
AMERICAN UNIVERSITY OF ARMENIA 

DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

INCLUSIVE EDUCATION IN ARMENIA: ACADEMIC OR 

SOCIAL BENEFITS? 

By 

Margarita Gaboyan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

May 2016 

Master’s Essay in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master 

of Arts in Political Science and International Relations 

 



2 
 

Acknowledgements 

I would like to express my sincere gratitude to Dr. Vache Gabrielyan, my Faculty advisor for his 

continuing support during my research. His guidance and advice have contributed much in the 

successful completion of this study.  

I also want to convey my best appreciations to all the members of the Faculty for the knowledge 

and skills I obtained within the two years of my studies.  

I would also like to thank the school administrators for their support in conducting the surveys in 

the inclusive classrooms. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3 
 

Table of Contents 

Glossary………………………………………………………………………………..…………4 

Introduction………………………………………………………………………………...…….5 

Literature Review …………………………………………………………………………..…...7 

     Disability, Inclusion and Inclusive Education……………………………………...……….7 

     Pros and Cons of Inclusive Education ……………………………………………...……..10 

     Armenian Legal Framework………………………………………………………...……..13 

     Relevance of the Study.…………………………………………...…………………………15 

Methodology…………………………………………………………………………………… 16 

Findings………………………………………………………………………………………….19 

     Peer Nomination……………………………………………………….…………………….19 

     Rating Scale…………………………………………………….……………………………20 

     Academic Benefits………………………………………………………………..………..24 

Discussion and Conclusion……………………………………………………………………..25 

References……………………………………………………………………………………….31 

Appendix 1………………………………………………………………………………………38 

Appendix 2………………………………………………………………………………………39 



4 
 

Glossary 

IE – Inclusive Education 

SEDL - Southwest Educational Development Laboratory 

SEN – Special Educational Needs 

UNESCO - The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

UNICEF - The United Nations Children's Fund  
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Introduction 

A basic human right to education is enshrined in the national constitutions across the globe. All 

the nations recognized everybody’s equal right to be educated and to have access to quality 

education. Thousands of action plans and agendas addressed the importance of educational 

integration in people’s physical and psychological development, participation in job market and 

their consequent contribution to the countries’ sustainable development. It was customary for 

children to be segregated into different categorical classrooms based on their gender, abilities, 

race, etc. However, the most common way of segregation is a disability-based one. The case of 

just being educated was satisfying enough for most policymakers. But when it became obvious 

that having parallel educational policies further strengthens vulnerable children’s segregation and 

that special education does not meet their educational and social needs, the last alternative 

remained the principle of mainstreaming. To ensure equality and non-discrimination within the 

educational institutions, the notion of inclusive education has come into play. 

Nowadays, mainstreaming policies are the most prominent ones in the national agendas. They 

employ different programs and tools to facilitate and foster handicapped children’s social 

inclusion and better academic performance. Over the years, many positive changes have been 

remarked in the development of IE policies. National legislations endorsed the principle of 

transforming regular schools into inclusive ones so that no single child is deprived of the right to 

be educated.  

Despite many efforts and attempts, studies show that the success of inclusive education is 

determined not only by governmental policies but also factors uncontrollable by them. Putting 

different people in one classroom does not mean integration yet. A huge process of inclusion is 
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subject to social phenomena such as perceptions, attitudes, as well as maltreatment towards 

handicapped people. Legal provisions and endorsed responsibilities cannot change peers’ 

mentality and perception about disability and disabled children. Being physically present, 

inclusive children are often isolated and categorized within the same classroom.   

Armenia as one of the signatory states of child rights conventions is implementing IE policy as 

well.  A number of studies have been conducted to see the gaps and implementation challenges 

of inclusive education in Armenia. The findings show that Armenian context does not differ 

much from the cases abroad. The main challenges are widely spread and recognized across the 

globe. There is a little knowledge about children’s perception about mainstreaming and the 

situation through their eyes. Thus, a research with child participants was highly needed for 

seeing the actual pattern. 

The current study is an effort to discuss the integration level and academic benefits of 

handicapped children in inclusive public elementary schools in Armenia. By understanding the 

current situation and children’s attitudes towards each other, it will be possible to measure the 

possible progress of recent years.  

This research studies integration through tendencies in friendships and neglectful attitudes based 

on disabilities and its impact on academic performance of disabled children.  
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Literature Review 

The concept of inclusive education has been widely researched and debated with the emergence 

of advocacy groups in the United States who were claiming the access of disabled children into 

the mainstream schools since 1980s (Skrtic 1991). As time passed by, the issue was largely 

recognized as an important agenda point for the national governments to address. Eventually, in 

1994 Salamanca World Conference endorsed the idea of inclusive education as a legal 

responsibility for all the UNESCO member states (Ainscow 2006).Within this framework, states 

were obliged to harmonize their domestic laws with the international duties so that to ensure the 

enrollment of every single child in mainstream schools regardless of disability level (UNESCO 

1994).  

Disability, Inclusion and Inclusive Education 

In order to have a better understanding of the policy, three main concepts are worth considering: 

disability, inclusion and inclusive education. Despite the fact that these terms are frequently used 

in the literature, there is no consensus about their exact meaning to date (McDonald and Tufue-

Dolgoy 2013; César and Santos 2006). 

In its simplest formation, disability is “any restriction or lack (resulting from an impairment) of 

ability to perform an activity in the manner or within the range considered normal for a human 

being” (WHO 1976). Scholars suggest three primary models of disability and corresponding 

solutions to them depending on different perspectives. The models can be listed as follows: 

1. Individual or medical: In this context it is believed that disability is a deviation from a 

normal human behavior which, if not healed, brings an extremely difficult situation 

(Harris 2001). 
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2. Social: The proponents of this model argue that the crux of the matter is in people’s 

attitudes. Differences between humans do not disable them to socialize with each other. It 

is society that artificially creates psychological barriers and hinders societal development. 

Meanwhile those differences should be accepted and considered as ordinary (Finkelstein 

1980). 

3. Human Rights: The uniqueness of this model lies in the fact that it not only encompasses 

the second one but also grounds it with the legally binding provisions. Disabled people do 

have an equal access to social services not due to others’ goodwill but due to their legitimate 

rights (UN 2006).  

Although this term embodies a number of concepts, there is a commonly shared view: disability 

causes certain kind of limitation to a person the actual reflection of which depends on the context 

(Gordon 2013).  

There is a degree of uncertainty around the terminology of inclusion as well. In a narrow sense, it 

presupposes the facilitation of social communication with non-disabled people (Clement and 

Bigby 2009). In a broader context, it includes his/her acceptance as an equal member of society, 

employment, as well as participation in community affairs (Hall 2010; Power 2013).The concept 

of inclusion overlaps with a number of notions: social capital, community participation, 

independent life, sense of belonging (Simplican et al. 2015) . However, in the scope of this 

research the most reasonable component appears to be the sense of belonging since it explains 

the importance of adjustment to the environment, not just placement in it (Power 2013). 

Applying these terms into the mainstream environment, social inclusion has come to refer to the 

interactions between disabled and non-disabled children, their mutual acceptance, as well as 
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friendships among them (Koster et al. 2010). Cruz-Saco and Hopkin add another important 

factor in this process: children should be encouraged to be however they want to be enjoying 

equal rights, opportunities and services at the same time (Amparo Cruz-Saco 2008; Hopkins 

1996 in De Silva 2013). 

As far as inclusive education is concerned, it encompasses a range of forms and understandings. 

As well defined by UNESCO (2005, 13),“Inclusive education is a process of addressing and 

responding to the diversity of needs of all learners through increasing participation in learning, 

cultures and communities, and reducing exclusion within and from education”.  

According to Ballard (1997), inclusive education has four main premises: non-discrimination, 

involvement with no exceptions, equal access, as well as emphasis on diversity instead of 

assimilation. Booth (1997) identifies two main processes leading to the inclusion which are an 

increase of participation and decrease of exclusionary practices within it. In addition, Almazan 

(2009) underlines three components contributing to the students’ inclusion rather than making 

them ‘islands in the mainstream’. Those are:  

1. Physical inclusion into mainstream classrooms by proper facilities; 

2. Social communication and friendship with peers; 

3. Full participation in the class activities.  

Wu (2007) identifies three major models of inclusive educations all of which are quite applicable 

across the globe: community-based, corporative and reverse. The first model refers to the case, 

when the school curriculum and teachers’ background have no specific considerations for 

disabled children who compose a very small part of the class. Corporative model is more 

progressive in the sense that combines both special and regular teachers, as well as has certain 
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curriculum adjustments. The last model suggests the enrollment of non-disabled children into the 

special settings. 

Pros and Cons of Inclusive Education  

The bulk of IE scholarship can be divided into three main groups: proponents, opponents and 

alternative proposers of inclusive education. Each of them is worth considering separately. 

The advocates of the inclusion idea assert that education is a basic human right and should be 

accessible to everyone regardless of any differences. Any attempt of segregation or 

discrimination among students is a direct violation of law because it presupposes labeling of 

disabled ones and consequent low expectations from them. As a result children end up benefiting 

neither academically nor socially (SEDL 2015). Moreover, scholars believe that special 

education cannot prepare students for the real life challenges inasmuch as the latter is not divided 

into special and normal parts. That is why students engaged in special schools usually become 

socially rejected and undereducated (Stainback and Stainback 1992; Bunch 1999; Biklen 1989; 

Buckley, Bird, and Archer 2002).In contrast, inclusive environments make it feasible for 

vulnerable children to develop social and behavioral skills in interaction with other students, as 

well as be ready for higher expectations. As Buckley’s study proves, pupils enrolled in 

mainstream classrooms have better expressive language skills than those in special ones. The 

major reason for that is the environment of ‘competent spoken language users’. As a result, the 

handicapped children have better academic performance and social status (Buckley, Bird, and 

Archer 2002; Wauters and Knoors 2007; Coben and Zigmond 1986; Carrington 1999; Teigland 

2009).As far as non-disabled children are concerned, those become more accepting and tolerant 
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due to interaction opportunities with the handicapped ones (Peck and Staub 2004; McGregor 

1993; Teigland 2009).  

In juxtaposition, the opponents of inclusive education firmly believe that an efficient inclusive 

education is not feasible in reality. They argue that teachers are forced to focus on 

‘underachievers’ sacrificing the potential of the talented students (Robbins 2007; Wiele 

2011).The principle of dedicating most of the time and energy to them decreases the balance 

within classmates. In this sense teachers meet certain challenges in handling the whole class 

(Tornillo 1994; Sklaroff 1994). Cook and Slee (1993) add that disability is impossible to 

eliminate by spending time with non-disabled children. Thus, the adoption of inclusive education 

creates an illusion of social benefit by a simple placement of everybody in the same room 

(Colker 2006). Even in cases of integration it does not bring an academic achievement to them 

yet. As a matter of fact, handicapped children have difficulties in the academic struggle and are 

not capable to keep up with their classmates (Wiele 2011). A short story about a child with 

autism bears testimony to that fact.  

“He felt different and like he didn’t really belong. He also remembered being teased when he 

couldn’t keep up with other kids. He liked his special education class placement because he 

didn’t feel different and he could help other kids”(Strout and Coots 2007, 13). 

Moreover, disabled children can hinder the learning process of others by their disobedience and 

sometimes unmanageable behavior (Cook and Slee 1993). Clark and others (1999) posit that 

executing inclusive practices can unavoidably cause adverse effects since students’ differences 

will make them segregated within the classroom. It is explained in a sense that a particular 

activity will be accepted differently by different children marginalizing some of them while 
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focusing on others. Thus, the crux of the matter is not in the truthfulness or wrongness of 

inclusion concept but its actual reflection in the real context. Ridsdale and Thompson, as well as 

Koster and others are in clear support for this argument pointing out the results of their surveys 

among handicapped children in United Kingdom and Netherlands. The respondents described 

their actual status as being marginalized and rejected among classmates. This opinion was shared 

even among those pupils that were deemed to be ‘socially popular’ by their peers (Thompson 

2002; Koster et al. 2010). It stands to reason that the student’s inclusion is highly dependent on 

his/her disability type. For instance, deaf children cannot develop socially because of inability to 

interact with others (Cohen 1994). The argument about the inclusion through individualization is 

rejected by this group of scholars too. They insist that it is more likely to happen in the smaller 

groups with specialized teachers and curricula which are possible only in special settings (SEDL 

2015).  

As a viable alternative, scholars have found a positive compromise between the inclusion and 

segregation. They suggest a pull-out program that would help children with different levels of 

disability to study in the general classroom. This is typical in terms of partial inclusion since 

children are engaged in the general settings having an optional one for an individualized 

attention and specialized instructions when needed (Kavale 2002; Wiele 2011). The primary 

argument is the unavailability of certain services in the mainstream classrooms (Mastropieri and 

Scruggs 2010). 

As the second option, scholars propose a peer support program. The primary aim is to integrate 

disabled children with the academic and social help of their peers. Children with the most 

developed social skills and eagerness to help are invited to a range of seminars in order to get a 

better understanding of disabilities and related problems. The next step is the organization of 
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extracurricular activities with the vulnerable children in order to increase the degree of their 

proximity. The peer support program makes it feasible for classmates to interact with each other 

more frequently, help in class activities and consequently brings not only social but also 

academic benefits (Copeland et al. 2004; Carter et al. 2015). 

What most scholars agree upon is that inclusive education is not just a placement of disabled and 

non-disabled children in one classroom. It is a huge and endless process that requires political 

will, strong cooperation and common values. All these factors shape the actual relationship 

between teachers and students, public acceptance, as well as school preparedness for the proper 

implementation of the policy (Hargreaves 2004; Ainscow 2006).  

Armenian legal framework of Inclusive Education 

After looking at the global scope of the concept, it is also vital to focus on the national level. 

Armenia, as one of the signatory states of the international conventions, endorsed its willingness 

to ensure an equal access to education by its legal acts and adopted policies.  

First and foremost, RA Constitution highlights the principle of everybody’s equal right to be 

educated (RA Government 1995). Secondly, the Education Law (1999) claims the democratic 

essence of the education and gives legitimate rights to parents to decide the education institution 

for their children. The Law on Education of Persons in Need of Special Education Conditions 

(2005) creates several criteria for children’s enrollment in regular educational institutions. Only 

those handicapped children are eligible to study in the inclusive settings that have the following 

kinds of disability: 

1. Speech impediments; 

2. Hearing disorders or deafness; 
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3. Mental retardation; 

4. Violations of the musculoskeletal system; 

5. Problems of psychological development; 

6. Emotional or behavioral disorders.  

Eventually, the Law on General Education directly put the concept of inclusive education on the 

agenda. It requires the transformation of special schools into the inclusive ones (RA National 

Assembly 2009). As a result, there are 180 inclusive schools operating across Armenia (RA 

Ministry of Education and Science 2015). In line with the achieved progress, UNICEF points out 

the main measures to be taken for ensuring the policy’s success in the country: 

1. School curriculum in a way that encourages full participation of everybody; 

2. Provision of psychological and health services for children; 

3. Raising public awareness and propagating support towards disabled children (UNICEF 

2015).  

The above utterances show the need to work harder and fill the missing gaps in the 

implementation stage of the policy. Along with pros and cons, Armenian government expresses 

its political will to improve situation in the country and make it feasible for every single child to 

have access to the general education as one of the basic human rights. 

Relevance of Study 

Inclusive Education is one of the prominent public policies in Armenia since 2009 which was 

materialized with the Action Plan of 2011-2015. Hence, it is important to see whether the policy 

serves its purpose and how it is reflected on the target population. 
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The topic is relevant in the sense that it not only raises the notion of basic human right to primary 

education but also the principle of non-discrimination, tolerance and equality in the society. It 

primarily highlights the importance of inclusive education in societal development since those 

disabled children that do not see intolerant attitudes and segregation, have higher chances to 

participate in civic activism, job market, as well as community development in the future. 

The abovementioned statements and contradictory experiences highlight the importance of more 

study in the field so that to ensure a more objective and comprehensive perception of the policy. 

In order to see how the actual pattern in Armenia is different from the cases described in the 

literature and how Armenian children benefit from it, it is vital to conduct a research that is based 

on primary data. 
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Methodology 

The current study aims to assess the academic achievements and social status of disabled 

children that are already enrolled in the inclusive settings in Armenia. Literature review shows a 

clear contradiction between different studies conducted abroad. A group of scholars argue that 

inclusive environment is just a placement of everyone in one classroom which does not bring 

neither social nor academic benefits (Buckley, Bird, and Archer 2002; Wauters and Knoors 

2007; Coben and Zigmond 1986; Carrington 1999; Teigland 2009). Others assert that disabled 

children have more possibilities to be integrated when they study in mainstream classrooms. In 

addition, children improve their learning skills by communicating with non-disabled ones (Cook 

and Slee 1993; Colker 2006; Thompson 2002; Koster et al. 2010). Thus, in order to understand 

the tendencies in the Armenian context, the addressed research questions are the followings: 

RQ 1: Are disabled children socially integrated in the inclusive schools? 

RQ 2: Do more integrated disabled children have better academic performance? 

Accordingly, the hypotheses of the study are as follows: 

H1: Disabled children are socially integrated in the inclusive schools. 

H2: More integrated disabled children have better academic performance. 

In order to answer the abovementioned research questions, a sample of several inclusive 

schoolrooms was constructed. Non-probability purposive sampling strategy was used since the 

target population is school-age children. Thus, the study was conducted in five inclusive 

classrooms of different public elementary schools in Yerevan. The mainstream settings were 
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comprised of 20-25 children at average. The children were pupils of four to six grades. The 

overall sample represents 18 disabled and 109 non-disabled children.  

With an eye to answer the first research question, the sociometric assessment measures (Gresham 

1981) were employed in those five inclusive settings. Two measurement tools were the rating 

scale and peer nomination (Appendix 1). The questionnaires were exactly the same for both 

handicapped and non-handicapped children so that to ensure an equal treatment and non-

discrimination towards them. Children were told in advance that those questions were for an 

independent researcher and would not be recorded for in-school purposes. The utmost attention 

was given to children’s being comfortable with the questionnaire and having no impact on each 

other’s answers. 

The peer nomination represents two questions aimed at finding out the priorities in the 

friendships. Children were asked to nominate three classmates whom they considered as their 

best friends. Another question was about nominating those with whom they communicate less 

frequently. As a result, two categories were formed: most and least communicative children. 

As far as the rating scale is concerned, it introduces a method of rating the classmates by the 

corresponding icons. The importance of this questionnaire is in its being available for children in 

a sense that they can mark a smile that matches their attitude most of all towards a particular 

classmate. As a result, there are three categories: rejection, neglect and acceptance. T-tests were 

used to find the differences and gap between handicapped and non-handicapped children’s 

inclusion. These two measurement tools were analyzed separately and merged later on to see the 

extent of disabled children’s social integration. In addition, disabled children’s answers were 
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taken into consideration with the purpose to find out their perspective and opinion about  their 

own social status. 

In order to answer the second question, the outcome of the first part of the research was highly 

important. Thus, those disabled children that were found out to be more integrated by the 

sociometric assessment results, were compared with the rest. Since grades are the main 

indicators of academic performance, it was decided to measure their academic benefits taking 

into consideration the average grades of the final semester. T-tests were utilized to see whether 

there was a statistically significant difference between average grades of integrated and non-

integrated handicapped schoolchildren. This helped to see whether the integration in the 

inclusive environment brought academic benefits or not. 
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85.83
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14.17
% 

N=127

Non-
disabled

Disabled

Findings 

The overall sample population consists of 127 children enrolled in public elementary inclusive 

schools of Yerevan (See Figure 1). Upon consent of 

school administration, all children of five mainstream 

classrooms were given questionnaires. Building up the 

first result to the second one, the comparative analysis of 

average semester grades was conducted that revealed the 

necessary information about integration’s impact on academic achievements. 

                                                                                                                     

 

 

Peer nomination 

In order to see the actual social status of 

disabled children, the questionnaires filled 

by non-disabled ones were taken into 

account. Out of eighteen handicapped pupils, 

only six have been nominated as best friends 

with the mean frequency of 1-3. Thus, the 

mean frequency in friendships per disabled 

child is 0.62 (See Table 1; N=18).  

In contrast, almost thirteen disabled children are in the group of people with whom non-disabled 

ones communicate least of all. The mean frequency of being nominated in that category per child  

Table 1: Best Friend Nomination 

  

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0 12 66.7 66.7 66.7 

1 3 16.7 16.7 83.3 

2 1 5.6 5.6 88.9 

3 2 11.1 11.1 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0  

Figure 1 Descriptive Statistics 
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is 3.23 (See Table 2; N=18). Almost 72.2% of handicapped pupils were nominated in the 

category at least once. The rest of 

inclusive children are in neither 

category.  

As a result of these nominations, 

seven participants found out to be 

more socially integrated than others. 

They had more nominations in “Best 

friend” category and less 

nominations in “Least 

Communicated” one. 

 

 

 

 

Rating scale 

To measure the level of acceptance, rejection or neglect among regular schoolchildren towards 

inclusive ones, they were asked to mark the corresponding icons in front of their names. To 

ensure a more comprehensive and objective result, the comparison of attitudes was conducted 

among each other, on one hand, and towards disabled children on the other. This comparison was 

important for understanding the actual gap in their social statuses. 

Table 2: Least Communicated Nomination 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

0 5 27.8 27.8 27.8 

1 1 5.6 5.6 33.3 

2 3 16.7 16.7 50.0 

3 2 11.1 11.1 61.1 

4 2 11.1 11.1 72.2 

6 3 16.7 16.7 88.9 

9 1 5.6 5.6 94.4 

10 1 5.6 5.6 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
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When referring to the rejection category, the 

mean frequency of being rejected in case of 

handicapped children (M=5.82) is two times 

higher than in case of non-handicapped ones 

(M=2.56). The null hypothesis of T- test 

assumes equal variance between two samples. 

Analyzing Table 3, it can be noted that the null 

hypothesis is rejected. Thus, there is a 

statistically significant difference between two 

samples (p=3.82; t Stat> t Critical). 

Accordingly, regular peers are much more 

accepted than inclusive ones. 

As far as the neglect category is concerned, there 

is no statistically significant difference between 

attitudes towards disabled and non-disabled 

children. Thus, there is no correlation between 

disability and neglect level by the regular 

classmates. The ones that are non-disabled 

(M=6.9) have an equal probability to be neglected 

as disabled ones (M=6.8). Hence, the null 

hypothesis is accepted (See Table 4; p=0.45; t 

Stat< t Critical).  

 

Table 3: t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal Variances 

  

  

  Disabled Non-disabled 

Mean 5.82352941 2.564814815 

Variance 20.0294118 7.706040152 

Observations 18 109 

Pooled Variance 9.30908036   

Hypothesized Mean 

Difference 0   

Df 125   

t Stat 4.09330653   

P(T<=t) one-tail 3.8207E-05   

t Critical one-tail 1.6573364   

P(T<=t) two-tail 7.6414E-05   

t Critical two-tail 1.97943869   

 

Table 4: t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal Variances 

  

 

  

  5 8 

Mean 6.882353 6.962962963 

Variance 13.61029 8.316372447 

Observations 18 109 

Pooled Variance 9.005013   

Hypothesized Mean 

Difference 0   

df 125   

t Stat -0.10295   

P(T<=t) one-tail 0.459085   

t Critical one-tail 1.657336   

P(T<=t) two-tail 0.91817   

t Critical two-tail 1.979439   
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Table 5 shows that children with 

disabilities (M=6.9) have lower chances 

to be accepted than their regular 

classmates (M=9.5). There is a 

statistically significant difference 

between two sample means. That is why 

the null hypothesis is rejected (See Table 

5; p=0.01; t Stat> t Critical). 

 

 

 

In addition to the regular classmates’ attitude, it is also vital 

to concentrate on the disabled pupils’ perception about their 

status in the mainstream settings. In the Table 6, there are 

the nominations by eleven disabled children that were 

present in the classrooms on the survey days. As well 

illustrated, the vast majority (96.9 %) of non-handicapped 

classmates are nominated both as best friends and classmates 

with whom inclusive children communicate least of all (See Table 6).  

  

 

Table 6: Disabled children’s perspective 

Nominated 

classmates 

Best Friends Least 

communicated 

classmates 

Disabled  1 1 

Non-

Disabled 

32 32 

Total 33 33 

 

Table 5: t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal Variances 

  

  

  3 6 

Mean 6.941176471 9.537037037 

Variance 23.18382353 19.31637245 

Observations 18 109 

Pooled Variance 19.81945551   

Hypothesized Mean 

Difference 0   

Df 125   

t Stat -2.234687674   

P(T<=t) one-tail 0.01362166   

t Critical one-tail 1.657336397   

P(T<=t) two-tail 0.02724332   

t Critical two-tail 1.979438685   
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58.1% 

28.6% 

13.30% 

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

Accepted Neglected Rejected

When referring to the neglect, reject and accept categories, it becomes clear that the majority of 

non-disabled children are accepted by their inclusive peers (58.1 %).  Moreover, there is a very 

low rejection level towards non-disabled children (See Figure 2).  

Taken together, these two results suggest 

that inclusive peers do not feel different or 

segregated among regular classmates. They 

nominate non-disabled children as their 

best friends having an option to nominate 

friends among themselves. In addition, they 

generally accept non-handicapped peers 

and have positive attitude towards them.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Disabled Children's perspective 
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Academic benefits 

Inferring from the peer nomination 

measurement results, out of eighteen, 

seven inclusive pupils were found to be 

more integrated than other eleven (See 

Figure 2). Then, the average grades of 

each category were compared by T-tests to 

see whether integration in mainstream 

settings gives academic advantages to 

them or not. It can be stated from the table 

on the left, that grades do not differ from 

each other depending on the integration 

level (See Table7; p=0.1; t Stat> t Critical). Thus, friendships and more frequent communication 

with non-disabled children do not bring better academic performance.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7: t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming 

Equal Variances   

  

 

  

  Integrated Non-Integrated 

Mean 6.887142857 6.39 

Variance 1.54742381 0.938290909 

Observations 7 11 

Pooled Variance 1.153278992   

Hypothesized Mean 

Difference 0   

Df 16   

t Stat 0.973367533   

P(T<=t) one-tail 0.17200911   

t Critical one-tail 1.739606726   

P(T<=t) two-tail 0.34401822   

t Critical two-tail 2.109815578   
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Discussion and Conclusion 

Inclusive education is a complex and endless process that requires consistent efforts and 

regularly renewed approaches. The perspectives to look into the policy and its impact are 

diverse. So are the perceptions.  One can hardly state the absolute advantages and disadvantages 

of inclusive environment and find clear-cut solutions to the mainstreaming problems.  

In the scope of the current research, the focus is on the social and academic benefits provided by 

the inclusive schools. That is why the direct participation of children has been highly required for 

studying the actual situation more objectively and without any intervention of parents or 

teachers. It is children that can provide the needed information about what really happens within 

their settings and how it contributes to their performance. Thus, employing the sociometric 

methods was one of the possible ways to see the situation through their eyes. 

In regard with the limitations of the study, it should be mentioned that five classrooms in 

Yerevan do not represent a generalizable sample of 180 operating inclusive schools so that to 

infer about the inclusive education policy in Armenia. Thus, the conclusions are within the small 

sample size and do not show the overall situation in Armenia.  

The results of the peer nomination and rating scale are relatively close to each other. If we judge 

strictly based on the quantitative data we can state that disabled children are quite segregated 

within the inclusive settings and the latter further increases their isolation. The findings support 

the idea that the majority of handicapped schoolchildren is rejected by their peers and has a very 

low social status in the class. Almost 88.9% of children with disabilities fall under the rejection 

category up to 14 times per child. This is a clear evidence of the statements mentioned in the 

literature which suggest that though their daily presence in the classroom and possible 
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participation give higher chances to be engaged, regular students still have negative attitudes and 

misperceptions about disabilities. Meanwhile one of the major objectives of the policy was to 

teach young generation to be tolerant and respectful towards handicapped ones. The opportunity 

to be in the same room with non-disabled children and being rejected at the same time further 

strengthens disabled children’s physical and psychological isolation. 

As far as the neglect category is concerned, with one exception, all the inclusive pupils are 

ignored by their peers by mean frequency of 6.8 times. Although it is close to non-disabled 

children’s statistical data, the problem is that disabled ones are neglected mainly not because of 

their personal characteristics or bad behavior but because of their obvious differences.  

In line with the third category findings, it can be stated that inclusive schoolchildren tend to be 

less accepted by their peers than the latter among each other. Despite the fact, that acceptance is 

not a friendship yet, it is also hardly given to the disabled pupils. This finding even more 

underlines the negative attitudes towards them.  

In addition, it is also vital to see the tendencies of friendships between disabled and non-disabled 

children, as well as the frequency of their communication.  In the given five inclusive settings, 

66.7% of inclusive children are excluded from the “best friend” category. The rest of them are 

mentioned up to three times per child. Within this scope, it is quite encouraging to see that some 

part of regular classmates prioritizes relations with handicapped children over non-handicapped 

ones. When a regular peer chooses a disabled child as his/her best friend that means a huge 

progress in terms of changing attitudes and perceptions behind. It does mean that those few 

regular students have changed their perceptions about disabilities due to studying in the same 

setting with inclusive ones. This is clear evidence to the fact, that inclusive education brings an 
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opportunity for social integration but the latter is a gradual and slow process. Though having a 

small scale success, the integration process seems to be started. 

On the contrary, 72.2 % of disabled pupils are nominated as the ones with whom the respondents 

communicate least of all. In light of this result the enrolled handicapped peers are quite 

neglected. This shows that the majority is not ready for engaging disabled people in their settings 

yet.  

From the perspective of disabled schoolchildren, most of the regular peers are accepted. In like 

manner, more than 90 percent of best friend nominations are for non-disabled ones. In line with 

these findings, it can be assumed that disabled children feel integrated in the inclusive settings 

and look for friendships mostly with the regular ones. On the other hand, the least communicated 

peers are non-handicapped students as well. Mutually excluding the importance of each other, 

the results of both categories suggest that inclusive children mostly consider regular ones as their 

classmates having either negative or positive attitudes towards them while neglecting the peers 

of their own category. Building upon this assumption, handicapped pupils do not feel segregated 

and isolated and have a desire to be integrated in the mainstream settings. In other words, 

inclusive education provides those social opportunities and benefits that disabled children are 

looking for.  

Summing up the results of sociometric assessment, it can be emphasized that the integration 

process has started with minor success stories but continues to face long-term and quite well-

grounded challenges in terms of perceptions and attitudes that are pretty hard to overcome. The 

evidence suggests the following pattern: the vast majority of disabled children do continue to be 

isolated psychologically given their physical presence. The latter has seemed to be the major 
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obstacle on the way to their social integration. Meanwhile it is not. The placement of people with 

obvious differences is not yet a solution for their social integration. However, a few cases of 

friendships should not be overlooked inasmuch as they bear testimony to the fact that the policy 

has reached minor achievements. Over the years, there could be more results but the initial ones 

are already remarked. 

Coming to the academic achievements, it should be claimed that due to time constraints, 

comparison of grades was the only possible way to measure them. As one of the prominent 

objectives of inclusive education was to achieve academic advantages through social integration, 

it was important to see the progress. Since it was impossible to compare the grades of special and 

inclusive schoolchildren because of different curriculum considerations and approaches, it was 

decided to compare disabled children in a given setting in line with their integration levels. As 

data show, there is no statistically significant difference between integrated and non-integrated 

handicapped children. Thus, social inclusion within the mainstream environment does not bring 

better academic performance. Those disabled children that interact more with non-disabled ones 

do not have higher grades. Consequently, friendships and communication are no guarantee of 

better education. 

The current data is worth considering in the global context for measuring the comparative 

success of mainstreaming in Armenia. To that end, a number of studies of peer sociometric 

assessment should be referred to. Coben and Zigmond (2001) conducted their research in 4 

Pennsylvanian public schools having a sample of 237 children. The results of their study suggest 

that inclusive students are less accepted and less rejected than their regular peers while they both 

are equally neglected with no statistically significant difference in sample means. Likewise, there 

is huge gap in “friendship” and “least communication” nominations. Very few disabled children 



29 
 

are considered to be best friends and the majority of them are the ones with whom the peers 

interact least of all. The overall data shows the continuous segregation within the mainstream 

classrooms. The only difference with our sample is that Armenian inclusive peers are more 

rejected than regular ones in contrast to the abovementioned sample. Thus, integration is less 

successful in our case. Prillaman’s study (1981) in two public elementary schools in Washington 

shows that there is no statistically significant difference between the social statuses of inclusive 

and regular students. However, children with disabilities are twice more in the ‘isolate’ category 

as those without disabilities. In this category, children either did not get any nomination or got 

very few. In contrast, Pavri and Luftig (2001) display a totally contradicting pattern in a rural 

school in Ohio with the sample of 83 children. The data proves that children with handicaps are 

less popular in the classroom and feel lonelier than regular ones. The same assumption is 

supported by Avramidis (2009) who did her research in 7 primary schools in the North of 

England. The assessment measures were directed at self-perception and social status of children 

with special educational needs (SEN). As a result, those with SEN have been nominated less 

frequently as friends of the respondents and have lower social status in the classrooms. 

To conclude, there is no a clear-cut and definite pattern among the mainstreamed schoolchildren 

across the globe. Most of the studies suggest that integration process is unsuccessful or has minor 

positive changes. Although a range of internal and external factors seem to make the case studies 

incomparable, the overall situation is the same.  

Coming back to the hypotheses of the current study, it should be stated: 
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1. Hypothesis that states that disabled children benefit socially in the inclusive schools is 

partially accepted taken into consideration “best friend” nominations and disabled 

children’s self-perception. 

2. The second hypothesis assuming that more integrated disabled children have higher 

grades is rejected since there is no statistically significant difference between two sample 

means. 

As a final point, it is worth referring to the reviewed literature and mentioning a viable solution 

that was proven to be successful. Peer support programs that were suggested by a number of 

scholars (Copeland et al. 2004; Carter et al. 2015) suppose regular trainings for those non-

handicapped peers that have better interpersonal skills. The trainings are aimed at explaining the 

disabilities and challenges caused by them so that children have a better understanding of the 

actual situation of their disabled peers. After the trainings, a number of extracurricular activities 

are organized with participation of those trained regular students. Those activities foster a better 

and faster social integration of mainstreamed peers. The program is highly recommended in our 

inclusive education policy as well, since there is a potential for making it better.  

To conclude, IE policy within the scope of current study happens to be ineffective. Though the 

case study of a few elementary public schools cannot be considered a viable and generalizable 

sample, it shows that inclusive schoolchildren do continue to be segregated coupled with the 

negative perceptions of their regular peers. With minor positive outcomes, the integration 

process is overall unsuccessful and faces a range of challenges that are not dealt with yet.  
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Appendix 1 - Questionnaire (English) 

 

Your name_________________ 

 

Mention three classmates: 

Your best friends ___________________________________________ 

With whom you communicate least of all_______________________________ 

 

Choose the icon that corresponds to your attitude: 

Classmate 1 (name, surname)           

 

Classmate 2 (name, surname)            
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Appendix 2 - Questionnaire (Armenian) 

 

Քո անունը _________________ 

 

Նշիր 3 հոգու անուն, ում համարում ես քեզ մոտ ընկեր 

_____________________________________________________________  

Նշիր 3 հոգու անուն ում հետ ամենից քիչն ես 

շփվում______________________________________________________ 

Նշիր քո վերաբերմունքին համապատասխանող պատկերը. 

Համադասարանցի 1 (անուն, ազգանուն)         

Համադասարանցի 2 (անուն, ազգանուն)      

 

 


