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Abstract

The purpose of the current study was to investigate the attitudes of preservice teachers who study at Turkish
universities towards the development process of an individualized education program (IEP). The participants of
the study were composed of 304 teachers who were all seniors at the faculties of education in the 2019-2020
academic year. The data were collected through the attitude determination scale (ADS) towards the IEP
development process developed by Tike (2007). The scale contained 3 dimensions and 15 items. A Principal
Component Analysis revealed a 3-factor structure of 15 items with a 61,39% of the total variance explained. In
order to determine the internal consistency a reliability test was implemented and the Cronbach Alpha coefficient
for the 3 factors was found as .67. The collected data were analyzed through a statistical analysis program. In
order to determine a possible significant difference between the participants’ genders, previous interaction with
inclusive students, taking inclusive education classes and their attitudes towards IEP development process, an
independent variables t-test was implemented. To determine whether there exists a significant difference
according to the participants’ knowledge of the regulations regarding inclusive education a one-way ANOVA
was implemented. When a difference was revealed Tukey test was implemented to determine the differentiation
and check the difference between the mean scores. At the end of the study, a statistically significant difference
was found regarding the participants’ genders, taking inclusive education classes and knowledge of the
regulations regarding inclusive education while no statistically significant difference was found according to
their previous interaction with inclusive education.
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1. Introduction

Children with special needs should be ensured to lead an independent life by acquiring social adaptation skills
and academic skills. Therefore, it is considered important for individuals with special needs to benefit education
services (Baldiris et al., 2016; Batu et al., 2018). Through special education services for individuals with special
needs, it is aimed that these individuals can attain their highest performance (Turnbull et al., 2002; Kargin, 2007,
Batu, 2015). Individuals with special needs can acquire new skills by means of special education. It is
highlighted that especially through inclusive education the social acceptance level of children with normal
development is facilitated and individuals with special needs can acquire social skills (Karaca and Efilti, 2019;
Batu et al., 2012). In recent years, an increase is observed in the number of children who participate in special
education. According to the statistics of the Ministry of National Education in the 2018-2019 academic year, the
number of inclusive students in special education classes, special education vocational schools, special education
vocational high schools, research and development education, and application centers, inclusive education, and
primary and secondary schools open for various disability groups was 398,815 (Ministry of National Education,
2019).

It is emphasized that, in order to achieve the desired benefit in special education implementations, the
development of an individualized education program (IEP) for children with special needs is necessary (Darden,
2013; Foster and Cue, 2008). Otherwise, ignoring their individual differences puts them at a disadvantage in
education. The inability to meet their needs in the inclusive education process pushes the individuals with special
needs out of the system (Ozbek, 2005). Despite the onset of the inclusive education implementations in Turkey
upon the Children in Need of Special Education Law’s entry into force in 1983, it can be seen that in the
development of IEP the decree law No. 573 in 1997 was taken as the basis. The mentioned decree-law defines
the duties and responsibilities of the IEP development units in Turkey (Official Gazette, 1997). After the laws
and regulations, IEP has become a necessity in the education of individuals with special needs (Ministry of
National Education, 2018).

IEP provides the educators, who teach the children with special needs, with opportunities for what, where
and how to study. For the educators, IEP includes the steps to follow in order to teach the previously determined
objectives (Ozyiirek, 2012). For this reason the teachers who are in the IEP team undertake active roles in the
development, implementation, and evaluation of the IEP and they are also counted among the factors that affect
the education of individuals with special needs (Aral, 2011; Ministry of National Education, 2013; Gibson, 2015;
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Sanjeev and Kumar, 2007; Karaca, 2018; Erden, 1998; Batu, 2006; Friend and Cook, 2010). For it is stated that
the individualized education program refers the concepts such as individual and planned education of individuals
with special needs, individual work, fast-paced education, the student’s planned study and individual
responsibility (Sarigdz, 2019; Milsom et al., 2007; Mueller and Vick, 2019). Therefore, it is recognized that IEP
develops a sense of responsibility in teachers, and for students, it facilitates the speed of learning, improves
research skills, increases the level of readiness and improves the academic success (Sarigéz, 2019).

The teachers should keep in mind that IEP is important in terms of the acquisition of cognitive, affective,
and social behaviors by the individuals with special needs (Ozyiirek, 2004; Yikmus, 2013; Johns et al., 2002).
Especially in inclusive education during the process of the development of an individualized education program,
teachers undertake an important role in organizing the teaching adaptations in the classrooms (Odluyurt and Batu,
2013; Allen and Cowdery, 2015; Lewis and Doorlag, 2011). The teaching adaptations conducted by the teachers
according to IEP during the lesson, aim high-level participation of the individuals with special needs (Sucuoglu
and Kargin 2012). This process continues from the beginning to the end of teaching (Ozmen, 2009). The
education conducted by means of IEP should be adapted according to the needs of the student, pre-acquisitions
of the students should be evaluated, teaching materials should be prepared, methods and techniques should be
adapted according to the student and also by taking into account other variables (Sucuoglu and Kargin, 2012).
However, in a case study conducted in 2008, teachers emphasize that there is confusion regarding the role of the
general education teacher and the responsibilities of the special education teacher in the IEP development
process (Humphrey and Lewis, 2008). It is stated that especially in teachers’ fulfillment of their responsibilities
or behavioral aspects such as problem-solving skills can be influenced by their attitudes (Baysal, 2003). Since
attitude is described as the mental, emotional and behavioral reactions by the individual based on his experience,
knowledge, and emotions against himself or any object or social events around him (Inceoglu, 2010). Therefore,
the teachers’ perceptions and attitudes towards IEP are deemed as important (Tike, 2007; Karaca, 2018).

In inclusive education, attitudes have an impact on the teacher’s emotions, thoughts, and behaviors towards
inclusive education (Sekercioglu, 2010). It is stated that teacher attitudes greatly affect the development of
individuals with special needs and these attitudes vary depending on various conditions such as personal
characteristics, previous experiences, and competencies of teachers (Todorovic et al., 2011). Teachers involved
in inclusive education should have an eager and accepting attitude towards students with special needs in
inclusive education (Ataman, 2002). It is stated that general education teachers, who provide academic and
social inclusion and have a positive attitude, can provide a more qualified teaching service and create a more
qualified classroom environment during the inclusive education process (Gibb and Dyches, 2015). In this respect,
teacher attitudes are considered as important in fulfilling the needs of individuals with special needs (Eriks-
Brophy and Whittingham, 2013; Tike, 2007). However, so far research studies focused on the legal requirements
of inclusion of students with special needs in general education and the importance of inclusive education (Unal
and Saban, 2017; Cikili and Karaca, 2019; Zyoudi, 2006, Haider, 2008). It is observed that the studies conducted
in Turkey focused on the difficulties faced by teachers, their views on inclusive education, and their professional
competencies regarding the IEP development process (S6giit and Deniz, 2018; Karaca and Sar1, 2016; Camadan,
2012).

It is observed that general education teachers take a single course on special education in the university, but
the majority of these classes do not offer teaching strategies related to special education. It is stated that these
undergraduate courses typically focus on the legal responsibilities of teachers with IEP students and their legal
rights (DeSimone and Parmar, 2006). In Turkey, these courses were included in all undergraduate teacher
training programs with the directive of higher education council issued in 1985 in order for pre-service teachers
in faculties of education to gain professional knowledge; in certain departments these courses are among the
pedagogy courses in some others there are two separate courses one of which is inclusive education course
(Higher Education Board, 2007). When it is considered that the teachers, despite the fact that their duties and
responsibilities have a very important place in the IEP team, do not feel themselves as an active member of the
IEP team, since they could not participate in the activities related to IEP (Ozyiirek, 2004; Menlove et al., 2001),
the investigation of their attitudes towards the development of IEP program is, therefore, important.

This study is important in terms of the investigation of the sub-dimensions of the IEP attitude scale which
are IEP perceptions, IEP task perceptions of preservice teachers in faculties of education in Turkey and the
components of IEP. There exist a limited number of studies in Turkey regarding the attitudes of general
education teachers and preservice teachers towards the development process of an individualized education
program. Therefore, the purpose of this study was determined as investigating the preservice teachers’ attitudes
towards the development process of IEP in Turkey.

2. Methodology

In this section, the research design, participants, and data collection tools incorporated in this study will be
explained.
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2.1. Research Design

Since the current study aimed to reveal and analyze the attitudes of preservice teachers towards the IEP
development process in Turkey according to certain variables, a relational screening model which is one of the
descriptive survey models was adopted. The reason for this is that survey models describe a previously existed or
currently existing situation. On the other hand, relational screening models provide an understanding of the
amount of change between two or more variables (Karasar, 2006).

2.2. Participants
The participants of the study were composed of 304 preservice teachers who were senior students at the faculty
of education in the 2019-2020 academic year in Turkey. Among these participants, 232 were females (76,3%),
while 72 of them were males (23,4%). The demographic information regarding the participants can be seen in
Table 1.

Table 1. The demographic information of the participants

Gender
Department Female Male Total
N % N % N %

Art Education 9 64,3% 5 35,7% 14 4,6%
Turkish Education 23 63,9% 13 36,1% 36 11,8%
Mathematics Education 100 83,3% 20 16,7% 120 39,4%
Social Sciences Education 17 65,4% 9 34,6% 26 8,5%
Elementary School Education 21 80,8% 5 19,2% 26 8,5%
Music Education 16 55,2% 13 44.8% 29 9,5%
English Language Education 46 86,8% 7 13,2% 53 17,4%
Total 232 76,3% 72 23,4% 304 100%

It can be seen in Table 1 that among the 304 participants of the study; 14 participants (4,6%) were from Art
Education, 36 were from Turkish Education (11,8%), 120 of the participants (39,4%) were from Mathematics
Education, 26 of the participants (8,5%) were from Social Sciences Education, 26 of them (8,5%) were from
Elementary School Education, 29 of the participants (9,5%) were from Music Education, and finally, 53 of the
participants (17,4%) were from English Language Education departments.

2.3. Data Collection Tool

The data of the study were collected by means of the Attitudes towards IEP Development Process Scale which
was developed by Tike (2007). The scale consisted of 3 dimensions and 15 items. The Principal Component
Analysis revealed a 3-factor structure explaining 61,89% of the total variance. The Cronbach Alpha which was
conducted to determine the internal consistency of the scale revealed .67 for all three factors. A test-retest
procedure was implemented with 44 participants after a month interval from the first implementation. After
excluding the participants with one or more unanswered items, the test-retest reliability coefficient for the first
factor was found as .78, for the second factor .76, and for the third factor, it was found as .82. The overall score
for the scale was .81. In addition, the test split technique was applied on the scale. The reliability of the AIDEPS
was analyzed through the Spearman-Brown split-half test and Guttman Split-half method. The reliability
coefficient of the first half was found as .78 while for the second half it was found as .82 according to the
Guttman split-half method. Similarly, according to the Spearman-Brown split-half test, the reliability score of the
first half was found as .87 while for the second half it was .89. In this study, the Cronbach Alpha internal
reliability coefficient calculated for the overall attitude scale of the IEP development process was found to
be .764.

Table 2. The evaluation criteria of the attitude scale towards the IEP development process

Evaluation Criteria Likert Point Evaluation Period
Strongly Agree (very high) 1 1,00 — 1,80
Agree (high) 2 1,81 —2,60
Neutral (mid) 3 2,61 3,40
Disagree (low) 4 3,41 -4,20
Strongly disagree (very low) 5 4,21 -5,00

The lowest possible score to be obtained from the attitude scale towards the development of IEP is 15 while
the highest possible score is 75. While lower scores from the scale refer to a positive attitude towards the IEP
development process, higher scores refer to a negative attitude.

2.4. Data Analysis
The data collected in this study was analyzed by means of a statistical program. An independent samples t-test
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was implemented in order to determine whether there exists a statistically significant difference between the
participants’ attitudes towards the IEP development process and their genders, previous interaction with
inclusive students, and having received an inclusion course. A one-way ANOVA was implemented in order to
determine a statistically significant difference, if exists, in terms of the participants’ knowledge of the regulations
regarding inclusive education. In cases of a difference, a Tukey test was implemented in order to reveal the
reason for the difference and test the difference between the mean scores. The measures of central tendency
(mean, median, peak) were examined in order to determine whether the data reveals a normal distribution and it
was found out that these scores are close to each other (see Table 3).

The trend measurements towards the center (average, median and peak value) regarding whether the data
meet normality conditions were examined, and it was understood that they were close to each other. Additionally,
the skewness and kurtosis coefficients of the data set were determined between +1 and -1, therefore, the data
were considered as having normal distribution (Hair et al., 2006; George and Mallery, 2012).

Table 3. Skewness and kurtosis values

Skewness Kurtosis
IEP Perceptions ,546 ,944
The Components of IEP ,051 ,138
IEP Task Perceptions ,205 111
*N=304
3. Findings
Table 4. The descriptive statistics regarding the attitude mean scores of preservice teachers
N Minimum Maximum X Ss
IEP Perceptions 304 1,00 4,00 2,05 51
The Components of IEP 304 1,00 4,00 2,30 54
IEP Task Perceptions 304 1,00 4,50 2,44 ,061

The mean scores of preservice teachers’ attitudes towards the IEP development process can be seen in
Table 4. The attitude mean scores of preservice teachers in the sub-dimensions of the attitude scale was

determined as (X:2,05) regarding the IEP perceptions sub-dimension, (i:2,30) in the components of IEP sub-

dimension, and finally, (X=2,44) in IEP task perceptions sub-scale which can be considered as high scores.
Table 5. The findings of the comparison between pre-service teachers' genders and their attitudes towards IEP

development.
Gender N X Ss t p
IEP Perceptions Female 232 12,06 2,93 -2,581 ,010
Male 72 13,13 3,50
The Components of IEP Female 232 11,30 2,53 -2,639 ,009
Male 72 12,25 3,12
IEP Task Perceptions Female 232 9,50 2,34 -3,783 ,000
Male 72 10,73 2,62

*
p<0,05

Table 5 shows the results of the independent samples t-test regarding the genders of preservice teachers and
their attitudes towards the development of IEP. The mean scores of the attitudes towards the development of IEP
scale’s sub-dimensions were found as follows; females’ mean score on the IEP perceptions sub-dimension was
X= 12,06 while the males’ mean was X= 13,13; in the components of IEP sub-dimension the females’ had a
X=11,30 mean, while males’ had X= 12,25; finally in the IEP task perceptions sub-scale females’ mean score
was X= 9,50, while males’ score was X=10,73. The genders of the preservice teachers and their attitudes
towards IEP were compared. The results of the independent samples t-test revealed statistically significant
differentiation in favor of the female participants in the IEP perceptions (p<0,05), the components of IEP
(p<0,005), and IEP task perception sub-dimensions (p<0,001).
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Table 6. The statistical findings regarding the comparison of preservice teachers’ interaction with inclusion
students and their attitudes towards IEP development

Interaction N X Ss t p

IEP perception Yes 167 12,13 2,95 -,634 ,527
No 129 12,36 3,23

The components of IEP  Yes 167 11,36 2,81 -1,298 ,195
No 129 11,77 2,54

IEP task perception Yes 167 9,77 2,52 -,109 914
No 129 9,80 2,45

Table 6 reveals the comparison of preservice teachers’ interaction with inclusion students and their attitudes
towards IEP development. When the mean scores of the participants regarding their attitudes towards IEP

considered, it can be seen that the participants who had previous interaction had X=12,13 in IEP perceptions
sub-dimension, the ones who did not interact had X= 12,36, in the components of IEP sub-dimension, and the
participants with previous interaction had X= 11,36, the ones who did not interact had X=11,77, finally, the
participants with previous interaction with inclusion students had X= 9,77 in IEP task perceptions sub-

dimension while the ones with no previous interaction had X= 9,80. The independent samples t-test revealed no

statistically significant relationship between the preservice teachers’ previous interaction with inclusion students

and their attitudes towards the development of IEP (p>0,05).

Table 7. The statistical findings regarding the comparison of preservice teachers’ training on inclusive education
and their attitudes towards the development of IEP

Training on inclusive education N X Ss t p

IEP perceptions Yes 194 12,07 2,96 -1,743 ,082
No 109 12,71 3,27

The components of IEP  Yes 194 11,16 2,62 -2,249 ,025
No 109 11,98 2,80

IEP task perception Yes 194 9,60 2,43 -1,871 ,064
No 109 10,15 2,49

*p<0,05

Table 7 reveals the statistical findings regarding the comparison of preservice teachers’ training on
inclusive education and their attitudes towards the development of IEP. When the mean scores of the participants
regarding their attitudes towards IEP is considered, it can be seen that the participants with previous education

had X= 12,07, the ones with no previous education had X= 12,71 in the IEP perceptions sub-dimension,
similarly in the components of IEP sub-dimension the participants with previous education had X=11,16, the
ones with no previous education had X=11,98, finally, in IEP task perceptions sub-dimension the participants

with previous education had X= 9,60 while the ones with no previous education had X= 10,15. The results of
the independent samples t-test revealed no statistically significant difference in IEP perception and IEP task
perceptions sub-dimensions between the preservice teachers with previous education on inclusive students and
the ones with no previous education (p>0,05), however, in the components of IEP sub-dimension a statistically
significant difference was found (p<0,05). It is clear that the statistically significant difference is in favor of the
preservice teachers with previous education on inclusive education.
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Table 8. The statistical findings regarding the comparison of preservice teachers’ knowledge of the regulations
and their attitudes towards IEP development

o Significant
N X Ss F p Difference
1.Knowledgeable 29 10,82 2,33 5,044 0,007 1-2
2.Partial
IEP perceptions knowledge 193 12,28 3,02 1-3
3.No knowledge 82 12,92 3,37
Total 304 12,32 3,1
1.Knowledgeable 29 9,75 3,21 7,878 ,000 1-2
The components of f{'P artial 193 11,58 2,51 1-3
IEP nowledge
3.No knowledge 82 12,01 2,73
Total 304 11,52 2,7
1.Knowledgeable 29 9,4 2,86 1,896 0,152
2.Partial
IEP task perceptions ~ knowledge 193 9,67 2,37
3.No knowledge 82 10,22 2,5
Total 304 9,79 2,46

*
p<0,05
Table 8 reveals the findings regarding the comparison of preservice teachers’ knowledge of the regulations
and their attitudes towards IEP development. When the mean scores of the participants regarding their attitudes
towards the development of IEP is considered, it was revealed that the participants with knowledge of the

regulations had X= 10,82, the ones with partial knowledge of the regulations had X= 12,28, the participants
with no knowledge of the regulations had X= 12,92 in terms of the IEP perceptions sub-dimension. Similarly, in
the components of IEP sub-dimension, the participants with knowledge of the regulations had X=9,75, the ones
with partial knowledge had X= 11,58, and the participants with no knowledge of the regulations had X= 12,01.
Finally, in the IEP task perception dimension, the participants with knowledge of the regulations had X= 9,40,
the ones with partial knowledge of the regulations had X= 9,67, while the ones with no knowledge of the

regulations had X=10,22. An ANOVA test was implemented on the data. Additionally, the Tukey test, which is
one of the Post Hoc tests, was implemented. A statistically significant difference was found between the
participants with the knowledge of inclusive education regulations and with the ones who had no knowledge of
the regulations regarding the IEP perceptions sub-dimension of the attitudes towards IEP development scale. The
results revealed that the difference was in favor of the participants with knowledge of the inclusive education
regulations, to be clearer, the participants with knowledge of the regulations were found to have more positive
attitudes compared to the participants with partial or no knowledge of the regulations.

4. Discussion and Conclusion

There exist studies regarding the attitudes of teachers and pre-service teachers towards individualized education
program (Lee-Tarver, 2006; Rotter, 2014; Kosko and Wilkins, 2009). However, the current study investigated
the attitudes of preservice teachers in Turkey towards the development of the individualized education program.
The results of the study revealed that the participants had positive attitudes regarding the development of the IEP
sub-dimensions as IEP perceptions, the components of IEP, and IEP task perceptions. A study conducted in
Alabama and Georgia, the USA, revealed that most of the general education teachers perceived the
individualized education program as a beneficial instrument to sustain the programs (Lee-Tarver, 2006). Another
study conducted in New Jersey to investigate the benefits of IEP in teaching revealed that teachers had positive
attitudes towards IEP (Rotter, 2014). There are also studies that revealed positive attitudes and positive views of
teachers towards inclusive education (Giileryiiz and Ozdemir, 2015; Gk and Erba, 2011; Sargin and Siinbiil,
2002; Bozarslan and Batu, 2014; Rakap et al., 2016). The current study also revealed that the teachers in
inclusive education had positive attitudes towards the IEP development process.

The results of the study revealed that female preservice teachers had significantly higher positive attitudes
towards the IEP perceptions, the components of IEP and IEP task perception sub-dimensions of IEP
development process compared to male preservice teachers. Another study also revealed that the attitudes of
female teachers towards IEP were significantly higher compared to male teachers (Ak¢amete and Kargin, 1994).
However, there exist some other studies that found out no statistically significant differences between female and
male teachers regarding the IEP development process (Tike, 2007). These controversial findings refer that the
findings regarding the gender variables in attitudes towards IEP were not sufficient to propose a solid
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explanation, and the issue needs to be investigated in relation to other variables.

The results of the study revealed no statistically significant difference between the previous interaction with
inclusive students and the sub-dimensions of the attitudes towards IEP development. In this regard, previous
studies revealed that teachers (Yilmaz and Batu, 2016) and preservice teachers (Cikili and Karaca, 2019) who
had previous interaction with inclusive students had less anxiety while more positive feelings, on the other hand,
their attitudes revealed no significant difference.

At the end of the study, the preservice teachers’ training on inclusive education and their attitudes towards
the development of IEP was compared. The results revealed that in the components of IEP sub-dimension the
participants with previous education on inclusive education were found significantly higher. Therefore, it is
considered that integrating a course on inclusive education into every teacher training program would be
beneficial (Yavuz, 2005; Battal, 2007; Camadan, 2012). In IEP perceptions and IEP task perceptions sub-
dimensions, no statistically significant difference was found. These findings in the two mentioned sub-
dimensions may be related to the insufficiency of objectives of the course for the students. The previous studies
revealed that preservice teachers did not feel prepared enough for inclusive education and they wanted more
courses on inclusive education (Maccini and Gagnon, 2006; Pindiprolu et al., 2007, Desimone and Parmar,
2006). It is stated that in order for the general education teachers to be able to implement programs for
individuals with special needs there is a need to acquire special education strategies that they can adapt to their
subjects and objectives (Maccini and Gagnon, 2006). A study conducted by Kiigiiker et al. (2002) revealed that
the Guidance and Research Center staff’s attitudes towards the IEP development process differ according to their
previous education. Teachers who participated in training programs revealed higher positive attitudes towards
the TIEP development process.

The study included a comparison of the preservice teachers’ knowledge of the regulations and their attitudes
towards IEP development. At the end of the study, it was found out that the preservice teachers who are
knowledgeable about the IEP had higher positive attitudes in the components of IEP and IEP perceptions sub-
dimensions compared to the ones who have no knowledge of the regulations. A study conducted by Cikili and
Karaca (2019) revealed that the preservice teachers who had the knowledge of the inclusive education had higher
emotional state and lower anxiety levels. Another study revealed that general education teachers were
knowledgeable about the regulations regarding inclusive education and their views regarding inclusive education
were positive (Yilmaz and Batu, 2016), on the other hand, teachers who did not have any education on IEP
thought that IEP was not necessary (Ates, 2017). A study by Kaya (2003) revealed that insufficient knowledge of
the administrators and teachers regarding inclusive education caused them to develop a negative attitude towards
inclusive education. The results of the current study revealed no statistically significant difference between the
knowledge of the regulation and IEP task perception sub-dimension. The previous studies revealed that the
policies and practices do not match when it comes to special education (Citil, 2009). The studies from all around
the world confirm this point (Lazarus et al., 2007; Gartland, 2007; Kontu and Pirttimaa, 2008). It can be stated
that the legal regulations were properly designed, however, the difficulties during the implementation (Tekin-
Ersan and Ata, 2017; Yilmaz and Batu, 2016) can be claimed to be the factor that prevents a possible the
difference between preservice teachers’ knowledge of the regulations and the IEP task perceptions sub-
dimension. Therefore, it can be claimed that the findings of the previous studies support the current study
findings.

It is highlighted that the attitudes of general education teachers who take part in the implementation of the
IEP in inclusive education towards IEP development and implementation can directly affect the education of the
students with special needs (Avcioglu, 2011). For this reason, it is considered that the improvement of IEP
implementation is an important responsibility (Agbenyega and Sharma, 2014). In this respect, future studies
should investigate the professional qualifications and IEP perceptions of general education teachers who teach in
inclusive education classes. Additionally, future studies should be conducted to find proof on how IEP use can
lead to better learning outcomes for students.
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