75) groups and the mean quality score of IEPs of mid-
dle school students (Xmiddle school=9.44) was significantly higher than the high
school group (Xhigh school=7.75), (n2 =0.49). For the ICS, the mean quality
score of IEPs of elementary school students (Xelementary school=6.33) was ob-
served to be significantly higher than the middle school and high school groups
(Xmiddle school=4.59; Xhigh school=4.18), (12 =0.20). For the CCS, the mean quali-
ty score of the elementary school group (Xelementary school=5.41) was significantly
higher than the middle school group (Xmiddle school=4.85), and the mean quality
score of the middle school group (Xmiddle school=4.85) was significantly higher
than the high school group (Xhigh school=3.56), (n2=0.19). As the school stage
increased, IEP quality was observed to decrease.

Teachers’ Special Education Experience and IEP Quality

The special education experiences of the teachers were examined by
creating four groups by year. IEPs prepared by teachers with 1-5 years, 6-10 years,
11-15 years, and 16 years+ of special education experience were included in the
first, second, third, and fourth groups, respectively. As a result of the one-way
ANOVA analysis, a significant difference was found between the mean IEPQAS
(F(2, 207)=8.945, p<.01), ICS (F(3, 207)=8.826 and p<.01) and CCS (F(3,
207)=15.224, p<.01) scores and special education experiences of teachers. The mean
IEPQAS total score of the IEPs prepared by teachers in the first group (XFirst =11.04)
was detected to be significantly higher than the second (XSecond=9.56), third
(XThird=9.49) and fourth (XFourth=8.25) groups (n2 =0.12). For the ICS, the mean
quality score of the IEPs prepared by the first group (XFirst=8.26) was revealed to
be significantly higher than the fourth group (XFourth=3.91) (n2 =0.11). For the
CCS, the mean quality score of the IEPs prepared by the first group (XFirst=>5.86)
was observed to be significantly higher than the third group (XThird= 3.73) and
the fourth group (XFourth=4.34) (n2 =0.18).
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DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

At the first stage of this study, the validity and reliability analyses of the IEPQAS
were conducted. The analyses put forward a two-dimensional scale consisting of 16
items. Validity findings of the IEPQAS were discussed in terms of content validity
and construct validity. Criterion-related validity could not be checked as no other
Turkish tools with confirmed validity and reliability that measured IEP quality,
could be accessed. In content validity, validity was ensured as all items received a
value above .80 (Davis, 1992). To evaluate the suitability for factor analysis, the sig-
nificance value of .000(p<.05) of Bartlett’s test of sphericity showed that the results
of the test were significant and suitable for factor analysis (Field 2009; Pallant 2020;
Can 2019). The KMO coefficient of .78 ensured suitability for factor analysis (Can
2019; Tabachnick and Fidell 2014). The absence of items with a value above .80 or
.90 in the study indicated that inter-item correlation values were acceptable for fac-
tor analysis, and there were no multicollinearity problems (Can 2019; Field 2009;
Tabachnick and Fidel 2014). In the anti-image correlation examination, values ob-
tained from the analysis performed after excluding two items varied between .653
and .845 (>.50), which showed that items were suitable for factor analysis (Can,
2019; Field, 2009). As a result of the factor analysis, the eigenvalues of both factors
of the IEPQAS were above 1 (Buyukozturk 2014; Field 2009; Huck 2012; Kline
1994; Tabachnick and Fidell 2014; Pallant 2020), and the eigenvalue of each of the
factors was higher than 5% of the total eigenvalue (Huck 2012). This indicated
that factor formation was appropriate. The value of explained variance is expected
to be higher than 30% for single-factor constructs, and a higher value is expected
for constructs with more than one factor (Buyukozturk 2014). Accordingly, 45%
variance of the IEPQAS in the two-factor construct is at an adequate level. Factor
loading values of the IEPQAS items above .30 (Buyukozturk 2014; Ozdamar 2017)
and a difference of .10 between factor loadings for the items creating factor loading
in more than one factor (Buyukozturk 2014), showed that the items were associat-
ed with factors and supported the suitability for factor analysis.

Concerning reliability, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of a =.80 for the overall
IEPQAS and a=.84 for the ICS indicated a good or high level of reliability (Can
2019; Cresswell 2012; George and Mallery 2003; Ho 2006; Ozdamar 2017). For the
CCS, a =.64 was also found at an acceptable level (Can 2019; George and Mall-
ery 2003; Nunnally and Bernstein 1994; Ozdamar 2017). In upper-lower 27% test
results, it was shown that the difference between the two groups was significant
(p<.01), those with and without the characteristics planned to be measured were
differentiated well (Can, 2019), the internal consistency of the test was shown to
be an indicator, and the effect size of the difference pointed to a large effect size
(Buyukozturk 2014; Pallant 2020). Considering the intraclass correlation coeffi-
cient, values of .99 obtained for intrarater and interrater reliability showed that
very good reliability was provided (Koo and Li, 2016) and the rubric was reliable
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(Kutlu et al., 2014). Kendall’s W coefficient of concordance is p=.000 for interrater
and intrarater reliability and significant at the level of p<.001 (Can 2019). Kendall’s
W values of .99 provide positive evidence for interrater and intrarater reliability
(Can 2019; Field 2009; Legendre 2005).

In this study, it can be stated that the requirements for content validity were
provided and the criteria emphasised in the literature for providing construct va-
lidity were met in the formation of factors for construct validity, in general. There-
fore, the content and construct validity of the IEPQAS, developed as a rubric, can
be said to have been provided. The IEPQAS is the only tool with ensured con-
struct validity among the tools that examine IEP quality in the literature. When
the tools developed to examine IEP quality were reviewed, the validity of the
IEPQAS was put forward more strongly than all tools developed to investigate IEP
quality, because the validity information of some of the tools could never be ac-
cessed in studies (Le Salle, Roach and McGrath 2010; Lucas 2014; Lowman 2016;
McWilliam 2021; McWilliam, 2021; Rowland 2015). The construct validity of the
tools was not examined in any study with provided validity information, only
convergent validity was examined in some studies (Boavida et al. 2010; Lynch and
Beare 1990; Rakap 2015), or their content validity was accepted to be provided
in view of laws and the literature (Ruble et al., 2010; Smith and Simpson, 1989).
The IEPQAS was observed to be a reliable tool fulfilling the requirements in the
reliability analyses. The reliability of the tool was shown to be strong because it
was the first study meeting the reliability qualities of the upper-lower 27% test as
well as internal consistency.

The mean general quality scores obtained from the IEPQAS, and subscales are
quite low. This result showed that the quality of the IEPs developed is low and is
consistent with the literature (Smith and Simpson, 1989; Lych and Beare, 1990;
Giangreco et al., 1994; Prettie-Frontzcak and Bricker, 2000; Boavida et al. 2010;
Ruble et al., 2010; Sanches-Ferreira et al., 2013; Rakap, 2015). The low mean
scores obtained from the ICS were consistent with the lack of performance ex-
pressions (Boavida et al., 2010; Le Salle et al., 2010; Smith and Simpson, 1989),
incompliance between goals and performance (Catone and Brady 2005; Smith and
Simpson 1989), inadequacy of the goals in terms of functionality (Boavida et al.
2010), deficiencies in determining the associated services in IEP and the start and
ending dates of services (Smith and Simpson 1989), goals written in unclear and
general terms (Catone and Brady 2005; Giangreco et al. 1994; Lynch and Beare
1990), deficiencies in success criteria (Boavida et al. 2010; Giangreco et al. 1994;
Lynch and Beare 1990; Sanches-Ferreira et al. 2013), deficiencies in the conditional
component of goals (Boavida et al., 2010; Giangreco et al. 1994; Lynch and Beare
1990; Rakap 2015; Ruble et al. 2010) and the target behaviour not being present-
ed with a measurable or observable expression (Boavida et al. 2010; Ruble et al.
2010; Sanches-Ferreira et al. 2013). These were among the results of the studies
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on IEP quality in the literature. The low mean scores obtained from the CCS were
consistent with results such as inadequate emphasis laid on learning strategies in
studies in the literature (Lynch and Beare 1990; Ruble et al. 2010), deficiencies in
time expressions (Boavida et al. 2010; Rakap 2015; Ruble et al. 2010), deficiencies
in generalisation (Boavida et al. 2010; Rakap 2015), and inadequacies in evaluation
(Smith and Simpson 1989).

No significant correlations could be detected between the number of AGs, STOs
and total goals and objectives and the IEPQAS and CCS, but a significant negative
correlation with the ICS was observed. It was observed that, as the number of AGs,
STOs and total goals and objectives increased, the mean ICS score decreased. This
suggests a decrease in goal writing quality. Furthermore, it was observed that the
number of goals of IEPs was quite high, and this result is consistent with the lit-
erature (Giangreco et al. 1994; Boavida et al. 2010; Sanches-Ferreira et al. 2013;
Rakap 2015). In their study, Boavida et al. (2010) reported that the number of AGs
varied between 4 and 95 (X=38). Rakap (2015) stated that the number of AGs/
STOs varied between 8 and 38 (X=22). On the other hand, Sanches-Ferreira et al.
(2013) indicated that 80% of IEPs had more than 20 AGs. Therefore, the number
of goals in this study is extremely high. The reason for the high number of goals
in the literature is explained as teachers’ concentration on the completion of stu-
dents’ procedural requirements rather than increasing their acquisitions due to the
difficulty they experience in determining which behaviours are important (Shinn
and Shinn 2000). This explanation is supported by the conclusion of Boavida et al.
(2014) that the number of goals of IEPs prepared after the education given to in-
crease the quality of IEP goals decreased, and their quality increased. Moreover, it
is stated that a high number of goals brings along many requirements for teachers
and may cause teachers to fail in monitoring practices (Fuchs and Shinn 1989).
Additionally, it is asserted that such a high number of goals raises the suspicion
that teachers do not use IEP (Giangreco et al. 1994). Such a high number of goals
both brings into doubt that IEPs are not used and suggests that the whole team,
especially teachers, due to the difficulties they face in determining goals, prepare
the IEP not as a functional tool but as a document that is not possible to achieve,
far from being an educational guide, and prepared only due to legal necessity.

Considering the total score obtained from the IEPQAS, IEP quality did not dif-
fer according to diagnostic groups. This result is consistent with the result obtained
by Rakap (2015) in his study, but it contradicts the research results of Boavida
et al. (2010). However, when the subscales were examined, significant differences
were observed between IEP quality and diagnostic groups. While the mean quality
score of the MID group is higher than the MoID and SID-ASD groups in the first
subscale, the mean quality score of the MID group is lower than the MoID and
SID-ASD groups in the second subscale. The reason for the higher mean quality
score of the MID group in the first subscale may be that teachers feel more com-
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petent and have less difficulty in creating quality goals for these children. They
may not have given enough weight to IEP components in the second subscale as a
result of experiencing less difficulty or feeling more competent in goals. Boavida et
al. (2010) stated that teachers might have given more effort to writing functional
goals for students who had greater needs or severer disabilities and whose needs
dominantly related to the goals of independent life. In this study, teachers may have
tried to complement their deficiencies concerning functional goals with the com-
ponents in the CCS. The ICS and CCS effect size values are large effect sizes (Pal-
lant, 2020; Buyukozturk, 2014). This opposite situation observed in the subscales
may have prevented the emergence of a difference in the total score of the scale.

When the mean IEP quality scores were examined according to school stag-
es, IEP quality scores decreased as the school stage increased, and the effect size
was large. This result contradicts the finding of Le Salle et al. (2010) in the lit-
erature and is supported by the findings of some studies (Catone and Brady
2005; Sanches-Ferriara 2013). This can be thought to result from the increase
in the diversity and complexity of academic fields as the school stage increases
(Sanches-Ferreira et al. 2013).

When the mean IEP quality scores were examined according to teachers’ special
education experiences, it was observed that the mean IEP quality score of teachers
with 1-5 years of special education experience was significantly higher than the
other groups, and the effect size of the difference was close to large. The findings
of this study contradict the finding of Ruble et al. (2010), indicating that there is
no relationship between teachers” experience of working with children with ASD
and the quality of IEPs. However, in this study, different diagnostic groups and the
general professional experience in special education, not the experience specific
to a diagnosis, were addressed. It is thought that teachers with 1-5 years of special
education experience have the most up-to-date knowledge and approaches, and
therefore, can ensure a significantly higher mean IEP quality score in this group
compared to the other groups.

IEP is an educational roadmap that needs to be developed for all students
with special needs, and this requirement is expressed legally. It is also a tool that
contains information about the services to be received by students and enables
observing the student. However, it can be clearly stated that the examined IEPs
do not have these characteristics. It is reported that the role of IEP in determin-
ing the instructional program as a tool is investigated in the literature (Berninger
1997). Smith and Simpson (1989) stated more clearly that the inability of the IEP to
provide the necessary components compromised its function of educational guid-
ance. Likewise, the results obtained in this study may question the ability of IEP
to provide its guidance role in designing effective education. IEP is reported to be
a mechanism through which, teaching methods and education planned specially
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are clearly described for teachers, teachers’ assistants, school personnel and fam-
ilies (Ruble et al. 2010) and the assurance of the plans made (Fiscus and Mandell
2002). However, the assurance provided by the IEP may be inadequate or lead to
misinformation for the child’s future teachers, service providers and family, due to
its significant deficiencies. In the literature, it is stated that teachers have difficulties
in preparing IEP and do not have adequate information about the content of IEP
(Cikil1 et al. 2020; Ozturk and Eratay 2010). The reason for the overall low IEP
quality scores and the extremely high number of goals may result from teachers’
insufficient knowledge about the subject. Increasing the quality of IEPs in general
and reducing the high number of goals to an achievable number in line with edu-
cational needs, time and student performance is important for IEP to assume the
role of educational guidance. In other words, these changed would allow IEP to be
functional, and for teachers, families and relevant service providers to follow it. To
achieve this, teachers’ knowledge of IEP should be evaluated, and training should
be provided to bring their knowledge to a sufficient level and support it if required.
The quality of IEPs of students who are in integrative environments can be investi-
gated in future studies. Moreover, the relationships between IEP quality and class-
room practices and their effect on students” educational levels can be examined.
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