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Abstract: The paper studies attitudes of teachers of English as a foreign language (EFL) to-
wards inclusion of children with special educational needs (SEN) in Serbian mainstream schools. The
participants were 96 primary teachers of English with diverse experience in teaching inclusive EFL
classes. The results showed that most of the respondents (N=84. i.e. 87.5%) had negative attitudes
towards inclusion, due to both the lack of competences and to the absence of adequate conditions for
effective inclusive practice: only 29.16% of the respondents claimed they had been specially trained
to teach SEN children; 69.79% reported the availability of SEN teams in school, but most of them
claimed that the teams met irregularly; only 27.08% (N=26) reported having a classroom assistant
in school; most of the respondents (N=89, i.e. 92.7%) expressed their concerns related to a number
of challenges they faced in daily work. Considering the fact that teachers are the key to supporting
the process of inclusion, and that positive attitude is a predictor of success in inclusive teaching, the
change of Serbian EFL teachers’ negative attitudes towards inclusion is of great importance. This can
be achieved by providing adequate pre-service and in-service education of EFL teachers, and by im-
proving the conditions in our schools.
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Introduction

With the introduction of English as a com-
pulsory subject in Serbian schools from primary
Grade One (children aged 6-7) in 2003, teachers of
English as a foreign language (EFL) faced a num-
ber of challenges, the greatest being related to chil-
dren’s diversity as learners (Savi¢, 2009a). When
the new Law on the Foundations of the Education
System was passed in 2009, children with special
educational needs (SEN) were accepted to main-
stream schools from Grade One and were taught
both by class teachers and foreign language teach-
ers. However, unlike class teachers, primary EFL
teachers were not adequately prepared to teach in-
clusive classes. Although ”[r]esponding to diversity
and considering individual needs of learners is a re-
quirement of contemporary education at any level®
(Savi¢, 2009a: 19), teaching children with SEN made
everyday practice rather challenging and caused a
lot of frustration in a foreign language classroom.
It is undisputable that children with SEN should
be placed in mainstream schools, as prescribed by
the Salamanca Statement (UNESCO, 1994), and by
Article 3, Paragraph 1, of the Law on the Founda-
tions of the Education System (NARS, 2009); Article
3 deals with equality and accessibility of education
and pedagogy, and prescribes ”[e]quality and acces-
sibility of education and pedagogy without discrim-
ination and segregation based on gender, social, cul-
tural, ethnic, religious or other background, place of
residence or domicile, financial or health status, de-
velopmental impairments and disabilities“ (NARS,
2009: 1). Inclusion is seen as a guiding principle in
education focusing on reducing barriers to learning
and social participation and viewing differences as
assets to learning (UNESCO, 2009; UNICEF, 2012).
Given that all children in Serbia, regardless of their
aptitudes and abilities, share the same fundamental
right to quality education, it follows that an inclusive
approach should be adopted to early learning of for-
eign languages.

Teachers are “key factors to developing in-
clusive culture and practices” and their “beliefs and
understanding that children with SEN benefit from
being educated within mainstream education both
academically and non-academically” (Savi¢, 2009c:
347) are essential to creating inclusive environ-
ments. For making inclusive education (IE) func-
tional, it is crucial that teachers acquire a positive
attitude towards IE, develop competences for IE, ex-
change information about IE within school, and get
acquainted with laws and regulations related to IE
(Kovacs Cerovic et al., 2014). Research suggests that
“[p]ositive attitudes on the part of teachers facilitate
more successful inclusion” (O’Gorman & Drudy,
2011: 10), but teachers’ attitudes appear to be rather
complex and dependent on a number of factors. Sig-
nificantly, teachers should be adequately supported
both in preparing for IE and in the process of imple-
menting it. Teachers of English in Serbia were pro-
vided with professional development seminars in IE
and TEFL in the period January-December 2013.
The programme was titled Teching English as a For-
eign Language and Inclusion in Serbia, and was sup-
ported by the British Council in Belgrade. We here
present the results of a survey performed within the
training in 2013. The study was conducted with the
aim to determine the practising primary EFL teach-
ers attitudes towards inclusion. The study drew on a
number of previous studies of teachers’ attitudes to-
wards IE in the country and abroad. Although few
of these research studies focused on primary Eng-
lish language teachers” attitudes towards inclusion,
they offered valuable and comparable data. The re-
sults of some of the previous studies are presented in
the following section.

Literature review

Serbian studies of primary teachers’ attitudes.
Serbian studies of IE point to the teachers’ attitudes
ranging from moderately positive, through equally
divided, to slightly negative attitudes (Djevi¢, 2009;
Kalyva, Gojkovic & Tsakiris, 2007; Kovatcs Cerovi¢
et al., 2014; Peuraca et al., 2015; Savié, 2009a). The
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development of IE in Serbia in the course of 10 years
(2004-2014) was summarised in the document ti-
tled Monitoring Framework for Inclusive Education
in Serbia (Kovacs Cerovic¢ et al., 2014). The report
dealt with all areas of inclusive policy development
and implementation, and also tackled the topic od
teachers’ attitudes and beliefs, expressed in the fol-
lowing research results: in general, teachers held
“moderately positive” (Kovatcs Cerovic et al., 2014:
127) attitudes towards IE; most of the teachers were
nominally in favour of inlusion, but not really mo-
tivated to put an effort to meet the needs of pupils
who needed additional support; the teachers who
were willing to adjust and change lacked knowledge
and skills, as well as information about the benefits
of inclusive approach (Kovatcs Cerovic et al., 2014).

A study of Serbian teachers’ attitudes towards
inclusion conducted by Kalyva, Gojkovic and Tsa-
kiris (2007) with 72 class and subject teachers, found
the teachers’ slightly negative attitudes towards the
inclusion of children with SEN. The study showed
that teachers with experience in teaching children
with SEN held more positive attitudes towards in-
clusion in comparison to teachers without such ex-
perience. No differences were observed in teachers’
attitudes towards inclusion in relation to their years
of teaching experience.

Djevi¢ (2009) studied Serbian primary teach-
ers’ (N=205) readiness to accept pupils with SEN
and found that most participating teachers had al-
ready had experience in teaching children with
SEN, and that a majority of them expressed read-
iness to accept children with SEN in their classes;
half of them, however, believed that a type and de-
gree of disability should also be taken into account
before mainstreaming children with SEN. Moreover,
teachers expressed doubts about academic achieve-
ment potential of children with SEN, considering
mainly humanistic reasons of IE. More positive at-
titudes to inclusive teaching resulted from teachers’
involvement in IE projects and from teachers’ expe-
rience with children with SEN. The author conclud-

ed that it could be argued that negative attitude to IE
might be attributed to the participants’ realistic view
of teaching conditions rather than to their beliefs.
A significant implication of the study appeared to
be the need to involve schools in IE projects and to
provideteachers with immediate contact with SEN
pupils so that more positive attitutes of teachers to-
wards IE could be developed.

In a recent study of primary school teachers’
(N=79) attitudes to inclusive education (Peuraa et
al,,2015), it was found that experience in teaching in-
clusive classes positively affected teachers’ attitudes.
Moreover, more positive attitudes were expressed by
teachers who had participated in a greater number
of professional development programmes related to
inclusion. Teachers who had experience in teaching
children with SEN were also aware of benefits of in-
clusive practice both for children with SEN and for
their peers, and stressed the importance of coopera-
tion and sharing good practice within school. It was
concluded that class teachers should be supported
in differentiating their teaching practice and in scaf-
folding individual learners in order to increasethe
effectiveness of changes implemented in Serbia in
respect to the educational rights and needs of chil-
dren with SEN.

Attitudes of primary English language teach-
ers towards inclusion were studied in Serbia at the
very beginning of formal implementation of inclu-
sive education. In an early research study conducted
by Savic¢ (2009a), primary EFL teachers (N=56) were
surveyed in terms of their understanding of inclu-
sive education, their attitude to mainstreaming chil-
dren with SEN, their familiarity with and response
to disorders, impairments and language learning dif-
ficulties of children with SEN, and their professional
needs for making EFL classes more inclusive. A ma-
jority of the respondents (71%) expressed a narrow
understanding of inclusive education, and were di-
vided in their attitude to placing children with SEN
in regular EFL classes. Those who opposed the in-
clusive process (50%) justified their stand with lack
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of training and beliefs related to poor learning abil-
ities of SEN children, while those who supported
inclusive education (50%) mentioned not only lin-
guistic, but also emotional and social benefits of
mainstreaming learners with SEN. A great majority
of the respondents stated they knew nothing or very
little about impairments and disorders that inhibit-
ed children’s language learning, though they had in-
troduced some adaptations of the curriculum and
“pedagogical and methodological changes” (Savi¢,
2009a: 23). Almost all respondents expressed a need
for a structured training in teaching inclusive class-
es and formal “decision-making regarding ways of
supporting the child with SEN” (Savi¢, 2009a: 26). It
was concluded that EFL teachers needed some form
of formal training for teaching English in inclu-
sive settings, involving the development of teaching
knowledge and skills, and strategies for successful
cooperation with colleagues, experts and parents.
Moreover, the study pointed out that EFL teachers
needed more information about legislation stipu-
lating the rights of all children to be educated to-
gether, provided by international (UNESCO, 1994;
UNICEE 2012) and national (NARS, 2009) docu-
ments on equal opportunity and diversity.

International studies of primary teachers’ atti-
tudes. Studies of teachers’ attitudes towards IE con-
ducted outside Serbia show more favourable atti-
tudes towards IE in comparison to Serbian stud-
ies (Avramidis, Bayliss & Burden, 2000; Avramidis
& Kalyva, 2007; Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Ba-
rrios Espinosa & Garcia Mata, 2007; O'Gorman &
Drudy, 2011). Reviewing a vast body of research of
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion, Avramidis and
Norwich (2002) focused on factors that influenced
teachers’ acceptance of inclusion. Three groups of
factors were found very influential: 1. child-relat-
ed factors, such as the kind and severity of SEN; 2.
teacher-related factors, such as experience and ex-
pertise in IE; and 3. educational environment-relat-
ed factors, such as availability of support. Teachers
seemed to express more positive attitudes towards
inclusion of children with physical and sensory im-

pairments than to the learners with learning diffi-
culties and emotional-behavioural difficulties. In re-
spect of teacher characteristics, experience of con-
tact with SEN children was a significant variable and
teachers who had more experience teaching SEN
children had more positive attitude towards IE; also,
teacher training in IE was found to play an impor-
tant role in shaping teachers’ attitudes. Finally, both
physical and human support was found significant
in forming positive attitudes, like the provision of
adequate materials and equipment and support by
specialist teachers. The authors point to the inter-
relation of all variables found in the studies consid-
ered.

Avramidis, Bayliss and Burden (2000) report-
ed the results of a large-scale study of attitudes of
mainstream teachers towards the inclusion of chil-
dren with special needs in the ordinary schools in
Great Britain. The findings showed that participants
appeared to be generally positive towards the over-
all concept of inclusion. Teachers with active experi-
ence of inclusion held significantly more positive at-
titudes towards inclusion than those from randomly
selected schools. The factor that had the greatest in-
fluence on teachers’ attitudes was the level and na-
ture of support that they received. Half of the teach-
ers believed that intensive and well-planned in-ser-
vice training, or as an ongoing professional develop-
ment process with specialists acting as consultants,
was needed. About 40% thought that adequate cur-
riculum materials and other classroom equipment
appropriate to the needs of students with disabili-
ties were needed with differentiation of the teach-
ing tasks, because it generally caused most of the
teacher workload. The authors concluded that pro-
vision of more resources and extensive opportuni-
ties for training at both pre-service and in-service
levels, could make teachers’ attitudes towards inclu-
sion more favourable. Reflective practitioner train-
ing was seen as the most productive for develop-
ing the skills which would allow teachers to modi-
ty their everyday practice in ways which would ulti-
mately be inclusive.
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Similar results were obtained in a study of
Greek primary school teachers’ (N=155) attitudes
towards inclusion (Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007). The
teachers expressed generally positive attitudes to-
wards the concept of IE, but differed a lot in their
attitude to accommodating children with a range of
SEN in mainstream classes. The factors that contrib-
uted to more positve attitudes were experience in
teaching inclusive classes and professional develop-
ment in the area, while the barriers to implementing
inclusion effectively were mostly in inadequate ex-
perience and insufficient training. The authors con-
cluded that for achieving attitudinal change long-
term training courses were needed by all practising
teachers.

Irish teachers’ (post-primary and prima-
ry) attitudes towards inclusion were surveyed by
O’Gorman and Drudy (2011) within a large-scale
study of teachers’ professional development needs in
IE. Since primary teachers’ (N=417) were not sur-
veyed separately from post-primary ones (N=399)
in respect to attitudes, the findings apply both to
post-primary and primary teacher groups. The au-
thors argue that “despite articulating positive dispo-
sitions towards students with disabilities and special
educational needs and displaying generally positive
attitudes towards the inclusion of such students in
their schools, only a very small minority would ac-
cord inclusion as an inalienable right without some
aspect of conditionality, usually related to within-
person variables, such as the nature of one’s disabil-
ity or special need and its possible impact on oth-
er students” (O’Gorman & Drudy, 2011: 10). Par-
ticipants in the study mostly requested professional
development in the areas of developing individual
educaton plans (IEP), acquiring knowledge of spe-
cific disabilities, applying administrative skills, as-
sessment, and teaching methodologies. The authors’
recommendations for pomoting inclusion involve
designing a school plan on PD in SEN, establishing
SEN adviser role, working collaboratively, research-
ing and reviewing professional development, and
providing PD courses.

A more recent study conducted in Australia
in 2015 aimed to determine the factors influencing
primary school teachers’ (N=74) attitudes towards
inclusion of SEN students into the mainstream
schools. The most influential factors appeared to be
age, gender, teaching self-efficacy and training. The
results showed that male teachers had a more neg-
ative attitude towards inclusion; also, teachers who
were aged 55 years and over held more negative atti-
tudes towards inclusion when compared to the 35-
55 year old subgroup; teachers with low-levels of
self-efficacy in their teaching skills were more likely
to also hold negative attitude towards including stu-
dents with disabilities; teachers who reported hav-
ing training in teaching students with disability held
positive attitudes towards inclusion. What is more,
the kind and type of the disability appeared to be
an important factor: the more severe the child’s dis-
ability, the less positive the teachers’ attitude was to-
wards inclusion; teachers were generally more sup-
portive of including children with physical and sen-
sory disabilities than those with intellectual, learn-
ing and behavioural disabilities. Moreover, the study
concluded that teachers who felt more competent
were more comfortable in accepting some responsi-
bility for students’ difficulties.

International studies of primary foreign lan-
guage teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion are rath-
er rare. A qualitative research conducted in Spain by
Barrios Espinosa and Garcia Mata (2007) with pre-
service primary English language teachers (N=21)
showed the EFL student teachers’ generally favour-
able attitude towards inclusive philosophy. However,
in the course of their practicum period and obser-
vation of English classes in schools, student teach-
ers identified factors that severely affected the im-
plementation of IE by EFL teachers acting as tutors/
mentors: inadequate human and material resourc-
es, lack in appropriate training for dealing with SEN
pupils, and ineffective methodological strategies,
like physical isolation of children with SEN and lack
of communication with other educators within the
school. The study pointed to the three groups of fac-
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tors that affected in-service EFL teachers’ attitudes:
1. cognitive: the more teachers knew about IE, the
more competent they felt, and the more positive
their attitude became; 2. affective: experience and
personal contact with SEN pupils resulted in more
positive attitudes towards IE; and 3. performance:
teachers who saw themselves as efficient practition-
ers developed more positive attitudes to IE. The au-
thors concluded that comprehensive training was
needed both as pre-service education and in-ser-
vice professional development in SEN philosophy
and implementation, involving exposure to effective
samples of IE experiences in the English classrooms.
Moreover, collaboration and horizontal learning
within school was seen as a factor contributing to ef-
fective adaptation of the curriculum and more posi-
tive attitudes to SEN.

All these studies, conducted either in Ser-
bia or abroad, indicate the importance of teach-
ers attitudes for developing effective SEN practice,
and also point to a range of variables contributing
to the development of positive attitudes. Both Ser-
bian and international studies towards IE indicate
that the type of SEN influences teachers” acceptance,
and that the contact with children with SEN and ad-
equate preparedness are contributing factors in de-
veloping positive attitudes. Attitudes are dynamic
concepts and teachers continue to have mixed feel-
ings towards IE, which calls for regular surveys in
order to gain a deeper insight into the factors that
contribute to more positive attitudes towards inclu-
sion. This study is a step further in that direction.

Aim of the study and research questions

The primary focus of the study was to de-
termine the attitudes of primary English language
teachers towards inclusive language teaching in
mainstream schools in Serbia. More specifically, we
aimed to identify the factors that could be recog-
nised as obstacles to positive attitudes to inclusion.
Four research questions (RQ) were devised:

RQ 1: What is EFL teachers’ specific experience in
IE?

RQ 2: What kind of institutional support do EFL
teachers get?

RQ 3: What are EFL teachers’ perceptions of their
professional development needs in IE?

RQ 4: What are EFL teachers’ attitudes to IE?

Methodology

Participants. The participants were 96 pri-
mary teachers of English with diverse experience in
teaching inclusive EFL classes. Convenience sam-
pling was applied and the participants were EFL
teachers from 3 geographically distant regions in
Serbia: western (Krus$evac), central (Kragujevac)
and southern Serbia (Ni$), who attended the sem-
inars titled Teaching English as a Foreign Language
and Inclusive Education in Serbia in the period Feb-
ruary-March 2013. A great majority of the partici-
pants was female (N=91, i.e. 94.75%), and a majority
taught in city schools (N=67, i.e. 69.79%), while the
others worked in village schools (N=29, i.e. 27.08%).
All participants taught EFL in state primary schools,
while 8 teachers (8.33%) also worked in private lan-
guage schools. In respect of their overall teaching
experience, the participants broadly fell into five
groups, the smallest one being the least experienced
(up to 4 years of teaching experience), while more
than a half of the respondents (56.25%) had from 5
to 14 years of teaching experience, and about a third
had teaching experience of at least 15 years (see Ta-
ble 1). It can be concluded that two thirds of the par-
ticipants were teachers in the first half of their ca-
reers, and had substantial teaching experience.

Instruments. Quantitative data were collected
by means of a questionnaire with both close-ended
and open-ended questions. The questionnaire was
specially designed for the study and piloted with
a group of primary EFL teachers and amended af-
ter that. It comprised five sections: 1. Demograph-
ic data; 2. Specific experience in IE; 3. Institution-
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Table 1: The participants’ professional experience in TEFL.

Years of teaching experience Frec(lll\lle;ncy Perc(c;r)l)tage
0-4 6 6.25
5-9 29 30.21
10-14 25 26.04
15-19 15 15.63
20+ 21 21.87

al support; 4. Professional development needs in
IE; 5. Attitudes to IE. The questionnaire was in part
an adapted version of the Questionnaire on Profes-
sional Development in Learning Support/Special
Educational Needs,which was used in the study by
O’Gorman and Drudy (2011). Open-ended ques-
tions allowed a deeper insight into the respondents’
experience, attitudes and beliefs.

Procedure. Data were collected as part of the
activities of the PD training sessions, and the ques-
tionnaire was distributed at the beginning of the
seminar to elicit an unbiased response of the par-
ticipants.

Results and Discussion

Data were analysed using methods of descrip-
tive statistics and will be presented in the sequence
of research questions and dominant themes and ex-
ample answers to open-ended questions.

Research Question 1

The first research question sought to explore
the specific experience of EFL teachers in IE. The
data were collected as answers to closed and open
ended questions related to different aspects of the
respondents’ IE experience. Only about a half (48%)
of the respondents claimed having IE experience, of
different length: 43% had up to 2 years, 43% from
3-5years, and 14% had 6 or more years of SEN expe-
rience. It is obvious from these answers that teach-
ers considered different definitions of IE, and that

those who claimed having at least 6 years of expe-
rience with SEN thought of inclusion as the prac-
tice of responding to all individual learner needs,
not only to the special educational needs of learners
identified to have specific impairments and/or dis-
orders. However, although some of the respondents
did not identify themselves as teachers with expe-
rience in teaching SEN learners, they still reported
teaching pupils with specific needs (e.g. 53% report-
ed teaching learners with social behavioural prob-
lems), which could be attributed to some of the re-
spondents’ flexible understanding of IE.

Table 2 shaws the frequencies and percentag-
es of the respondents’ reports related to their SEN
experience. Learners’ needs were grouped into four
categories in the questionnaire, as follows: 1. behav-
ioural, emotional and social needs; 2. sensory and
physical needs; 3. communication and interaction
needs; and 4. cognition and learning needs.

According to the data obtained, the research
sample reported social behavioural problems as the
most frequently encountered needs (53.13%), while
speech and language difficulty (46.88%), AD(H)
D (44.79%), and gifted and talented (40.63%) were
also identified among the most frequently met
needs; high frequency was reported for emotional-
ly disturbed (35.42%), specific learning difficulties
(30.21%), physical impairement (28.13%), and dys-
lexia (26.04%), while visually impaired (20.83%),
autism/Aspergers  (19.79%), hearing impaired
(17.71%) and psychological needs (15.67%) were
less frequently reported by the respondents; the
least frequent were dyscalculia (2.08%), dysprax-
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Table 2: The respondents’ experience in teaching learners with specific needs (in order of frequency within four

categories).
No. Type of SEN
1. |Behavioural, emotional and social needs Frequency Percentage
(N) (%)
1.1 |Social Behavioural Problems 51 53.13
1.2. |AD(H)D 43 44.79
1.3 | Gifted and Talented 39 40.63
1.4. |Emotionally Disturbed 34 35.42
1.5. | Psychological Needs 15 15.67
2. |Sensory and physical needs Frequency Percentage
(N) (%)
2.1. |Physical Impairment 27 28.13
2.2. | Visual Impairment 20 20.83
2.3. |Hearing Impairment 17 17.71
2.4. |Multi-sensory Impairment 6 6.25
3. |Communication and interaction needs Frequency Percentage
(N) (%)
3.1. |Speech and Language Difficulty 45 46.88
3.2. |Autism / Aspergers 19 19.79
4. |Cognition and learning needs Frequency Percentage
(N) (%)
4.1. | Specific Learning Difficulties 29 30.21
4.2. |Dyslexia 25 26.04
4.3. |Down Syndrome 7 7.29
4.4, |Dyspraxia 5 5.21
4.5. |Dyscalculia 2.08

ia (5.21%), multi-sensory impairment (6.25%) and
Down syndrome (7.21%). Asked to add any need(s)
not offered in the questionnaire, the respondents did
not supply them, and the list provided in the ques-
tionnaire can be considered fully comprehensive.

To obtain more specific data, we asked the
respondents to report on the number of SEN pu-
pils taught, their ages/grades and types of special
needs. Only one fifth of the sample provided data in
response to this question, some of the replies being
rather vague, like: “I teach several SEN children in
each grade, ages 7-13”; “I teach a child with Down

syndrome in a combined class (primary grades 1-4
in one class), along with many other types of social
and behavioural problems”; “I have taught 10 SEN
pupils, aged 6-10; or, “I teach individual classes to
7-12 year-olds with a variety of disabilities” Some
of the respondents provided more specific data,
such as: “T teach one student aged 13 with ADHD
and one student aged 14 with specific learning diffi-
culties (low I1Q)”; “I have taught 9 SEN pupils, 7-15
year-old, with ADHD and autism.”; “I teach an au-
tistic child”; “I teach two Grade 3 and Grade 4 pu-
pils, one with speech problems, the other with low
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intelligence”; “I have taught 5 children aged 8-13
with visual impairment and ADHD”; “Autism - one
child, visual impairment - one child, physical im-
pairment — one child”; or, “I teach 10 year-old chil-
dren, two girls with social behaviour problems; we
have special programmes for them.” The IE expe-
rience of the respondents who provided the above
data ranged from teaching/having taught from one
to ten SEN children, aged 6-15, with needs within

each of the four SEN categories listed in Table 2.

Research Question 2

The second research question aimed to study
the kind of institutional support for IE the partic-
ipating EFL teachers got in their respective teach-
ing settings. It referred to availability of support
through SEN teams, special teachers and classroom
assistants, especially for devising Individual Educa-
tion Plans (IEP) for SEN children. The results were
obtained by the respondents’ identification of spe-
cific forms of institutional support (see Table 3), by
their evaluation of supportiveness of their teaching
environments, and by content analysis of the an-
swers to an open question asking the respondents to
suggest all forms of support they found crucial for
being more effective in their respective inclusive set-
tings (see Table 4).

A majority of the respondents (N=67, i.e.
69.79%) claimed that SEN support teams were
available in schools where they taught. To gain an
insight into collaboration within the teams, the
participants were asked about the frequency of
regular SEN team meetings. The results showed
that only 3.12% of the respondents claimed the
teams met weekly, almost a half (44.79%) reported
that they met monthly, and 18.75% claimed the

meetings were either once in three months, once a
semester, or once a year. It can be concluded that
institutional support in providing SEN teams was
widespread in mainstream primary schools, but the
teams did not meet regularly or often enough to help
the respondents feel truly supported and confident
in their daily teaching practice in inclusive classes.
Moreover, only 27.08% of the respondents reported
having a classroom assistant available in school.
Since a classroom assistant is considered a much
needed support in the inclusive foreign language
classroom, inability of a majority of schools to
provide a teaching assistant is rather problematic.
As for institutional support in devising IEP, more
than a half (N=49, i.e. 51.04%) of the respondents
reported that their schools devised IEP for learners
with SEN.

Asked to evaluate the supportiveness of their
respective teaching environments, the respondents
mainly mentioned the level of support provided by
the staff in the schools they worked in. They rated
the staff within a full spectrum of supportiveness,
from “not supportive at all’, “not very supportive’,
“not enough’, “not particularly”, through “They are
supportive, but I feel that they are not competent
enough for work with SEN children”, “They are
supportive as much as they can be, but they don’t
know much, so they can’t help”, to “very supportive’,
“The staft are supportive. They like to cooperate, but
somehow we don't have enough time to deal with
them., “They sympathise, do what they can relying
on their personal experience and conscience”, “They

>

are all ready to help in whatever way they can”, “They
are trying a lot”, “quite supportive”, “They are very
supportive”. Basically, three groups of ratings were

given: 1. Absence of any support; 2. Support that is

Table 3: The respondents’ reports on institutional support provided in mainstream schools in which they taught.

No. Type of institutional support Frequency Percentage
N) (%)
1. |SEN support team 67 69.79
2. | Classroom assistant 26 27.08
3. |Support in devising IEP 49 51.04
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Table 4: Institutional support requested by the participants.

No. Type of institutional support requested

Classroom assistant

Community support

Parents’ support

a psychologist in our school.”)

Professional support of a psychologist (“The Ministry of Education does not provide finances for employing

Professional support of a special teacher

More time to prepare lessons

More funds for extra resources (a computer with the internet connection, a printer, school lifts for
physically disabled students, additional teaching materials)

not of value, as it is not helpful; 3. Support that is
valuable and useful. Importantly, the respondents’
answers pointed to the significance they attached
to peer support in immidiate surroundings. Table 4
gives seven different types of institutional support
the respondents requested to be able to make their
inclusive practice more effective.

The support requested by the participants
indicated that a classroom assistant was considered
asasignificant factor for making IE effective, but also
that cooperation with a psychologist, special teacher
and parents was prioritised by the participants.
Moreover, institutional support was needed in
providing technology and assistive aids, as well as
physical conditions for SEN children.

Research Question 3

The participants were asked to identify all ar-
eas of their own professional development needs
and to prioritise the five areas by ranking their im-
portance in respect to their own specific SEN con-
texts. The analysis of the professional development
requests of the participants indicated that the choic-
es partly corresponded to SEN experiences of the
particupants: social behavioural problems were cho-
sen by 68.75% of the participants, and were given
a priority by a half of the group of the respondents
who had identified them, while AD(H)D was cho-
sen by 47.92% of the participants, but was given a
priority by two thirds of the respondents who had

identified it as their professional development need.
Table 5 shows 15 SEN areas requested by EFL teach-
ers for professional development.

Table 5: SEN areas requested for professional
development (in order of frequency).

No. SEN area Frequen- | Percent-
cy age
N) (%)
Social behavioural 66 68.75
problms
Emotionally Disturbed 47 48.96
AD(H)D 46 47.92
Speech and Language 37 38.54
Difficulty
Psychological Needs 37 38.54
Gifted and Talented 33 34.38
Specific Learning 30 31.25
Difficulties
Autism / Aspergers 25 26.04
Dyslexia 21 21.88
Multi-sensory 13 13.54
Impairment
Physical Impairment 11 11.46
Visual Impairment 8 8.33
Hearing Impairment 8 8.33
Down Syndrome 7 7.29
Dyscalculia 2 2.08

The participants were also asked to report on
their previous professional development in SEN.
Only 29% of respondents reported having had some
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professional development in the area of SEN. A
small number od these respondents provided more
information about the PD programmes attended,
and some of them evaluated the programmes with
grade 1 (least useful) to grade 5 (most useful): Inclu-
sion in Serbia (40 hours of PD, provided by the Min-
istry of Education; grade 5); Training in Inclusive
Education (provided by the School for Special Edu-
cational Needs, Belgrade; grade 5); Inclusive Class-
room (training provided by Ljiljana Tosi¢, 2012); A
Lesson Meeting a Child’s Needs (8 hours of PD; grade
5); School Meeting A Child’s Needs (grade 1); Inclu-
sion — the initial programme (2 days of PD; grade 4).
Most of the PD programmes attended by the partic-
ipants were graded rather high by the respondents.
However, it is problematic that more than two thirds
of the participants did not have any training in IE af-
ter inclusion had been officially introduced into Ser-
bian mainstream primary schools.

Apart from identifying SEN areas for their
PD, the participants were asked in an open question
to suggest other forms of PD they needed for creat-
ing more inclusive EFL environments. The requests
included “PD for using assistive aids”, “PD pro-
viding more medical knowledge on specific prob-
lems”, “more PD programmes”, and “better PD pro-
grammes with real-life examples and direct specific
solutions”

Research Question 4

To determine the respondents’ attitudes to IE,
the participants were asked to describe their feel-
ings towards inclusion, and to support their attitude
by listing the challenges they met in their daily SEN
teaching practice, and/or by providing evidence of
success cases in teaching English to childen with
SEN.

The results showed that majority of the re-
spondents (N=_84, i.e. 87.5%) had negative attitudes
towards inclusion, specifying that they felt “con-
fused, helpless, insecure, not trained enough”, “frus-
trated, because I do not devote enough time either

to SEN pupils or to their peers’, “not competent
enough, need expert support”, “puzzled”, “not com-
fortable because I haven’t been trained”, or “sad”
Some respondents clarified their negative feelings
by adding explanations like “It’s too demanding for
the teachers, without much help by the Ministry,
if any”, “I feel puzzled how to teach children with
SEN without any technical help or human support’,
“Don't like it, don’t understand it, don't support it
“There are educated people for IE and they should
teach SEN children”, “It’s a difficult task, and I am
not trained for it”, “I'm still not sure it can work in
our society’, “I think that children with SEN, espe-
cially those with severe disorders, should not be in-
cluded in mainstream schools”, “I think that both
regular and SEN students are not given enough at-
tention in the classroom — we are not trained enough
and competent enough for this kind of work, and
we are underpaid.’, or “I see no benefits, only prob-
lems”. There were slightly positive views, such as: “I
felt enthusiastic in the beginning, but feel a bit wor-
ried now?, “I support it, it’s a good idea, but not with
all types of disabilities”, “I am willing to help, but an-
gry because of lack of equipment”, “I agree that SEN
children should be accepted by their classmates, but
there are too many in the classroom for it to work?,
“It depends on what kind of disability pupils have”,
or “I know inclusion is the best for SEN children,
but we are not trained to cope with all the problems,
and 2 classes a week is just not enough for success.”.
Asked to list the biggest challenges, concerns and
fears related to teaching in inclusive settings, a great
majority of the respondents (N=89, i.e. 92.7%) spec-
ified a number of problems encountered or predict-
ed, ranging from the lack of adequate training to in-
appropriate conditions (see Table 6).

The analysis of the respondents’ statements
indicates a mixture of reasons for negative attitudes
of EFL teachers towards inclusion: the lack of pro-
fessional competences and the absence of adequate
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Table 6: Challenges of IE, identified by the respondents

Challenges

Statements

Competences

“Lack of PD in teaching SEN students, not knowing their psychological needs”

“How to manage discipline during classes without any support from the outside since classes
are too large (more than 30 pupils)”

“I am completely baffled as to what to do to give appropriate attention to other students as
the SEN students take up a lot of my time, as the students with individualised programmes
do”

“Lack of support, training, teaching mixed-ability classes”

“Combined classes with SEN children, children with different impairments in the same
classroom, having to cope with other children who also want to learn”

“ADHD”

“Problems with preparing for the class, creating teaching materials, not having enough time
and opportunity to work with all pupils equally and be equally dedicated to all types of
students. Problems with working collaboratively with parents and problems with teachers
having to follow the curriculum, which we often can’t do because we have a wide range of
students to work with, and to pay attention to their specific needs, where time flies and we
can’'t manage all the things we should”

“Inadequete knowledge about specific needs”

“How to work with an autistc child”

“Learners’ severe intellectual and behaviour problems”

“How to foster interaction between a SEN/ADHD child and peers”

“How to make activity plans for SEN students and how to assess them”

“How to differentiate activities”

“How to control SEN pupils’ behaviour”

“How to make EFL lessons successful”

Conditions

“Old school buildings, no equipment, no PD, our society being against inclusion; before we
build the roof, we need to build the foundations, not only metaphorically, but also literally —
meaning, to build new schools, educate people (not only teachers, but parents as well), and
then we can introduce inclusion into our education system.”

“Technical problems (lack of equipment)”

“No adequate support”

“Lack of help and time to prepare lessons”

“Not having a teaching assistant while teaching an autistic child”

“Lack of parents’ support”

“Lack of teaching aids and additional teaching materials”

conditions for successful inclusive practice. Howev-
er, it can be argued that the negative attitude is more
the result of the teachers’ realistic view on teaching
conditions than of their beliefs (Djevi¢, 2009).

A great minority (N=12, i.e. 12.5%) of the re-
spondents expressed positive attitudes and under-
standing of the benefits of IE, saying “It is important

» <«

to recognise the issue and help chidren.’, “It’s about
making education more available to everyone., “It’s
beneficial as SEN children are accepted by their
peers, “SEN children develop social skills and com-
munication.”, “We should all give children with SEN
a lot of help”, or “We should all help them.”. Asked to

share success cases in their respective inclusive EFL
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settings, the respondents provided the following de-
tails about specific achievements of SEN children:

- An autistic boy who used to run around
the class, screaming, has made great im-
provements with the help of music and can
endure the whole lesson without disturb-
ing others;

- A physically impaired boy has developed
great interest in English and is among the
most competent in the class;

- A girl (aged 10) with speech difficulty de-
veloped a range of strategies to express her-
self through body language (gestures) and
enjoys language games;

— A 7-year old child with Down syndrome
participates in pair work and hands-on ac-
tivities;

— A 10-year old autistic boy participates in
group and whole class activities, where he
is supported by all learners;

- An 1l-year old autistic boy has become
more independent in school, can circle the
right answer in tasks or write numbers as
answers;

- A child with speech impairment has
learned to name the means of transport in
English with the help of the teacher and the
fleshcards she used.

One of the respondents also provided the
factors behind the success cases: “Yes, more than one
case, and they all needed support from me first and
then from parents (who had to be educated too); the
strategies were to engage other teachers and make
them aware of the problems, so that we worked on
the development of the strenghts of each pupil using
a creative approach.” This response illustrates how
much the effectiveness of inclusive EFL teaching
depends on teachers and their commitment to
respond to SEN children’s needs.

Conclusion

It can be concluded that the respondents,
i.e. primary EFL teachers in Serbia, generally held
a negative attitude towards IE, which is consistent
with some research studies conducted in Serbia
so far (Kalyva, Gojkovic & Tsakiris, 2007; Kovacs
Cerovi¢ et al., 2014), and in contrast to internation-
al research studies (Avramidis, Bayliss & Burden,
2000; Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007; Barrios Espinosa &
Garcia Mata, 2007; O'Gorman & Drudy, 2011). The
respondents’ experience with IE was rather varied,
as were the conditions in which they taught. The fac-
tors that influenced teachers’ attitudes were mainly
related to teacher competences and conditions, and
not to the severity of children’s disabilities. As much
as teachers expressed requests for professional de-
velopment in IE and improvement of their knowl-
edge and skills, they also requested much more sup-
port and better conditions for implementing inclu-
sion. Meeting these requests may be a key to the de-
velopment of more positive attitudes to inclusion
(Avramidis, Bayliss & Burden, 2000). The success
cases that some of the respondents shared, indicate
the significance of positive attitude for meeting the
needs of SEN children.

Limitations of the study

There are limitations of the study that must be
mentioned. First, the sample was not representative
of the whole population of EFL teachers in Serbia, as
teachers from large cities and from the north of the
country were not surveyed. Then, there was no dif-
ferentiation of teachers’ attitudes towards the inclu-
sion of different types of SEN, nor any correlation-
al analysis of data (e.g. attitudes and teaching expe-
rience/professional development). However, these
limitations could be addressed in future research to
further evaluate the nature of teachers’ attitudes to-
wards inclusion after three more years of experience
in IE and EFL.
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Pedagogical implications

Taking into account teachers’ role in
developing childrens positive attitude towards
children with special educational needs and disabled
people (Beckett, 2013), the results of our study stress
the need to raise the Serbian EFL teachers’ awareness
of the SEN children’s rights to education within
mainstream schools. Involving EFL teachers in
training activities “organised by schools and carried
out by experts in the field” (Savi¢, 2009a: 21) is one
of the possibilities. Savi¢ (2009b: 11) maintains that
“[h]Jumanistic teaching principles can be used as
guidelines for respecting diversity and creating an
inclusive environment”, and suggests applying the
principle of individualisation through differentiation
of tasks and activities, and challenging the learners
both by making the tasks easier or more difficult,
depending on individual learning needs; moreover,
the author argues that creating a friendly, anxiety-
free and safe environment can foster language
creativity, while cooperative learning can facilitate
“cognitive and affective areas of pupils’ learning
and development” (Savi¢, 2009b: 18) through
interaction and cooperation with peers, having
beneficial effect for all learners. Horizontal learning
can be fostered at PD events, like conferences,
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Bepa CaBuh
Daxynitieini iegaiowkux Hayka y Jaiogunu, Ynusepsuinieii y Kpaiyjesuy
Haunujena ITpommh-Canrosary,

Dunosopcku paxynitieisi, Ynusepsutiei y Hosom Cagy

CTABOBUM HACTABHMKA EHITIECKOT JE3MKA
ITPEMA MHK/IY3UBHOM OBPA3OBAILY

Pesume: Y pagy ce ucttipaxyjy citiasosu HACiaéHUKaA eHiNeckol je3uka Kao cilipanol upema
YKBYyUuusary geve ca iocedSHum 06pazosHum ioiipedama y pegosHy HACHLABY y OCHOBHO] UKOMIU Y
Cpéuju. ITpumapru dokyc uctpaxusaroa SuUo je ga ce yimispgu Kakae je ciias HACABHUKA Tipema
UHKTIY3UBHOM 00pa3osarvy, KAao u ga ce UgeHmMUPuKyjy aximiopu Koju Ha wux yiwuuy. YuecHuyu
cy dunu HactasHuyu enineckoi jesuxa (N = 96) koju page y ocHOBHUM wiKonama y wipuma ieo-
ipagpcku ygamenum xpajesuma Cpduje. YuecHuuu cy umany pasHospcHO UCKYCIIBO Y UHKILY3U6-
Hoj tipaxcu, a gee wpehure uctiuiianuka dune cy y peoj on06UHU HACTABHUYKe Kapujepe, ca
3HAWHUM HaciiasHum uckyctieom. Ilogauu cy apukyivenu iyitiem yaumiHuka (agautdupanum
upema: O’Gorman ¢ Dradi, 2011), ca uuitiaruma 3ailieopeHol u oiisopeHol Wiuia y 8e3u ca cile-
UUPUUHUM UCKYCTBOM YuecHUKA y 00nACTiU UHKTIY3UBHe HACTHABe, 8PCIOM U OOUMOM UHCTHLU-
yyuoHanHe iogpuike Kojy gooujajy y wkonu, nudHum ioiipedama y ée3u ca Clpy4Hum ycaep-
wasarvem y 001ACiU UHKTY3UBHE HACITABE, U TUMHUM CILAB08UMA UPeMa UHKIIY3UBHO] HACIHABU.
Pesyniiatiiu cy iiokazanu ga je Hajéehu dpoj ucuuilianuxa umao UCKyciiea y upyxary gogaiime
iogpuike yueHuyuma ca wopemehajuma iionawarea (53,13%), 3atiium ca toimiewikohama y paseojy
i060pa u jesuka (46,88%) u Hagapenum u waneHwosanum yuenunyuma (40,63); sucoky dpexeeniii-
HOCUL ¢y umanu u emoyuoHanHu nopemehaju (35,42%), cieyuguune tewxohe y yuery (30,21%),
pusuuxu tiopemehaju (28,13%), u gucnexcuja (26,04%), gox cy uctiuitianuyu pehe upujasmpusanu
cnadosugocii (20,83%), aymusam / Actiepiepos curngpom (19,79%), owitiehere cnyxa (17,71%) u
icuxonouike touipede (15,67%); najpehu cy Sunu iiopemehaju kao witio cy guckankynuja (2,08%),
gucipaxcuja (5,21%), mynitiucensopra owtiieherva (6,25%) u Jlayros cungpom (7,21%).

IIpema pesyniiatiuma uciipaxcuearea, eenuxa eehuna uciuiianuxa (N = 84, ogHocHo
87,50%) uspasuna je HeiailiusHe ciliasose Upema UHKY3UjU, 3a WA CY UCHUTHAHULY HABeNU g8a
ocHosHa pasnoia: 1) Hegociliattiak UpopecuoHanHux KomieilieHyuja u 2) Hetiocitiojarbe agexeaiii-
HUX ycn06a 3a yciiewiny unknysueny tpaxcy. Camo 29,16% uciuilanuka je usjasuno ga cy uma-
7y cilapyury o8yKy 3a HACTLABY Y UHKIY3UBHUM Ogervervuma, a éenuxa éehuna (N = 89, ogHocHo
92,7%) uspasuna je 3adpuHymiociii y 8e3u ca OpojHUM U3a308UMA ca KOjuma ce cyo4asajy y c6ako-
gHesHoM pagy. Yuecnuyu cy uckazanu tompedy 3a clpyHHum ycaspuiasaroem y 001aciiu UHKILY-
3usHe Hacliaée U 3a yHatpehusarvem c60jux 3Harwa U 6ewiliutd, KA0 U 3a MHOI0 8eliom HogpuKom
u Somwum ycnosuma 3a cliposoherve uHKIy3uje. Y 6e3u ca ogpuikom Koja um je gociiyina y wkonu,
69,79% (N = 67) ucuuilianuxa je u3jasusno ga y uwikonama y Kojuma page iociioje mumosu 3a uH-
K7y3ujy, anu éehuna wux je epguna ga ce UMosU HepeqosHo CACTiajy U ga He Upyixajy KOPUcHy
HogpuiKy 3a yCileuwHy UHKIY3UBHY Upaxcy. SHa4ajHa je yureHUuya ga cy y4ecHuyu Koju ¢y usjasu-
JU ga um je Hogpuika y uikonu duna KoOpucHa u gpaioueHa uciiakiu u eaxcHy ynoiy nogpuike Kojy
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cy um dpyxcane koneie. Camo 27,08% uciiuilanuxa je iipujasuno ga uma acucitieHiia y Haciiasu, u
Ha W0 YKA3a70 KAo HA jegaH 0g 8eUKUxX Upodnema 6e3aHux 3a UHKIY3UEHY HACTLABY.

Pesyniiatiiu koju ce ogHoce Ha Hoilipede 3a 080 UIALEM Y084 30 UHKTIY3UBHY HACTAABY
fokasanu cy ga ucChuilanuyyu cmatmpajy ga je upucycitio acucitieHiiia y Haciliasu 3Havajan gax-
{op 3a yciewHy UHKIY3Ujy, anu u ga je capagrea ca ucuxonoiom, gegexinonoiom u poguitierouma
wmaxohe og eenuxoi 3nauaja. Ocum iwoia, yHecHUUU Cy U3jaBUNU ga je UHCTRUTILY UUOHATIHA TLOgPUi-
Ka HeoiixogHa u 3a oe3behusarve WeXHOMOUKUX U LOMORHUX CPegciliasd, KAo U 3a eNUMUHUCAtbe
Pusuukux dapujepa y wikonu. Vmajyhu y eugy uurwenuyy ga je ynoia HACHIABHUKA K/bY4HA 34
yciiewHo ciiposoherve tpoyeca UHKY3uje, Kao u ga je o3uitiuea ciilas upequxiniop yciiexa y uH-
K7Ly3UBHOj HACIIABU, TOCIiOje 3HAUAjHe UMTIUKAYUje pe3yniiaiiia ucipaixusared 3a ciposoherve
unxnysuje y Cpduju. IIpeo, unuyujanio odpasosarve u Clpy4HO ycaspuiasarbe HACABHUKA eH-
ineckol jesuxa wwpeda ga upyice ageksailiny 00yKy 3a UHKY3UBHY HACIiA8Y; gpyio, peda 1060b-
Watiu ycnose y Hauum wikonama ga du ce 3agosomuse iloitipede cee geue, u ga Su ce Ha agexeailiian
Ha4uH ogiosopuso Ha totpede uciuimanuxa. Ose ceéeodyxsailite upomere Moiy game JoupuHemiu
ipomenuy HelaiUBHUX CIIAB06A KOje CY UCKA3ANU yHeCHUUU UCTUpaiuearea pema UHKy3UHoj
upaxcu y Hauum 0CHOBHUM UKONLAMA.

Krmyune peuu: nacitiasa enineckoi Kao cilipaol je3uxa, UHKay3uja y 0CHo6HOM 00pa3osarvy,
KomileilieHyuje HACTLABHUKA, CIPYHHO YCABPULABAtbe, YCTI0BU HACTHABE.
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