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Kaynastirma ile ilgili pek ¢ok boyut lilkemiz 6zelinde ele alindiginda bazi soru isaretlerini de beraberinde
getirmektedir. Bu baglamda, egitim ortamlarinda sunulan hizmetlerin kalitesi bir¢ok boyutu etkileyebilecek bir
tartigma konusu olarak ortaya ¢ikmakta ve bu durum okul dncesi kaynastirmada daha da belirgin hale gelmektedir.
Kalite kavrami, hizmetlerin sunumu ve niteligi agisindan olduk¢a 6nemlidir. Son yillarda kaynastirmanin “ne”
oldugundan ¢ok, “nasil” ele alindig1 ve nasil kaliteli hale gelebilecegi, bu durumun hangi 6zellikler baglaminda
ele alinacagi uluslararasi alanyazinda siklikla tartisilmaya baslanmigtir. Bu makale kapsaminda okul oncesi

kaynastirmanin kalitesi, kalite degerlendirmeyle ilgili boyutlart ve bu dogrultuda kullanilabilecek degerlendirme
araclar1 ele alinmaktadir.
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Erken ¢ocukluk doénemindeki o6zel gereksinimli c¢ocuklar iilkemizdeki yasalar ve yonetmelikler
cergevesinde, okul dncesi egitim kurumlarinda normal gelisim gosteren akranlari ile birlikte egitim alabilmektedir.
Ozel gereksinimli ¢ocuklarin temel egitim siniflarinda normal gelisim gosteren akranlari ile bir arada olmasi
“kaynagtirma” (inclusion) kavramini giindeme getirmekte ve bu kavram en az kisitlayict ortam temelinde
sekillenmektedir (Batu ve Kircaali-Iftar, 2005; Kargin, 2004; Salend, 1998).

Okul 6ncesi kaynastirma, okul 6ncesi egitim veren okullarin diger okullardan farkli fiziksel 6zelliklere
sahip olmasi, uygulanan egitim programinin gelisimsel ve cocuk merkezli olmasi, okul 6ncesi donem ¢ocuklarinin
ilkokul dénemi ¢ocuklarindan farkli gelisimsel dzellikler tagimasi ve akademik basari odakli sistemin okul dncesi
donemde yer almamasi gibi Ozelliklerinden dolay: ilkokul ve sonrasindaki kaynastirma uygulamalarindan
farklilasmaktadir (Wolery ve Odom, 2000). Otuz yili agkin bir siiredir yapilan arastirmalar yetersizligi olan
cocuklarin normal gelisim gosteren akranlari ile bir arada bulunmasindan sagladiklar: yararlari ortaya koymustur
(Bruder, 2010; Henninger ve Gupta, 2014). Kaynastirma ortaminda bulunan 6zel gereksinimli ¢ocuklarin
akademik performanslari, sosyal gelisimleri ve davraniglari lizerinde kaynastirma uygulamalarinin olumlu etkisi
bulunmaktadir (Buysse ve Bailey, 1993; Lipsky ve Gartner, 1996). Ornegin; kaynastirma programlarinda yer alan
cocuklarin dil gelisimleri ve sosyal yeterlikleri artmakta, erken okuryazarlik becerilerinde Onemli ilerleme
goriilmektedir (Green, Terry ve Gallagher, 2014; Rafferty, Piscitelli ve Boettcher, 2003). Bunun yanisira, bu
cocuklarin akranlari ile olumlu sosyal etkilesimleri gelismekte (Hollingsworth ve Buysse, 2009) ve sosyal kabul
diizeyleri de artmaktadir (Odom ve dig., 2006). Kaynastirma ortamlarinda bulunan cocuklar, ayristirilmis
ortamlarda egitim goren benzer Ozellikteki akranlarina gore bireysellestirilmis egitim programlarinda yer alan
iletisim, sosyal ve akademik becerileri daha kisa stirede 6grenebilmektedir (Hunt, Farron-Davis, Beckstead, Curtis
ve Goetz, 1994). Kaynastirma uygulamalarinin yararlar1 6zel gereksinimli ¢ocuklarin sadece en az kisitlayict
ortamda bulunmas: ile ortaya ¢ikmamakta; bu ¢ocuklarin sosyal iligkilerini destekleme, aktif katilimimi saglama
ve tiim c¢ocuklar igin Ogrenme kazanimlarmin artmasi ile kaynastirma ortamindan beklenen amaglar
kargilanmaktadir (Odom, Buysse ve Soukakou, 2011). Yiiksek kaliteli ortamlarin ¢ocuklara daha fazla davranigsal
ve gelisimsel kazamimlar saglamasi (Bryant, Burchinal, Lau ve Sparling, 1994; Burchinal, Roberts, Nabors ve
Bryant, 1996; Burchinal ve dig., 2000); okul oncesi kaynastirma programlarinin degerlendirilmesine,
desteklenmesine ve 6gretmenlerin profesyonel gelisimine yonelik bakis acis1 saglamasi (Soukakou, Winton, West,
Sideris, ve Rucker, 2015; Vlachou ve Fyssa, 2016) ve okul 6ncesi kaynastirmanin kalite standartlarinin
olusturulmas: baglaminda (Soukakou ve dig. 2015), kaynastirmada “kalite” konusu dnemli bir boyut olarak
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.

Uluslararasi1 alanyazinda vurgulandigi iizere, yaygin diisiincenin aksine yetersizligi olan ¢ocuklara
kaynastirma ortamlarinda egitim saglamanin maliyeti, ayristirtlmis ortamlardakinden daha pahali degildir (Barton
ve Smith, 2014; Odom ve dig., 2001). Kaynastirmanin basarisi, ¢ocuklara ve ailelerine sagladigi kazanimlar,
kaynastirma kapsaminda sunulan hizmetler, kaynastirma ile iligkili personelin yeterlikleri gibi tartisilan pek ¢ok
boyutu olmakla birlikte, hem uzun ve kisa dénemdeki yararlar1 hem de diigiik maliyetli uygulama olmasi, iilkeleri
okul 6ncesi kaynastirmaya yonlendirmektedir. Bununla birlikte, kaynastirma uygulamalarinin kalitesi alanyazinda
son yillarda siklikla ele alinan 6nemli bir odak konu olarak karsimiza ¢gikmaktadir. Kalite degerlendirmeye yonelik
calismalar kapsamli bigimde ele alinmakta, okul 6ncesi kaynastirmaya yonelik artan ilgi, sunulan hizmetlerin farkli
boyutlardaki gostergeleri ile kalite baglaminda degerlendirilerek okul oncesi kaynastirma uygulamalarinin
desteklenmesi gerektigi vurgulanmaktadir (Loreman, Forlin ve Sharma, 2014). Ozel gereksinimli gocuklar ve
ailelerinin  kaynastirmadan en {st diizeyde faydalanabilmesi i¢in egitim programlarinin diizenlenmesi,
gelistirilmesi ve degerlendirilmesi i¢in kaynastirma uygulamalarinin kalitesinin degerlendirilmesi gerekmektedir
(Buysse ve Hollingsworth, 2009). Son ¢eyrek yiizyilda yetersizligi olan gocuklarin kaynastirilmast ile ilgili yapilan
caligmalara bakildiginda kaynastirma uygulamalarini etkileyen iki yonelimden birinin kalite degerlendirme oldugu
gorlilmektedir (Odom ve dig., 2011). Tiirkiye’de ise okul dncesi kaynastirma ortamlarinin kalitesi yeni gliindeme
gelmeye baglayan bir konudur. Bu makalenin amaci, okul 6ncesi kaynastirmanin kalitesi, kalite degerlendirmenin
boyutlar1 ve bu amagcla kullanilabilecek degerlendirme araglar1 hakkinda bilgi sunarak konu ile ilgili bakis agis1
saglamaktir.
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Okul Oncesi Kaynastirmanin Kalitesi

Betimsel ve normatif Ozellikleri olan bir kavram olarak tanimlanan kalite, pek cok agidan ele
alimabilmekte (Adams, 1993); kalite kavrami farkli gruplara gore farkli sekillenmektedir. Cocuklar, aileler,
igverenler ve diger hizmet saglayicilar farkli degerler ve ihtiyaclari temelinde kaliteyi farkli bicimde
tamimlamaktadir (Katz, 1993; Layzer ve Goodson, 2006). Ancak “kalite” genel olarak arastirmacilar ve alan
uzmanlari, ebeveynler, cocuklar, personel/calisanlar olarak dort farkli bakis agisiyla ele alinmaktadir. Ortamin
ozellikleri, materyallerin durumu yetigkinlerin bakis acistyla yansitilarak; smifin ¢ocuklara nasil deneyimler
sundugu degerlendirilmeye calisilarak; okula digaridan bir bakis agisi olusturan ailelerin aldigi hizmetler ele
alimarak ve kaynastirma programlarindaki personelin deneyimleri de ortaya konularak kalite
degerlendirilebilmektedir (Katz, 1993). Bununla birlikte, Loreman ve dig. (2014) kaynastirma uygulamalarinin
daha genis bir kapsamda mikro, mezo ve makro diizeylerde gostergelerle degerlendirilebilecegini belirtmistir.
Mikro diizey, siniflart ve bireyleri; mezo diizey okullari ve makro diizey ise tiim bu diizeylerin bulundugu sistemi
ifade etmektedir. Mikro diizeyde 6gretmenler, okul 6ncesi kaynastirma ortamlarmin kalitesine iliskin kritik rol
iistlenmekte ve kaliteye etki eden 6nemli faktdrlerden biri olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Makro diizeyde ise
kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlar, politikalar, paylasilan ortak bir vizyonun olugmasi, egitim ve destek hizmetler;
smif, okul ve organizasyon yapilar1 ve toplum, okul dncesi kaynastirmay1 ve kalitesini etkileyen anahtar yapilar
olarak goriilmektedir (Buysse, Wesley, Bryant ve Gardner, 1999; Lieber ve dig., 2000; Loreman, 2007). Bu
baglamda okul 6ncesi kaynastirmanin kalitesi; 6gretmenlerin ve dgrencilerin 6zellikleri, programin degiskenleri,
Ogretimsel stratejiler, aileler ve uzmanlar arasindaki isbirligi, fiziksel ortamin diizenlenmesi ve materyalleri,
giinlilk rutinleri uyarlama ve bireysellestirme gibi pek c¢ok degiskenle birlikte ele alinabilmektedir (Cate,
Diefendorf, McCullough, Peters ve Whaley, 2010).

Okul o6ncesi kaynagtirmanin kalitesi kapsaminda ele alinabilecek birgok 6zellik bulunmaktadir. Bu
ozellikler smifta bulunan 6gretmen-cocuk orani, grup biyikligi, 6gretmenin egitim durumu gibi degiskenleri
iceren yapisal kalite (structural quality), 6gretmen-gocuk etkilesimi, egitim programinin uygulanmasi gibi
cocuklarin giinliik deneyimlerine dogrudan etki eden siire¢ kalitesi (process quality) ve iki boyutun birlesiminden
olusan genel kalite (global quality veya overall quality) boyutlarinda ele alinmaktadir (Hestenes, Cassidy, Hedge
ve Lower, 2007; Hestenes, Cassidy, Shim ve Hedge, 2008; Phillipsen, Burchinal, Hower ve Cryer, 1997). Yapisal
kalite daha ¢ok diizenlenebilir 6zellikleri icerirken, siire¢ kalitesi ¢evresel 6zellikleri igermektedir (Wolery ve
Odom, 2000). Yapisal kalitenin dl¢iilmesi gorece daha kolaydir ve goriigmelerle bilgi alinabilmektedir. Diger
taraftan siire¢ kalitesi belli bir zaman diliminde farkli ortamlarda ayrintili, uzun siireli ve kapsamli gozlemler
gerektirmektedir (Ishimine ve Tayler, 2014). Genel kalite ise; siire¢ kalitesi ve yapisal kalite ile birlikte kalitenin
pek ¢ok boyutu kapsayacak bigimde biitlinciil olarak ele alinmasini gerektirmektedir. Yapisal, siire¢ ve genel kalite
ozellikleri daha ¢ok arastirmacilar ve profesyonellerin kaliteye bakis acilarini yansitmaktadir.

Genel kalitenin degerlendirilmesi, The Division for Early Childhood of the Council for Exceptional
Children (DEC) ve The National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEY C) kuruluslarinin 2009
yilinda ortak olarak yayinladiklar1 belgede belirttikleri erisim (access), katilim (participation) ve destek (support)
boyutlarindaki bilesenlere yonelik degerlendirmenin saglanmasi, ¢ok boyutlu veri toplama ile birlikte genel kalite
gostergelerinin ortaya konulmasini ve degerlendirilmesini gerektirmektedir (DEC ve NAEYC, 2009). Erigim,
fiziksel engelleri kaldirarak ¢ocuklara ¢ok ¢esitli etkinlikler sunmak ve ortam saglamak, onlarin en iyi sekilde
gelismelerini ve dgrenmelerini desteklemek igin gerekli uyarlamalari yapmak olarak ele alinmaktadir. Evrensel
tasarim ilkelerinin hem fiziksel ortamda hem de &gretim ortaminda ele alinarak isler hale getirilmesi de erisim
boyutunda vurgulanmaktadir (Barton ve Smith, 2015). Katilim ise, erisim boyutunun 6tesinde ¢ocuklarda aidiyet
hissi olusturarak oyun ve 6grenme etkinlikleriyle mesgul olmalarini saglamak seklinde ele alinmakta ve destek,
yiiksek kaliteli kaynastirma uygulamalari i¢in sistemlerin alt yapisini olusturmak seklinde ifade edilmektedir.
Bununla birlikte, kaynastirmanin, her ¢ocugun ve ailesinin haklarin1 destekleyen degerleri, politikalar1 ve
uygulamalar1 kapsadigi, yetersizlikleri gozetilmeksizin her ¢ocugun toplumun bir iiyesi olarak ¢esitli etkinliklere
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katilimini igerdigi, tiim bu boyutlarin okul 6ncesi donemde kaliteli kaynastirma uygulamalarinin temelini
olusturdugu belirtilmektedir (DEC ve NAEYC, 2009).

Okul 6ncesi kaynastirmanin kalitesine iliskin alanyazinda vurgulanan bir diger nokta da okul 6ncesi
egitimin, kaynastirmanin kalitesini de etkilemesidir. “Okul oncesi kaynastirma”nin kalitesinin degerlendirilmesi
kapsamini olusturan alt yapi1 “okul 6ncesi egitim ortamlarinin kalitesi”’ne yonelik ¢alismalardan olugmakta, 2000°li
yillarin sonundan itibaren okul dncesi kaynastirmanin kalitesi 6zelinde c¢abalar oldugu gortilmektedir. Yiiksek
kaliteli okul 6ncesi egitim programlari, okul 6ncesi kaynastirma programlarmin kalitesi i¢in gereklidir ancak
yeterli degildir. Kaynastirma ortaminda yetersizligi olan ¢ocuklarin gelisimsel gereksinimlerinin de kargilanmasi
on plana ¢ikmaktadir (Wolery ve Odom, 2000). Tiirkiye’de okul dncesi egitimin kalitesi ile ilgili yapilan
arastirmalarin siirh oldugu goriilmekte (Yilmaz, 2014), kaynastirmanin kalitesinin son yillarda elealinmaya
baslandig1 dikkati cekmektedir. Milli Egitim Bakanligi’nin (MEB) okul 6ncesi egitimin kalitesine ve standartlarin
gelistirmeye yonelik girisimlerinin oldugu, okul dncesi donemde 6zel gereksinimli gocuklarin egitim ve gelisim
haklarina duyarli, tiim ¢ocuklarin gelisimini destekleyen standartlarin olusturulmaya baslandigi goriilmektedir
(MEB, 2015).

Okul Oncesi Kaynastirmanin Kalitesinin Degerlendirilmesi

Kalite degerlendirme, genellikle belli yaklasimlar cergevesinde diizenleme/denetleme, arastirmalar
kapsaminda politika gelistirmeye katki saglama ve uygulamalarin gelistirilmesi amaciyla yapilmaktadir (Siraj-
Blatchford ve Wong, 1999). Uluslararas: alanyazinda 6zel gereksinimli ¢ocuklarin kaynastirma ortamlarindan en
iist diizeyde faydalanabilmesi, buna iliskin modeller gelistirilmesi ve bunun i¢in var olan durumun ortaya
konulmasi amaciyla kaynagtirma ortamlariin kalitesini degerlendirmeye yonelik arastirmalar bulunmaktadir
(Fyssa ve Vlachou, 2015; Hestenes ve dig., 2008; La Paro, Sexton ve Snyder, 1998). Okul 6ncesi kaynastirmanin
kalitesinin degerlendirilmesi amaciyla kalite kavramina farkli yaklasimlari temel alan araclarin gelistirildigi
goriilmektedir (Cate ve dig., 2010). Bu araglarin gelistirilme gereksinimi farkli nedenlerle ortaya ¢ikmaktadir:

1. Kanit temelli uygulamalar ve politikalara katki saglamak {izere ¢ocuklarin kaynastirma programlarindaki
deneyimlerinin uzun ve kisa vadedeki etkilerini degerlendirme,

2. Programlara alternatif maddi kaynak saglamaya ve desteklemeye yonelik degerlendirme ile profesyonel
geligimi saglama,

3. Programlarin etkililigini gelistirmeye yonelik 6z degerlendirme sunma,
4. Kaynastirmanin kalite standartlarini gelistirme,

5. Hesap verebilirlik ve politikalar1 degerlendirme amaciyla okul 6ncesi kaynastirmanin kalitesini
degerlendirmeye yonelik ¢esitli araglarin gelistirilmesine gereksinim duyulmaktadir (Lero, 2010).

Bu baglamda, okul 6ncesi kaynastirmanin kalitesini degerlendirmeye yonelik arastirmalarda yaygin
olarak kullanilan araglar ve 6zellikleri asagida belirtilmistir:

Okul Oncesi Egitim Ortamm Degerlendirme Olgegi (Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale-
ECERS). Harms, Cryer ve Clifford tarafindan 1980 yilinda gelistirilen ve 2007 yilinda gézden gegirilen (ECERS-
Revised) olcek, 2,5-5 yas araliginda bulunan ¢ocuklara uygulanan okul 6ncesi egitim programinin ve ortaminin
ozelliklerini degerlendirmek icin kullanilmaktadir (Cate ve dig., 2010). Siuf alan1 ve mobilyalar, kisisel bakim
rutinleri, dil ve akil ytiriitme, etkilesim, etkinlikler, program yapis, aile ve personel olmak iizere yedi alt boyut ve
43 madde icermektedir. Bu arag, erken ¢ocukluk egitimi programlarimim boyutlarini gegerli ve yararli bicimde
degerlendirse de ozellikle sinif ortamindaki uygulamalar1 ve yetersizligi olan gocuklar1 kapsayacak sekilde
gelistirilmemistir (Soukakou, 2012). Ancak bazi aragtirmalarda kaynastirma ortamini degerlendirmeye yonelik
olarak kullanilmistir (Buysse ve dig., 1999; Hestenes ve dig., 2008; La Paro ve dig., 1998). ECERS’1n 2015 yilinda
giincellenen son siirlimii alt1 alt boyutta yer alan 35 madde icermekte, 3-5 yas cocuklarmin bulundugu okul 6ncesi
egitim ortamlarinin kalitesini degerlendirmek amaciyla kullanilmaktadir (http://www.ersi.info/ecers3.html).
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Cesitli dillere gevrilen ve yaygin olarak kullanilan bu 6lgek, iilkemizde erken ¢ocukluk egitim ortamlarinin
kalitesini degerlendirmeye yonelik arastirmalarda da kullanilmistir (Aksoy, 2009; Feyman, 2006; Go6l-Giiven,
2009; Gﬁghan-Ozgﬁl, 2011; Kalkan, 2008; Solak, 2007; Tekmen, 2005). Baz1 sinirliliklar1 olmasina karsin konuya
iliskin yararl bir degerlendirme araci olarak goriilmektedir (Ishimine ve Tayler, 2014). Olgegin, 0-30 aylik kiiciik
cocuklarin bulundugu ortamlarin degerlendirilmesine yonelik versiyonu da bulunmaktadir. “Infant/Toddler
Environment Rating Scale” ad1 verilen 6lgekte sinif alan1 ve mobilyalar, kisisel bakim ve rutinler, dinleme ve
konusma, etkinlikler, etkilesim, program yapisi, aile ve personel olmak iizere yedi alt boyut ve 39 madde yer
almaktadir. Aracin kullanimi uzmanlar tarafindan verilen egitimi gerektirmektedir.

Kaynastirma Deneyimlerinin Kalitesi Olcegi (The Quality of Inclusive Experiences Measure-
QUIEM). Wolery, Pauca, Brashers ve Grant tarafindan kaynastirma ortaminda bulunan 6zel gereksinimli
cocuklarin deneyimlerini degerlendirmek iizere 2000 yilinda gelistirilmistir (akt. Soukakou 2015). Egitim
ortaminda uygulanan programin amaglari, kurum ¢alisanlarimin destegi, fiziksel ¢evrenin yeterligi ve
erigilebilirligi, katilim, yetiskin-¢ocuk iletisimi ve etkilesimi, bireysellestirme ve g¢ocuk-¢ocuk iletisimi ve
etkilesimi olarak yedi boyutta ele alman bir kapsama sahiptir. Olcek bu kapsami ile kaynastirma egitimi alan
cocugun deneyimlerinin zaman 6rneklemi alinarak ve olay kaydi yapilarak gbzlenmesi, kurumda ¢alisanlarla
goriisme yapilmasi ve dokiimanlarin gézden gecirilmesi ile kaynastirmanin genel kalitesine iligskin bilgi
vermektedir. QUIEM ile kaynastirma programlarinin kalitesinin Olgiilebilmesi i¢in, kullanimini gegerli hale
getirecek daha fazla arastirma sonucuna gereksinim duyuldugu vurgulanmaktadir (Odom ve dig., 2011). Olgegin
gecerlik ve gilivenirlik kapsaminda psikometrik 6zelliklerine iliskin daha fazla ¢alismasi yapilmasi gerektigini
belirtilmektedir (Fyssa ve Vlachou, 2015; Spiker, Hebbeler ve Barton, 2011).

SpeciaLink Erken Cocuklukta Kaynastirmamn Kalitesini Derecelendirme Olcegi (The SpeciaLink
Early Childhood Inclusion Quality Rating Scale-SECIQR). Irwin tarafindan 2005 yilinda gelistirilen
“SpeciaLink Erken Cocuklukta Kaynastirma Uygulamalar1 ve Tlkeleri Olgegi (SpeciaLink Child Care Inclusion
Practices Profile and Principles Scale)” temelinde ortaya konulan ve 2009 yilinda son hali verilen olgek (akt.
Lero, 2010; Soukakou, 2012) uygulamalar ve ilkeler olarak iki bdliimden olusmaktadir
(http://www.specialinkcanada.org/about/history.html). Fiziksel ortam, kurum c¢alisanlarinin egitimi, terapiler,
okula gegis sistemi hazirligl, materyaller vb. gibi 11 madde ve 158 gostergenin yer aldig1 uygulama bdliimii; tam
katilim, sifir ayrigtirma, liderlik, onleyici stratejiler vb. gibi alti madde ve 92 gostergenin yer aldig ilkeler bolimii
bulunmaktadir. Kaynagtirma kalitesi gozlem, dokiiman incelemesi ve goriismeler yoluyla veri toplanarak
incelenmektedir (Lero, 2010). Bu dlgek, kaynastirma uygulamalarinin gocuklar iizerindeki kisa ve uzun vadedeki
etkilerini degerlendirerek, kanit temelli politika ve uygulamalara katki saglamakta; programlari degerlendirerek
profesyonel gelisime destek olabilecek modeller gelistirme amaciyla kullamilabilecek kalite standartlarinin
gelistirilmesi i¢in bilgi saglamaktadir (Cate ve dig., 2010). ECERS gibi her madde yedili dereceleme ile
puanlanmakta; 17 maddede 250 6zel gosterge kapsaminda degerlendirme yapilmaktadir (Spiker ve dig.,2011).
Olgekle toplanan veriler okul &ncesi kaynastirma ortamlarinin genel kalitesinden ¢ok yapi kalitesine iligkin bilgi
vermektedir. Bu 0Olgegin psikometrik ozelliklerinin daha ¢ok arastirma ile desteklenmeye ihtiyact oldugu
belirtilmistir (Soukakou, 2012).

Kaynastirma Simif Profili-KSP (Inclusive Classroom Profile-ICP). Bu arag, okul 6ncesi kaynagtirma
uygulamalar yiiriitillen, 2-5 yas ¢ocuklarinin oldugu ve gelisimsel yetersizliginden dolay: tani alan en az bir
¢ocugun bulundugu simiflarda uygulanmaktadir. Olgegin Ingiltere’de pilot uygulamasi yapilarak gegerlik ve
giivenirliginin kabul edilebilir diizeyde oldugu belirlenmis ve sonrasinda farkli ¢aligmalarla da psikometrik
Ozellikleri test edilmistir (Soukakou, 2012; Soukakou, Winton ve West, 2012; Soukakou ve dig., 2015). KSP’de
ortam ve materyallerin uyarlanmasi, yetiskinin akran etkilesimine katilim1, ¢ocuklarin oyununa yetigkin rehberligi,
catigma ¢Ozme, katilim, yetiskin-cocuk sosyal etkilesimi, sosyal iletisim i¢in destekleme, grup etkinliklerini
uyarlama, etkinlikler arasi gecis, geribildirim, ¢ocuklarin bireysel gereksinimlerini ve amaglarint planlama ve
izleme olmak lizere 12 madde bulunmaktadir. Her bir maddenin operasyonel tanimi yapilmis ve puanlamasina
iligkin 6zellikler ayrica aciklanmistir. KSP yedi dereceli olarak puanlanan likert tipi 6lgektir, uygun olmayan ve

OZEL EGITIM DERGISI



186 BETUL YILMAZ-NECDET KARASU

hatta zarari1 olabilecek uygulamalara bir puan, bireysellestirmeyi desteklerken kaynagtirmaya katki saglayabilecegi
diisiiniilen uygulamalara ise yedi puan verilmektedir. ingiltere’de gelistirilmis ve Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde
(ABD) de kullanilan KSP, diger iilkelere de uyarlanabilecek sekilde diizenlenmistir (Soukakou, 2012). DEC ve
NAEYC kuruluglarinin kaliteli kaynastirma uygulamalar: kapsamindaki onerileri dogrultusunda, okul dncesi
kaynagtirma ortamlarmin genel kalitesine yonelik bilgi vermenin yani sira profesyonel gelisim, programi
degerlendirme ve politika gelistirme amaci ile de kullanilabilmektedir (Soukakou ve dig., 2015). Kullanimu,
standart bir egitim siireci ve sertifika sahibi olmay1 gerektirmektedir. Ara¢ ilk defa Yilmaz (2014) tarafindan
Tiirkge’ye gevrilmis ve Ankara’da bulunan bagimsiz anaokullari ve 6zel okul 6ncesi kurumlarindaki kaynastirma
smiflarinin kalitesi belirlenmeye ¢aligiimistir.

Kalite Degerlendirme ve Gelistirme Sistemi (Quality Rating and Improvement System-QRIS).
ABD’de pek ¢ok eyalette erken g¢ocukluk egitimi programlarinin kalitesini degerlendirmek, ailelerin yiiksek
kaliteli erken ¢cocukluk egitimi konusundaki taleplerini artirmak ve egitim hizmeti sunanlarda profesyonel gelisimi
saglamak lizere ortaya konulmus bir sistemdir (Cate ve dig., 2010). Bu sistem bir¢ok eyalet programinin kalitesini
degerlendirmek, programlarinin kalitesinin gelisimlerini izlemek ve bununla ilgili bilgileri aileler ve diger
paydaglara sunmak iizere kullanilmaktadir. Bazi eyaletlerin kullandiklar1 QRIS sisteminde yetersizligi olan
cocuklar ve ailelerine yonelik performans standartlar1 bulunmaktadir. Bu standartlar incelendiginde
kaynagtirmanin genel program kalitesini ele almaya yonelik bir goriis birligi bulunmasa da kaynagtirmanin farkli
boyutlarinin standartlar temel alinarak vurgulandigi (Orn; uyarlamalar, bireysellestirilmis hizmet planlarindaki
amagclara yonelik etkinlikler, profesyonel gelisim vb.) goriilmektedir (National Professional Development Center
on Inclusion [NPDCI], 2009). QRIS, ABD’de erken ¢ocukluk egitim programlari ve okul dncesi kaynastirmaya
iliskin kaliteli programlar olusturmaya yonelik standartlarin ortaya konulmasinda etkili olarak kullanilmaktadir.

Ozetle, psikometrik 6zellikleri bakimindan giiglii ve zayif yanlar1 oldugu ifade edilen araglarm gozlem,
goriisme ve dokiiman incelemesi yolu ile ¢cok boyutlu olarak 6zellikle genel kaliteyi degerlendirmeye yonelik veri
sagladiklar dikkati ¢gekmektedir. ECERS okul 6ncesi ortamlarini degerlendirmede en yaygin kullanilan 6lgek
olmakla birlikte, son giincellemeleri ile okul Oncesi kaynastirma ortamlarinin degerlendirilmesine yonelik de
kullanmildig: ifade edilmektedir. QUIEM diger araglara gbre sinirli veri saglamakta, arastirmalarca desteklenen
bulgularinin ortaya konulmasi gerekmektedir. SECIQR daha c¢ok yapi kalitesine iliskin bilgi vermekte, diger
araglardan maddeleri kategorize etme bakimindan farklilagmaktadir. KSP yeni/giincel bir 6l¢ek olmasi nedeniyle,
okul 6ncesi kaynastirmanin kalitesi boyutunda olugan alanyazini DEC ve NAEYC kriterleri dogrultusunda dikkate
almasi ile daha kapsamli bir bakis acis1 sunmakta ve sadece kalite degerlendirmeye yonelik degil profesyonel
gelisim, izleme ve politika gelistirmeye yonelik de kullanilabilmektedir. Kalite degerlendirmeye yonelik kullanilan
araglarin, programlarin hem kalitesini degerlendirmek, hem gelisimini izlemek, hem de profesyonel gelisim
standartlarinin olusumuna katki saglayarak bolge bazinda uygulanmasina 6rnek olusturmasi QRIS sistemi ile
goriilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, 6zel olarak okul 6ncesi kaynagtirmanin kalitesini degerlendirmeye yonelik bir
sistem olmadig1 icin QRIS’ in yaygin etki alaniyla birlikte sinirli veri sagladigi sdylenebilmektedir.

Sonuc ve Oneriler

Bu makale ile bir sonuca ulagmaktan ¢ok son yillarda uluslararasi alanyazinda siklikla ele alinan “okul
oncesi kaynastirmanin kalitesi”, kalite degerlendirmeyle ilgili boyutlar1 ve bu dogrultuda kullanilabilecek
degerlendirme araglar1 konusunda baslangic olusturabilecek bilgilerin giindeme getirilmesi amaglanmistir. Okul
oncesi kaynastirma, erken ¢ocukluk doneminde gelisimsel yetersizligi olan ¢ocuklara ve ailelerine yonelik dnemli
hizmetlerin belli bir sistematik igerisinde sunulmasini gerektiren ve gerek 6zel gereksinimli ¢ocuklara gerekse
normal gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklara farkli boyutlarda yarar saglayan bir alandir (Henninger ve Gupta, 2014). Bu
alanda sunulan hizmetlerin niteliginin artmas1 ve yiiksek kaliteli kaynastirma uygulamalarinin ortaya konulmasi
oncelikle “kalite”nin hangi boyutlar1 ve hangi 6zellikleri kapsadiginin ortaya konulmasini gerektirmektedir.
Gelisimsel yetersizligi bulunan 6grencilerin, normal gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklarla ayni ortamda bulunmasinin
Otesinde kaynastirma uygulamalarini nitelikli hale getiren kaliteli uygulamalarin 6zellikleridir. Okul o6ncesi
kaynastirmada kalite, yetersizlikten etkilenen ¢ocuklarin bulundugu smifin 6zelliklerinden, smiftaki etkilesim
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ortamina; 0gretmenlerin deneyimleri ve aldiklari {icretten ebeveynlerle isbirligine kadar yapisal ve siiregsel pek
cok ozelligi kapsamakta, bu 6zellikleri farkli bigimlerle ele alan dlgme araglari bulunmaktadir. Bu araclarin
profesyonelce geligtirilmesi ve arastirmalarda kullanilmasi, yiiksek kaliteli okul 6ncesi kaynastirma uygulamalari
icin anahtar olarak goriilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, okul dncesi kaynastirmanin erigim boyutunda, 6grenme icin
evrensel tasarim ilkeleri ve destekleyici teknolojilerin kullanilmasi; katilim boyutunda, gémiilii 6gretim, dogal
ogretim yontemleri ve diger destekleyici stratejilere sinif uygulamalarinda yer verilmesi; destek boyutunda ise
profesyonel gelisim, isbirligi modelleri, aile-uzman isbirligine yonelik ¢aligmalarin yapilmasi 6nerilmektedir
(NPDCI, 2011). Tiirkiye’deki kaynastirma uygulamalar1 baglaminda erisim, katilim ve destek boyutunda
calismalarin yapilmasinin okul 6ncesi kaynastirmanin “nasil” etkili hale gelebilecegine iliskin 6nemli veriler
saglayacag disiiniilmektedir. Bununla birlikte; “okul 6ncesi kaynastirmanin kalitesi” ile ilgili gelismelerin, “okul
Oncesi egitimin kalitesi” ile ilgili oldugu géz oniinde bulunduruldugunda, bu kapsamda iilkemizde her iki alan
odaginda da ¢ok daha fazla arastirmaya gereksinim oldugu diisliniilmektedir. Ayrica, aragtirmalarda siireg kalitesi,
yapisal kalite ve genel kalite 6zelliklerine iliskin boyutlarin, okul 6ncesi kaynastirmanin kalitesi ile iligkisinin
ortaya konulmasina yonelik ¢aligmalar yapilmasimin énemli oldugu goriilmektedir. Yiiksek kaliteli okul oncesi
kaynagtirma ortamlarinin 6niindeki engellerin personel egitimi, okul dncesi egitim ve 6zel egitimciler arasindaki
isbirligi ile iliskili oldugu belirtilmektedir (Odom ve Bailey, 2001). Bu noktadan hareketle, dgretmenlerin
profesyonel gelisimi ile ilgili yapilacak farkli calismalarin okul 6ncesi kaynastirmanin kalitesine etkisini inceleyen
aragtirmalara gereksinim oldugu dikkat cekmektedir. Yiiksek kaliteli kaynastirma uygulamalarinin ortaya
konulmasi kadar, bu uygulamalarin sisteme entegre edilmesi ve genis c¢apta ele alinip yayginlastirilmas: da
onemlidir. Bu noktada, kalite standartlarinin olusturulmasi i¢in degerlendirme araglarinin sundugu bilgilerle
olusturulacak veri temelli sistemin okul dncesinde kaynastirma ortamlarinda bulunan ¢ocuklar, 6gretmenleri ve
aileleri i¢in anlamli ve yararli olabilecegi diislinilmektedir.

OZEL EGITIM DERGISI



188 BETUL YILMAZ-NECDET KARASU

Kaynaklar

Adams, D. (1993). Defining educational quality. Improving Educational Quality Project Publication, 1. Retrieved
from http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNACA245.pdf.

Aksoy, P. (2009). Okul oncesi egitim kurumlarimin egitim ortamlarmn niteliginin bazi degiskenler agisindan
incelenmesi (Tokat ili 6rnegi) [Analysis of the quality of preschool inclusion clasrooms in terms of some
variables (Example of the Tokat province)/(Unpublished master’s thesis) Ankara University, Institute of
Educational Sciences, Ankara, Turkey). Retrieved from: http://acikarsiv.ankara.edu.tr/browse/4404/

Barton, E. E., & Smith, B. J. (2014). Fact sheet of research on preschool inclusion. Pyramid Plus: The Colorado
Center for Social Emotional Competence and Inclusion. Denver, CO. Retrieved from
http://www.pyramidplus.org/.

Barton, E. E., & Smith, B. J. (2015). Advancing high-quality preschool inclusion: A discussion and
recommendations for the field. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 35(2), 69-78.

Batu, S., & Kircaali-iftar, G. (2005). Kaynastirma [Inclusion]. Ankara: K6k Yayinlari.

Bruder, M. B. (2010). Early childhood intervention: A promise to children and families for their future. Exceptional
Children, 76(3), 339-355.

Bryant, D. M., Burchinal, M., Lau, L. B., & Sparling, J. J. (1994). Family and classroom correlates of head start
children's developmental outcomes. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 9(3-4), 289-309.

Burchinal, M. R., Roberts, J. E., Nabors, L. A., & Bryant, D. M. (1996). Quality of center child care and infant
cognitive and language development. Child Development, 67(2), 606-620.

Burchinal, R. M., Roberts, J. E., Riggings, R., Zeisel, S. A., Neebe, E., & Bryant, D. (2000). Relating quality of
center-based child care to early cognitive and language development longitudinally. Child Development,
2(71), 339-357.

Buysse, V., & Bailey, D. B. (1993). Behavioral and developmental outcomes in young children with disabilities
in integrated and segregated settings: a review of comparative studies. The Journal of Special Education,
26(4), 434-461.

Buysse, V., & Hollingsworth, H. (2009). Program quality and early childhood inclusion: Recommendations for
professional development. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 2(29), 119-128.

Buysse, V., Wesley, P. W., Bryant, D., & Gardner, D. (1999). Quality of early childhood programs in inclusive
and noninclusive settings. Exceptional Children, 65(3), 301-314.

Cate, D., Diendorf, M., McCullough, K., Peters, M. L., & Whaley, K. (Eds.). (2010). Quality indicators of inclusive
early childhood programs/practices: A compilation of selected resources. Chapell Hill: The University
of North Carolina, FPG Child Development Institute, National Early Childhood Technical Center.
Retrieved from http://www.nectac.org/~pdfs/pubs/qualityindicatorsinclusion.pdf

The Division for Early Childhood of the Council for Exceptional Children (DEC) andThe National Association
for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) (2009). Early childhood inclusion: A joint position
statement of the Divisionfor Early Childhood (DEC) and the National Association for the Education of
Young Children (NAEYC). Chapel Hill, NC: The University of North Carolina, FPG Child Development
Institute. Retrieved from
https://www.naeyc.org/files/naeyc/file/positionssDEC_NAEYC_EC_updatedKS.pdf

Feyman, N. (2006). Okul oncesi egitim kurumlarinda Kalitenin cocuklarin gelisim alanlari iizerine etkisinin
incelenmesi [Examination of the effect of the quality of kindergartens on the developmental areas of

2018, 19(1)


http://www.pyramidplus.org/
http://www.nectac.org/~pdfs/pubs/qualityindicatorsinclusion.pdf
https://www.naeyc.org/files/naeyc/file/positions/DEC_NAEYC_EC_updatedKS.pdf

OKUL ONCESI KAYNASTIRMADA KALITE: KAPSAM VE DEGERLENDIRME 189

children] (Unpublished master’s thesis, Hacettepe University, Institute of Social Sciences, Ankara,
Turkey). Retrieved from: https://tez.yok.gov.tr/Ulusal TezMerkezi/tezSorguSonucYeni.jsp

Fyssa, A., & Vlachou, A. (2015). Assessment of quality for inclusive programs in Greek preschool classrooms.
Journal of Early Intervention, 37(3), 190-207.

Green, K., Terry, N., & Gallagher, P. (2014). Progress in language and literacy skills among children with
disabilities in inclusive early reading first classrooms. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education,
33(4), 249-259.

Gol-Giiven, M. (2009). Evaluation of the early childhood classrooms in Turkey. Early Childhood Development
and Care, 179(4), 437-451.

Giichan-Ozgiil, S. (2011). Okul éncesi egitim ortamlarimin kalite degiskenleri acisindan degerlendirilmesi
[Evaluating the preschool inclusion settings in terms of quality variables] (Unpublished master’s thesis),
Bakikesir University, Institute of Social Sciences, Balikesir.

Henninger IV, W. R., & Gupta, S. S. (2014). How do children benefit from inclusion? In W. R. Henninger IV, S.
S. Gupta & M. E. Vinh (Eds), First steps to preschool inclusion: How to jumpstart your program wide
plan. (pp 33-57) Retrieved from http://products.brookespublishing.com/First-Steps-to-Preschool-
Inclusion-P762.aspx

Hestenes, L. L., Cassidy, D. J., Hedge, A. V., & Lower, J. K. (2007). Quality in inclusive and noninclusive infant
and toddler classrooms. Journal of Research in Childhood Education, 22(1), 69-84.

Hestenes, L. L., Cassidy, D. J., Shim, J., & Hedge, A. V. (2008). Quality in inclusive preschool classrooms. Early
Education and Development, 19(4),519-540.

Hollingsworth, H. L., & Buysse, V. (2009). Establishing friendships in early childhood inclusive settings: What
roles do parents and teachers play? Journal of Early Intervention, 31(4), 287-307.

Hunt, P., Farron-Davis, F., Beckstead, S., Curtis, D., & Goetz, L. (1994). Evaluating the effects of placement of
students with severe disabilities in general education versus special classes. Journal of the Association
for Person with Severe Handicaps, 19(3), 200-214.

Ishimine, K., & Tayler, C. (2014). Assessing quality in early childhood education and care. European Journal of
Education, 49(2), 272-290.

Kalkan, E. (2008). Okul dncesi egitim kurumlarinda kalitenin fiziksel kosullar agisindan incelenmesi [Assessing
quality in preschool classrooms in terms of physical conditions] (Unpublished master’s thesis, Hacettepe
University, Institute ~ of  Social  Sciences,  Ankara,  Turkey). Retrieved  from:
https://tez.yok.gov.tr/Ulusal TezMerkezi/tezSorguSonucYeni.jsp

Kargm, T. (2004). Kaynastirma: Tanimu, gelisimi ve ilkeleri [Inclusion: definition, development and principles]
Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Ozel Egitim Dergisi, 5(2),1-13.

Katz, L. G. (1993). Multiple perspectives on the quality of early childhood programmes. European Early
Childhood Education Research Journal, 1(2), 5-9.

La Paro, K. M., Sexton, D., & Snyder, P. (1998). Program quality characteristics in segregated and inclusive early
childhood settings. Early Childhood Research Quarterly,13(1),151-167.

Layzer, J. 1., & Goodson, B. D. (2006). The “quality” of early care and education settings definitional and
measurement issues. Evaluation Review, 30(5), 556-576.

OZEL EGITIM DERGISI


https://tez.yok.gov.tr/UlusalTezMerkezi/tezSorguSonucYeni.jsp
http://products.brookespublishing.com/First-Steps-to-Preschool-Inclusion-P762.aspx
http://products.brookespublishing.com/First-Steps-to-Preschool-Inclusion-P762.aspx
https://tez.yok.gov.tr/UlusalTezMerkezi/tezSorguSonucYeni.jsp

190 BETUL YILMAZ-NECDET KARASU

Lero, D. S. (2010). Assessing inclusion quality in early learning and child care in Canada with the SpeciaLink
Child Care Inclusion Practices Profile and Principles Scale. SpeciaLink National Centre for Child Care
Inclusion. Retrieved from
http://www.specialinkcanada.org/about/pdf/SpeciaLink%20Research%20Report%200n%20Inclusion%
20Quality%20Rating%20Scale.pdf.

Lieber, J., Hanson, M. J., Beckman, P. J., Odom, S. L., Sandall, S. R., Schwartz, I. S., Horn, E., & Wolery, R.
(2000). Key influences on the initiation and implementation of inclusive preschool programs. Exceptional
Children, 67(1), 83-98.

Lipsky, D. K., & Gartner, A. (1996). Inclusion, school restructuring and the remaking of American society.
Harvard Educational Review, 66(4), 762-796.

Loreman, T. (2007). Seven pillars of support for inclusive education: moving from "why?" to" how?".
International Journal of Whole Schooling, 3(2), 22-38.

Loreman, T., Forlin, C., & Sharma, U. (2014). Measuring indicators of inclusive education: A systematic review
of the literature. In C. Forlin & T. Loreman (Eds.) Measuring inclusive education (International
perspectives on inclusive education) (pp.165-187). Emerald Group Publishing.

Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 (2015). Okul éncesi egitim ve ilkégretim kurumlart standartlart kilavuz kitabir [Guidance
for preschool education and primary school standards]. Retrieved from
https://tegm.meb.gov.tr/meb_iys_dosyalar/2015 04/09112933_kurumstandartlarklavuzkitap.pdf.

National Professional Development Center on Inclusion (2009). Research synthesis points on early childhood
inclusion. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina, FPG Child Development Institute. Retrieved
from http://npdci.fpg.unc.edu/sites/npdci.fpg.unc.edu/files/resources/NPDCI-ResearchSynthesisPoints-
10-2009_0.pdf.

National Professional Development Center on Inclusion (2011). Research synthesis points on practices that
support inclusion. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina, FPG Child Development Institute.
Retrieved from http://npdci.fpg.unc.edu/sites/npdci.fpg.unc.edu/files/resources/NPDCI -
ResearchSynthesisPointsInclusivePractices-2011_0.pdf.

Odom, S. L., & Bailey, D. (2001). Inclusive preschool programs: Classroom ecology and child outcomes. In M. J.
Guralnick (Ed.), Early childhood inclusion: Focus on change (pp. 253-276). Baltimore: Brookes
Publishing.

Odom, S. L., Hanson, M. J., Lieber, J., Marquart, J., Sandall, S., Wolery, et al. (2001). The costs of preschool
inclusion. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 21(1), 46-55.

Odom, S. L., Buysse, V., & Soukakou, E. (2011). Inclusion for young children with disabilities: A quarter century
of research perspectives. Journal of Early Intervention, 4, 344-356.

Odom, S. L., Zercher, C., Li, S., Marquart, J. M., Sandall, S., & Brown, W. H. (2006). Social acceptance and
rejection of preschool children with disabilities: A mixed-method analysis. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 98(4), 807-823.

Phillipsen, L. C., Burchinal, M. R., Howes, C., & Cryer, D. (1997). The prediction of process quality from
structural features of child care. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 12(3), 281-303.

Rafferty, Y., Piscitelli, V., & Boettcher, C. (2003). The impact of inclusion on language development and social
competence among preschoolers with disabilities. Exceptional Children, 69(4), 467-479.

Salend, S. J. (1998). Effective mainstreaming creating inclusiveclassroom. Ohio: Merrill.

2018, 19(1)


https://tegm.meb.gov.tr/meb_iys_dosyalar/2015_04/09112933_kurumstandartlarklavuzkitap.pdf
http://npdci.fpg.unc.edu/sites/npdci.fpg.unc.edu/files/resources/NPDCI-ResearchSynthesisPointsInclusivePractices-2011_0.pdf
http://npdci.fpg.unc.edu/sites/npdci.fpg.unc.edu/files/resources/NPDCI-ResearchSynthesisPointsInclusivePractices-2011_0.pdf

OKUL ONCESI KAYNASTIRMADA KALITE: KAPSAM VE DEGERLENDIRME 191

Siraj-Blatchford, 1., & Wong, Y. L. (1999). Defining and evaluating ‘quality’ early childhood education in an
international context: Dilemmas and possibilities. Early Years, 20(1), 7-18.

Solak, N. (2007). Adana il merkezinde bulunan okul oncesi egitim kurumlarinda kalitenin incelenmesi
[Determining of quality level of the government preschools and private schools in Adana province]
(Unpublished master’s thesis, Cukurova University, Institute of Social Sciences, Adana, Turkey).
Retrieved from: http:/library.cu.edu.tr/tezler/6477.pdf

Soukakou, E. (2012). Measuring quality in inclusive preschool classrooms: Development and validation of the
Inclusive Classroom Profile (ICP). Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 27(3), 478-488.

Soukakou, E., Winton, P., & West, T. (2012). The inclusive classroom profile (ICP): Report on preliminary
findings of demonstration study in North Carolina. Chapell Hill, NC: NPDC, FPG Child Institute.

Soukakou, E. P., Winton, P. J., West, T. A,, Sideris, J. H., & Rucker, L. M. (2015). Measuring the quality of
inclusive practices findings from the inclusive classroom profile pilot. Journal of Early Intervention,
36(3), 223-240.

Spiker, D., Hebbeler, K. M., & Barton, L. R. (2011). Measuring quality of ECE programs for children with
disabilities. In M. Zaslow, I. Martinez-Beck, K. Tout & T. Halle (Eds.), Quality measurement in early
childhood settings (pp. 229-256). Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brookes Publishing.

Tekmen, B. (2005). A study on the structural and process of early childhood and care centers in Ankara.
(Unpublished master’s thesis), Middle East Technical University, The Graduate School of Social
Sciences, Ankara.

Wolery, R. A., & Odom, S. (2000). An administrator's guide to preschool inclusion. Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina, FPG Child Development Center, Early Childhood Research Institute on Inclusion.
Retrieved from http://fpg.unc.edu/node/784

Vlachou, A., & Fyssa, A. (2016). ‘Inclusion in practice’: Programme practices in mainstream preschool classrooms
and associations with context and teacher characteristics. International Journal of Disability,
Development and Education, 63(5), 529-544.

Yilmaz, B. (2014). Okul oncesi kaynastirma simiflarimin Kalitesinin degerlendirilmesi [Evaluating preschool
inclusion classrooms’ quality] (Unpublished master’s thesis, Gazi University, Institute of Educational
Sciences, Ankara, Turkey). Retrieved from
https://tez.yok.gov.tr/Ulusal TezMerkezi/tezSorguSonucYeni.jsp

OZEL EGITIM DERGISI


http://library.cu.edu.tr/tezler/6477.pdf
http://fpg.unc.edu/node/784
https://tez.yok.gov.tr/UlusalTezMerkezi/tezSorguSonucYeni.jsp

Ankara University Faculty of

»=  Educational Sciences Journal of Special
/ Education

Year:; 2018, Volume: 19, No: 1, Page No: 181-198

DOI: 10.21565/0zelegitimdergisi.279652

N
§
e
=
<

Isigiaq W

Received Date: 19.12.16
Accepted Date: 07.09.17

REVIEW
OnlineFirst: 16.09.17

Preschool Inclusion Quality: Context and Assessment

Betiil Yilmaz(>* Necdet Karasu =/*
Gazi University Gazi University

Abstract

There are several questions about the definition of inclusion, legal and educational requirements for inclusion,
features of inclusive settings, and families’ and teachers’ current states in inclusive education framework in
Turkey. In this respect, quality of inclusion may affect lots of dimensions about inclusion. Quality of preschool
inclusion is important in terms of implementation and effectiveness of practices, as well as services delivery. In
recent years, literature has been focused on “how” to deal with inclusion and how to make it qualified rather than
the meaning of inclusion. Preschool inclusion quality, characteristics of high-quality inclusion programs and
evaluation of quality issues are discussed in this article.
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Children with special needs in their early childhood periods can receive education together with their
typically developing peers in the preschool education settings within the framework of laws and regulations in
Turkey. As children with special needs coexist with typically developing peers in basic education classes, it brings
forward the concept of “inclusion”. This conceptis shapedon the basis of the least restrictive environments (Batu
and Kircaali-Iftar, 2005; Kargin, 2004; Salend, 1998).

Preschool inclusion differs from the other inclusive practices due to the fact that preschool education
schools have different physical features from the other schools, and they encapsulate developmental and child-
centered education programmes. As preschool children have different developmental characteristics than primary
school children, the academic success-oriented system is not included in the preschool period (Wolery and Odom,
2000). Research studies have been carried out for more than thirty years have shown that it is beneficial for children
with special needs to be in the same environment with their typically developing peers (Bruder, 2010; Henninger
and Gupta, 2014). Inclusion practices have more positive effects on the academic performance, social development
and behaviours of the children with special needs in the inclusion settings (Buysse and Bailey, 1993; Lipsky and
Gartner, 1996). For instance, language development and social skills of children are improving, and they make
significant progress in early literacy skills when they take part in social inclusion programmes (Green, Terry and
Gallagher, 2014; Rafferty, Piscitelli and Boettcher, 2003). Furthermore, they develop positive social interactions
with their peers (Hollingsworth and Buysse, 2009), and there is also an increase in the level of their social
acceptance (Odom et al., 2006). Children in inclusion settings are able to easily learn communication, social and
academic skills in the individualized education programmes compared to their peers who receive education in
segregated settings with similar characteristics (Hunt, Farron-Davis, Beckstead, Curtis and Goetz, 1994). When it
is evaluated in various aspects, the benefits of the inclusion practices for children with special needs are observedin
the least restrictive environments, and the expected goals are achieved through social relationships, active
participation, and increasing the learning objectives for all children (Odom, Buysse and Sokukakou, 2011). High
quality environments provide more behavioral and developmental progress for children (Bryant, Burchinal, Lau
and Sparling, 1994; Burchinal, Roberts, Nabors and Bryant, 1996); assessment and support of the preschool
inclusion programmes and provide point of views for teachers’ professional development (Soukakou, Winton,
West, Sideris and Rucker, 2015; Vlachou and Fyssa, 2016) and to create preschool inclusion quality standards
(Soukakou et al., 2015) are considered as significant dimensions.

As it is emphasized in the literature, contrary to the common belief, the cost of providing education in
inclusion settings for children with disabilities is not more expensive than the education provided in segregated
settings (Barton and Smith, 2014; Odom et al., 2001). There are many dimensions in regard to the success of
inclusion, achievements provided for children and families, the services provided within the scope of inclusion,
and the skills of personnel involved in inclusion. It also provides long-term and short-term benefits as well as the
low-cost implementation procedures, thus these dimensions lead the countries to follow preschool inclusion. In
addition, the quality of inclusion practices has often been dealt in literature as a significant issue in recent years.
When studies on the quality assessment are discussed inclusively, it should be emphasized that the interest for
preschool inclusion, indicators of the provided services in different dimensions, and preschool inclusion practices
should be supported (Loreman, Forlin and Sharma, 2014). The dimensions of the quality of inclusion programs
should be revealed for the organization, development, and evaluation of the curricula for the children with special
needs and their families to benefit from inclusion at utmost level (Buysse and Hollingsworth, 2009). Examining
the studies on the inclusion of children with disabilities, it is seen that one of the two directions is an assessment
of the quality (Odom et al., 2011). However, the quality of preschool inclusion settings has not been a mainly
focused issue in Turkey. Accordingly, the purpose of this article is to provide perspectives on this subject by
presenting information on the quality of preschool inclusion, the dimensions of the quality assessment and the
assessment tools that can be used for this purpose.
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Quality of Preschool Inclusion

Quality defined as a concept that has descriptive and normative features and can be dealt in many ways
(Adams, 1993) according to different groups. The definition of quality changes according to the different groups;
children, families, employers, and other service providers define quality in terms ofdifferent values and needs
(Katz, 1993, Layzer and Goodson, 2006). Furthermore, “quality” is dealt with four differentpoints of views,
including professionals, parents, children, and personnel/employees. The characteristics of the environment and
status of materials are reflected through the adults’ point of views; the quality is assessed by taking into account
the services received by families who have a different perspective outside of the schools and the experiences of
the personnel in the inclusion programmes (Katz, 1993). Nevertheless, Loreman et al. (2014), have also indicated
that inclusion quality can be evaluated in micro, meso and macro levels. Micro level defines classrooms and
individuals, meso level schools and macro level defines the system in which all these levels exist. Teachers in
micro levels play a critical role in executing the quality of inclusion environments, and they are significant factors
affecting the quality of education. In macro level, it is seen that attitudes towards inclusion, policies, the
development of a shared vision, education and support services; classroom, school, organization structures and
society are seen as key structures affecting preschool inclusion and quality (Buysse, Wesley, Brayant and Farner,
1999; Lieber et al., 2000; Loreman, 2007). In this context, preschool inclusion quality focuses on many various
factors such as characteristics of teachers and children, program variables, teaching strategies, partnership between
families and professionals, arrangements of the physical environments and materials, adapting daily routines and
individualization etc. (Cate, Diendorf, McCullough, Peters and Whaley, 2010).

There are many features that couldbe dealt in the scope of preschool inclusion quality. These features are
approached through dimensions such as structural quality which includes variables such as teacher-student ratio,
group size, and educational status of the teacher; process quality that affects the daily needs that are directly related
to teacher-child interaction, practice of the curriculum and finally the global quality or overall quality which is the
combination of two dimensions (Hestenes, Cassidy, Hedge and Lower, 2007; Hestenes, Cassidy, Shim and Hedge,
2008; Phillipsen, Burchinal, Howes and Cryer, 1997). While structural quality includes regulatable features,
process quality includes environmental features (Wolery and Odom, 2000). The measurement of structural quality
is relatively easy as information is gathered via interviews. However, process quality requires detailed and
extensive observations in different environments in a certain period of time (Ishimine and Tayler, 2014). Global
quality requires being dealt holistically with the process and structural quality as well as various dimensions of
quality. Structure, process and global quality features mostly reflect the researchers and professionals’ perspectives
on the quality. The measurement of global quality requires the evaluation of general quality indicators as well as
multidimensional data collection and evaluation in accordance with the dimensions such as access, participation,
and support published in the document by the institutions; The Division for Early Childhood of the Council for
Exceptional Children (DEC) and The National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) in
2009 (DEC and NAEYC, 2009). Access means removing physical barriers to provide various activities and
environments for children and making necessary arrangements to support their development and learning in the
best way. The universal design principles are also emphasized in the access dimension both in the physical and
learning environment (Barton and Smith, 2015). Participation is defined beyond the access dimension, and it
creates a sense of belonging for children by keeping them available for play and learning activities and create a
ground for support and high-quality inclusion practices. Furthermore, it is stated that inclusion covers the values,
policies, and practices supporting the rights of every child and parent, regardless of their skills, every child has the
right to participate in various activities as a member of society and all these dimensions constitutes the basis for
high-quality inclusion practices in preschool period (DEC and NAEYC, 2009).

Another point that is emphasized in literature related to preschool inclusion is the preschool education
influencing the quality of inclusion. The infrastructure that constitutes the assessment of the “quality of preschool
inclusion” includes the studies on the quality of preschool education environments. It is seen that there have been
many efforts for the preschool inclusion since the end of the 2000s. High-quality preschool education programmes
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are necessary for the quality of preschool inclusion programmes, though it is not enough. It is emphasized that the
developmental needs of children with disabilities should be met in the inclusion settings (Wolery and Odom, 2000).
There are limited research studies on the quality of preschool education in Turkey (Yilmaz, 2014), yet it is
noteworthy that the quality of inclusion has been recently emphasized as the main issue. It is seen that Ministry of
National Education has attempted to develop the quality and standards of the preschool education and aims to
create standards that support the development of all children, sensitive to the rights of education and development
of children with special needs in the preschool period (Milli Egitim Bakanligi, 2015).

Assessment of Preschool Inclusion Quality

Quality assessment is usually donein order to improve the practices and contribute to the policy
development in the scope of regulations/reviews and research within the framework of the certain approaches
(Siraj-Blatchford and Wong, 1999). There are many studies in literature evaluating the quality of inclusion settings
in order to ensure that children with special needs benefit from inclusion settings at utmost level, they develop
models related to this and present the existing situation (La Paro, Sexton and Snyder, 1998; Hestenes et al., 2008;
Fyssa and Vlachou, 2015). In order to evaluate the quality of preschool inclusion, it is seenthat many tools based
on different approaches are developed (Cate et al., 2010). The need for developing these tools arose from different
reasons. This need comes from;

1. evaluating long-term and short-term experiences of children in inclusion programmes to contribute to the
evidence-based practices and policies;

program evaluations related to alternative funding and professional development;
self-assessment for programs in order to improve their effectiveness;

developing the quality standards of inclusion;

a k~ N

evaluating accountability and policy evaluation (Lero, 2010).

In this context, the most common tools and features used in the research studies for evaluating preschool
inclusion quality are given below:

Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale (ECERS) is developed by Harms, Cryer and Clifford in
the year of 1980 and reviewed in 2007 (ECERS-Revised), the scale is used for evaluating the preschool education
programme and settings applied to children aged between 2.5-5 (Cate et al., 2010). It covers seven sub-dimensions
and 43 items, including classroom, furniture, personal care routines, language and reasoning, interaction, activities,
program structure, family, and staff. Although this tool evaluates the dimensions of early childhood programmes
in a valid and useful way, it is not developed as a tool that covers especially the classroom practices and children
with disabilities (Soukakou, 2012). However, it was used for evaluating the inclusion settings in some research
studies (La Paro et al., 1998; Buysse et al., 1999; Hestenes et al., 2008). There are 35 items in sub-dimension of
the latest updated ECERS, and it is used for evaluating the quality of preschool education settings of children
between the ages of 3-5 (http://www.ersi.info/ecers3.html). This scale which has been translated into several
languages and is widely used has also been used in Turkey to investigate the quality of early childhood education
settings (Aksoy, 2009; Feyman, 2006; G&l-Giiven, 2009; Giichan-Ozgiil, 2011; Kalkan, 2008; Tekmen, 2005;
Solak, 2007). Although it has some limitations, itis seen as a useful evaluation tool (Ishimine and Tayler, 2014).
There is also another version of the scale for evaluating the environment in which young children up to 30 months
are included. It is called "Infant / Toddler Environment Rating Scale (ITERS)" and has seven sub-dimensions and
39 items, including classroom and furniture, personal care and routines, listening and speaking, activities,
interaction, program structure, family, and personnel. The use of this tool requires training by the experts.
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The Quality Inclusive Experiences Measure (QUIEM) is developed by Wolery, Pauca, Brashers and
Grant in 2000 so in order to evaluate the experiences of children with special needs in the inclusion settings (as
cited in Soukakou, et al 2015). The objectives of the programme implemented in education environment are within
the scope of seven dimensions and include the support of institution employees, adequacy, and accessibility of the
physical environment, participation, adult-child communication and interaction, individualization and child-child
communication and interaction. This scale provides information on the general quality of the inclusion and the
experiences of a child who received inclusive education by taking a sample of the time and observing it by
recording the event, interviewing with the employees in institutions and making the review of the documents. It is
emphasized that there isa need for more research results to validate the use of QUIEMin order to measure the
quality of inclusion programmes (Odom et al., 2011). It is indicated that there is a need for conducting more
research studies on the psychometric features of the scale in the scope of availability and reliability of it (Fyssa
and Vlachou, 2015; Spiker, Hebbeler and Barton, 2011).

The SpeciaLink Early Childhood Inclusion Quality Rating Scale (SECIQR) which is createdon the
basis ofSpeciaLink Child Care Inclusion Practices Profile and Principles Scale developed by Irwin in 2005 (as
cited in Lero, 2010; Soukakou, 2012). This scale is finalized in 2009 and consists of two parts; practices and
principles (http://www.specialinkcanada.org/about/history.html). While the practices section consists of 11 items
and 158 indicators such as physical setting, education of the institution employees, therapies, preparation for the
school system and materials, and so forth, the principles section consist of 6 items and 92 indicators such as full
participation, leadership, zero rejection, leadership and precautionary principles. The inclusion quality is analysed
by collecting data through observation, document review, and interviews (Lero, 2010). This scale evaluates the
long-term and short-term effects of the inclusive practices on children and contributes to the evidence-based
policies and practices. It provides information on the development of quality standards, used for developing models
that can support the professional development by evaluating programmes (Cate et al., 2010). Like ECERS, each
item is scored with seven grades; there are 250 special indicators in 17 items (Spiker et al., 2011). The collected
data by the help of this scale provides information on the structure quality rather than the general quality of the
inclusion settings. It is indicated that the psychometric features of this scale should be supported with more
research studies (Soukakou, 2012).

Inclusive Classroom Profile (ICP) is applied in classrooms in which preschool inclusion practices are
conducted with children between the ages of 2-5, and at least one child has been diagnosed with a developmental
disability. A pilot study was conducted in England to determine the validity and reliability of the scale, and then
psychometric properties were tested in different studies (Soukakou, 2012; Soukakou, Winton and West, 2012;
Soukakou et al., 2015). There are 12 items in total including; adaptation of space, materials, and equipment, adult
involvement in peer interaction, adult guidance of children play, conflict resolution, membership, relationship
between adults and children, support for communication, adaptation of group activities, transition between
activities, feedback, family-professional partnerships, and monitoring children’s learning in ICP. The operational
definition of each item is explained, and the features related to the scoring are clarified separately. ICP is a likert
type scale scored in seven grades, 1 point for inappropriate and harmful applications and 7 points for the
applications that are considered to be beneficial for supporting individualization in inclusion. Developed in the
United Kingdom and used in the United States, ICP has been developed to be adapted to the other countries as
well (Soukakou, 2012). It can be used with the aim of professional development programme analysis and policy
development as well as providing information on the quality of preschool inclusion settings (Soukakou et al.,
2015). Its use requires standard training process and certificate. The tool was first translated into Turkish by Yilmaz
(2014), and several attempts were made to determine the quality of inclusion classrooms in the independent
kindergartens and private preschools in Ankara.

Quality Rating and Improvement System (QRIS) is used to assess the quality of early childhood
education programmes in several states in the USA, to increase the demands of the families for high-quality early
childhood education programmes, and to provide professional development in educational service providers (Cate
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et al., 2010). This system is usedin order to evaluate the quality of many state programmes, to monitor the quality
and development of these programmes and provide information to families and other parties related to this. The
QRIS system used by some of the states consists of performance standards in regard to children with disability and
their families. When these standards are examined, it is seen that different dimensions of inclusion are emphasized
on the basis of these standards (i.e., adaptations, activities intended for individualized education plans, professional
development, and so forth), though there is no agreement on the overall inclusion quality programme (National
Professional Development Center on Inclusion [NPDCI], 2009). QRIS is used effectively to establish standards
for the early childhood and quality programmes in preschool inclusion conducted in the USA.

In short, it is noteworthy that the tools whichare expressed as having strengths and weaknessesin terms
of their psychometric features, provide data for multidimensional evaluation, especially the general qualitative
evaluation through observation, interviews and document review. ECERS is among the most widely used tools in
evaluating preschool environments; itis stated that with the latest updates it is used for evaluating the preschool
inclusion environments. Compared to the other tools, QUIEM provides limited data, the findings supporting the
research should be revealed. SECIQR informs more about the structural quality and differs from the other tools in
terms of categorizing the items. ICP being a new and current scale provides a more extensive point of view in
terms of taking into account the literature in the dimension of preschool quality in terms of DEC and NAEYC
criteria (Soukakou, 2012). Moreover, it could be used not only for quality evaluation but also for professional
development, monitoring, and policy development. It is via the reflection of the usage of QRIS system that
exemplifies the evaluation of the program quality and also monitors their developments as well as contributing to
the formation of standards and enabling to be used in the region base of the tools for quality evaluation. However,
there is no system for evaluating the quality of preschool inclusion, so it canbe stated that QRIS is not only the
widespread system but also it provides limited data.

Conclusion and Implications

This article aims to bring forward the information which can be used as a starting point for quality
assessment and the assessment tools used in regard to the “preschool inclusion quality” that is frequently dealt in
literature in recent years. The preschool inclusion is a field that requires the provision of significant services for
the families and children with developmental disabilities in their early childhood and provides benefit for both
children with special needs and typically developing children (Henninger and Gupta, 2014). In order to increase
the service quality provided in this field and to produce high-quality inclusion practices, firstly it is necessary to
present the required dimensions and features of the “quality.” It is the feature of quality practices that make the
inclusion practices qualified rather than the fact that students with developmental disabilities are in the same
environment with the typically developing children. The quality in preschool inclusion covers many structural and
procedural features such as the classes of children with disabilities, interaction in these classes; from teachers’
experiences and their wages to their cooperation with the parents, and so forth. There are different scales to
measure these features. The professional development of these tools and their use in research studies are seen as a
key factor for high-quality preschool inclusion practices. Furthermore, it is suggested that in the preschool
inclusion access level; the universal design principles and supporting technologies should be used for learning, in
participation level; embedded education, natural education methods, and other supportive strategies should be in
classrooms, in support level; studies should be carried out related to professional development, cooperation models
and family-professional partnership (NPDCI, 2011). In the context of inclusion practices in Turkey, it is considered
that studies should be carried out in regard to access, participation and support level so as to prove how preschool
inclusion will be effective. Moreover, considering the developments related to “preschool inclusion quality” and
“preschool education quality,” it is seen that there is a need for conducting more studies within the scope of both
fields in Turkey. Additionally, it is significant to carry out studies to present the relationship between preschool
inclusion quality and dimensions related to process quality, structural quality, and general quality features. It is
indicated that the barriers against the high-quality preschool inclusion settings are related to the cooperation among
personnel training, preschool education, and special trainers (Odom and Bailey, 2001). From this point of view, it
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is noteworthy that there is a need for research studies that examine the influence of different studies on teachers’
professional development on the quality of preschool inclusion. It is important to integrate these practices into the
system and spread its area as well to integrate high-quality inclusion practices. At this point, it is considered to be
beneficial that information received by the assessment tools collected in the data based system to develop the
quality standards are meaningful and beneficial for children in preschool inclusion settings, their teachers, and

families.
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