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There are qualitative studies aimed at identifying the problems encountered in the course of preparing 
individualized education programs (IEP). However, these studies are conducted with only a few 
participants. There is a need to test the results on a larger sample size. A questionnaire based on 
findings of interview techniques, used in qualitative research methodology, is developed. Using this 
questionnaire will identify the actual problems based on wider sample size, creating guidance for the 
required measures and actions. Thus, the purpose of this study is to identify the processes of 
preparing individualized education programs by special education teachers and of the problems they 
encounter. The sample group for this study, which utilized cross-sectional screening methods, is 1,000 
teachers working in the special education field. At the end of the study, in addition to characteristics of 
IEP planning, performance measurement and IEP drafting by teachers, findings on problems faced due 
to teacher, room, material, parent, student, and personnel, in the course of preparation of IEP, were 
identified.  
 
Key words: Individualized education program, individualized instruction plan, problems, questionnaire, cross-
sectional screening. 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Individualized education programs (IEP) are special 
education programs, developed in writing, by an 
educational institution specifically for a student with 
disabilities, intending to meet the special needs and 
requirements of the students, teachers, and parents 
(Gibb and Taylor, 2016; Vuran, 2000). IEPs also  referred 

to as complete service plans, are plans in which all 
services to be provided to students with disabilities are 
planned and coordinated (Fiscus and Mandell, 2002; 
Özyürek, 2004).  

IEP covers the present levels of educational 
performance  of  the   student  in  areas  affected   by  the 
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disability, annual goals and short-term objectives, 
description of the needed special education and related 
services, description of general curriculum areas the 
students can participate in, assessment period, and 
information on how and how often the parents will be 
informed (Pierangelo and Giuliani, 2007; Siegal, 2003). 

Individualized instruction plans (IIP) are plans that are 
developed based on IEP and describe in detail the 
education to be carried out by teachers with the student. 
Common elements of IEP and IIP are present levels of 
educational performance of the student, annual goals, 
and short-term objectives. IIP, differing from IEP, 
contains such information as instructional goals, 
instructional method, materials, prompt level, 
reinforcement type and schedule, assessment method 
and, frequency (Fiscus and Mandell, 2002; Özyürek, 
2004). For the sake of fluency in this article, we have 
opted to use only abbreviations of both of these terms. 
The IEP preparation process comprises three stages; 
planning, determination of performance level, and 
drafting. 
 
 

IEP development planning 
 

Collection of information 
 

The first step in the determination of performance level is 
the collection of information about the student. First, to 
get to know the student, all existing records must be 
collected, filed, and reviewed. Documents suggested for 
this review are medical and health information, school 
reports or development reports indicating the school’s 
success, student personal file, etc. (Downing, 2010; 
Ireland, 2006). In addition, interviews are held with the 
student’s parents, present teacher or previous teachers, 
school counselor, and other school personnel who may 
have student information, or with the student 
himself/herself to learn his/her prioritized needs. 
Observation of the student at different times of day and in 
different environments also provides significant 
information about the student (Browder et al., 2011; 
Downing, 2010; Ireland, 2006). Furthermore, review of 
standardized test results such as intelligence tests, 
communication, and language skills assessment tests, 
applied in the previous years, and developmental scale 
results such as Denver, Portage, etc., and criterion-
referenced tests applied in the previous instruction 
period, and if any, student’s portfolio and portfolio 
development reports are also helpful and useful for 
getting to know the student (DM Browder et al., 2011; 
Gürsel, 2000; Gürsel and Vuran, 2010). 
 
 

IEP planning meetings  
 

IEP team members participate in IEP planning  meetings.  

 
 
 
 
IEP team members consist of the educational institution’s 
directors, school counselor, psychological counselor, the 
teacher assigned for preparation of education program, 
educators who play a role in the education of the student 
outside the educational institution, and teachers, 
classroom teachers and/or branch teachers who have 
taught the student in previous years, support service 
professionals who provide the support needed by the 
student such as physiotherapists, speech-language 
therapists, occupational therapists, student’s parents, and 
the student himself/herself.  IEP meetings are repeated 
several times during the year for exchange of information 
among team members and/or for assessment of the 
development of the student prior to preparation of IEP 
(Batu, 2000; Blackwell and Rossetti, 2014; Bryant et al., 
2008; Gibb and Taylor, 2016; Winterman and Rosas, 
2014).  
 
 
Determination of performance level 
 
Preliminary assessment  

 
Following the collection of general information about the 
student, more systematic work is performed for the 
guidance of planning of instruction. The first study 
performed is preliminary assessment activity. Preliminary 
assessment activities are rough assessments performed 
without entering into details for both determining the 
strong and weak skills of the student in the 
developmental areas dimension, and identifying the units 
and subjects the student did or did not learn in the 
curriculum courses. Developmental scales providing 
systematic information are suggested to be used for 
preliminary assessment of student in developmental 
areas (Browder et al., 2011; Gürsel, 2000; Ireland, 2006; 
Siegal, 2003). Included among the main developmental 
scales used in Turkey are Denver Developmental 
Screening Inventory, Ankara Developmental Screening 
Inventory (AGTE), Gazi Early Childhood Assessment 
Tool (GEÇDA), Portage Developmental Assessment 
Inventory, Küçük Adımlar Developmental Screening 
Inventory, and Early Development Phases Inventory 
(EGE). In Turkey, education programs and performance 
measurement forms, published by the Special Education 
General Directorate of the Ministry of National Education, 
are used for curriculum-based preliminary assessment. 
The programs and forms include “Special Education and 
Rehabilitation Centre Mentally Disabled Individuals 
Support Education Program”, “Performance Measurement 
Form for Individuals with Speech and Language 
Disturbances”, “Performance Measurement Form for 
Individuals with Special Learning Disability”, “Performance 
Measurement Form for Individuals with Pervasive 
Developmental Disorders”. In addition, development and 
curriculum preliminary assessment forms prepared by the  



 
 

 
 
 
 
related field teachers themselves by scanning the body of 
literature or curriculum program and by taking into 
consideration the peculiarities and general levels of 
students of their own classes are also used.  
 
 
Detailed assessment  
 
Weak skills determined as a result of preliminary 
assessment are prioritized, and detailed assessment is 
started on skill level. Detailed assessment on skill level is 
performed by means of criterion-referenced tests. In 
criterion-referenced tests developed based on skill 
analysis, concept analysis, or unit analysis, a certain 
knowledge, skill or subject may be accepted to have 
been learned only if and to the extent, it meets the 
targeted mastery level criteria (Gürsel, 2000; Ünal, 2017). 
In IEP, criterion-referenced tests are used basically for 
two purposes. First, these tests make a significant 
contribution to the planning of individualized instruction 
by ensuring detailed assessment of the student in terms 
of a single skill/task, thus determining the steps of that 
skill/task the student can or cannot do, and identification 
of the level of help the student needs for fulfilment of the 
steps that the student could not do. Secondly, 
benchmarks determined in the student’s IEP make it 
possible to monitor the progress of the student towards 
annual goals and short-term objectives. Therefore, it is 
important for teachers entrusted with the task of 
preparation of IEP to know how to prepare and apply 
criterion-referenced tests (Browder et al., 2011; Bryant et 
al., 2008; Gürsel and Vuran, 2010). 

Collection of information about the student, use of 
preliminary assessment forms and performance of 
detailed assessments on each of the weak skills to 
determine the student’s performance level is a time-
consuming process.   
 
 
IEP drafting 
 
Scope of IEP  
 
IEP covers mainly the areas of development and 
curriculum. Included among the main developmental 
areas are cognitive, social, motor, language skills, and 
daily life and self-care abilities.  Scope of IEP changes 
according to student’s age and degree of effects of 
disability. While it is limited to only developmental areas 
in the early childhood period, at the preschool age range, 
preschool curriculum programs are also added (Browder 
et al., 2011; Bryant et al., 2008; Erbaş, 2000). As the 
student grows older, in addition to the developmental 
areas, curriculum program areas compatible with age 
groups are also included in the IEP. Regardless of the 
age of the student, as the student is affected by disability,  
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developmental areas which may negatively affect the 
student’s educational performance are included in the 
program (Ireland, 2006; Siegal, 2003; Winterman and 
Rosas, 2014). Therefore, to keep the scope of IEP of a 
student affected from disability limited to only curriculum 
areas, and to disregard the fact that there may also be 

deficiencies in student’s developmental areas cause the 
preparation of an unrealistic IEP.  
 
 
Parts of IEP 
 
IEPs, also known as complete service plans, are 
programs prepared to meet the needs and requirements 
of students affected by disability and their parents and 
teachers and contain the planning of all services to be 
provided to the students. An IEP comprises the following 
parts: a) present levels of educational performance, b) 
annual goals and short-term objectives, c) planning for 
personnel, location, time and duration of the special 
education and support services, d) planning for the level, 
frequency and duration of the student’s participation in 
general education applications, and e) methods by which 
the student’s development will be measured, and the 
method and frequency of information sharing with the 
parents (Downing, 2010; Gibb and Taylor Dyches, 2016; 
Siegal, 2003; Vuran, 2000). On the other hand, IIPs are 
developed based on IEP and contain detailed planning 
regarding instruction to be provided to the student. An IIP 
covers the following: a) performance level, b) annual 
goals, short-term objectives, benchmarks, c) instruction 
materials, d) instructional adaptations, e) instructional 
method, f) prompt levels, g) reinforcement types and 
schedules, and h) assessment method, frequency, and 
criteria (D. M. Browder et al., 2011; Fiscus and Mandell, 
2002; Gibb and Taylor, 2016; Winterman and Rosas, 
2014).  

Preparation of IEP specifically for each student with 
special education needs is made a legal obligation by the 
Decree-Law no. 573 enacted and issued in 1997. How 
the IEP will be prepared is taught in the course titled 
“Preparation of Individualized Education and Transitory 
Education Programs” included in the curriculum of 
Special Education Departments of universities. However, 
due to the insufficient number of special education 
teachers trained in special education area, in addition to 
special education teachers, preschool education 
teachers, classroom teachers, etc. teachers from other 
areas are also assigned in this area. Some problems may 
be faced in the process of preparation of IEP. Some 
studies have been conducted for the identification of 
problems encountered in the course of preparation and 
application of IEP in the country. As a result, the 
problems encountered in the course of preparation and 
application of IEP have been put forth generally under the 
headings of teacher (Bafra and Kargın,  2009;  Camadan,  
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2012; Çimen and Eraltay, 2010; Pektaş, 2008;  Yılmaz 
and Batu, 2016), location (Avcıoğlu, 2009; Çimen and 
Eraltay, 2010; Çuhadar, 2006; Pektaş, 2008;  Yılmaz, 
2013), material (Ayanoğlu and Gür-Erdoğan, 2019; 
Camadan, 2012; Çimen and Eraltay, 2010; Çuhadar, 
2006; Yılmaz, 2013), parent (Ayanoğlu and Gür-Erdoğan, 
2019; Çimen and Eraltay, 2010; Çuhadar, 2006; Pektaş, 
2008; Yaman, 2017; Yılmaz and Batu, 2016; Yılmaz, 
2013), student (Pektaş, 2008), personnel (Avcıoğlu, 
2009), and IEP team (Avcıoğlu, 2009; Çuhadar, 2006; 
Pektaş, 2008; Yılmaz and Batu, 2016). These studies 
have already made significant contributions. However, a 
fairly low number of participants in these studies do not 
allow generalization of study findings. Therefore, the 
problems faced in the field need to be examined from a 
wider point of view on the basis of data collected about a 
wider sample of participants by using a questionnaire. 
The questionnaire will be prepared based on qualitative 
research results already published in this area. The 
methods followed in the preparation of IEP’s both by 
special education teachers and by teachers from other 
areas but assigned in the special education area, and 
types of problems encountered by them during this 
process will surely shed a light on the measures that 
need to be taken. It will further make it possible not only 
to determine the difficulties faced and the supports such 
as materials or education needed by teachers working in 
special education area in the course of preparation of IEP 
but also to develop suggestions for arrangement of 
course contents and hours in curriculum programs 
designed for training special education teachers.     

The purpose of this study is to determine the processes 
of preparation of IEP by teachers working in special 
education area, and the problems encountered by them. 
Within this framework, the following study questions are 
asked to teachers working in special education area: 
 

a. Which types of planning studies do they perform in 
order to develop IEP? 
b. Which types of studies do they perform in order to 
determine performance level? 
c. What are the scope and parts of IEP prepared by 
them? 
d. What are the problems encountered during the 
preparation of IEP? 
 
 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
Study model 
 
In this study, cross-sectional screening research, as a quantitative 
research method, is used. Research covering the observation of the 
situation of a case or a sample at a certain time is called cross-
sectional screening research. This method resembles taking a 
snapshot of a population because the data collection process is 
conducted at one time (Metin, 2014). In its meeting no. 8-19, with a 
date  of  approval  of  15.09.2021,  Marmara  University  Institute  of  

 
 
 
 
Educational Sciences Research and Publication Ethics Committee 
has discussed this study, and decided by unanimous vote that this 
study is non-objectionable in ethical terms.  
 
 
Population and sample group  
 
The population of this study consists of teachers working in special 
education centers or special rehabilitation centers of the Ministry of 
National Education in Istanbul in 2021. The sample group consists 
of 1,000 volunteer teachers accessible face to face or online based 
on the accessibility.  
 
 
Participants  
 
Information on gender, age, education and profession of 
participants is as detailed below: Gender and age: 710 (71%) of 
participants are women, and 290 (29%) are men. Ages of 
participants vary from 20 to 60 (M=32.34, SD=6.39). A review of 
distribution of participants in ages reveals the following: 20-30 ages 
(n=525, 52.5%), 31-40 ages (n=328, 32.8%), 41-50 ages (n=108, 
10.8%), 51-60 ages (n=27, 2.7%) and 61-70 (n=12, 1.2%). 
Education level and area of graduation: 6% of participants hold 
associate’s degrees (n= 63), 84% undergraduate degrees (n=833), 
10% postgraduate degrees (n=95) and only two of them hold 
doctorate degrees. Distribution of areas of graduation of 
participants is as follows: teacher of mentally handicapped (n=320, 
32%), classroom teacher (n=147, 14.7%), preschool education 
teacher (n=75, 7.5%), child development and education teacher 
(n=70, 7%), psychological counselling and guidance (n=43, 4.3%), 
teacher of hearing-impaired (n=36, 3.6%), teacher of visually-
impaired (n=27, 2.7%) and others (music, mathematics, sociology, 
fine arts, physical training, history, geography, etc.) (n=282, 28.2%). 
Period of Service: Periods of service of participants vary from 4 
months to 28 years (M=11, SD=11). A review of these periods of 
service reveals that 22 are less than 1 year (3%), 308 within a 
range of 1 to 4 years (38%), 215 within a range of 5 to 9 years 
(27%), 139 within a range of 10 to 14 years (17%), 55 within a 
range of 15 to 19 years (7%), and 65 equal to or above 20 years 
(8%). School Status: 75% of participants (n=750) are working in 
public schools, 23.5% (n=235) in private schools, and 1.5% (n=15) 
in foundation schools. School Types: 24.4% (n=244) of participants 
work in special education and rehabilitation centers, 23.2% (n=232) 
in special education classes, 16.7% (n=167) in special education 
work application centers III. Stage (high school / severe – moderate 
disabilities), 11.2% (n=112) in special education vocational 
education centre (high school / slight mental disabilities – autism), 
9% (n=9) in special education school (kindergarten + primary 
school + secondary school), 8.1% (n=81) in special education 
application centers, Stage 1 (primary school / severe – moderate 
disabilities), and 7.4% (n=74) in special education application 
centers, Stage 2 (secondary school / severe – moderate 
disabilities).  
 
 
Data collection tool  
 
Features of and development of the questionnaire 
 
In this study, a tripartite questionnaire titled “Identification of 
Processes of Preparation of Individualized Education Programs and 
Problems Encountered” developed by the researcher is used. The 
questionnaire is composed of three parts, namely demographic 
data, determination of processes of preparation of IEP, and 
determination  of  problems  encountered  during  the preparation of  
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Table 1. Collection of information. 
 

Information (N=1000) n % 

Special education assessment reports received from RAM 724 72.4 

IEPs of previous years 682 68.2 

Students’ personal file 665 66.5 

Hospital reports 355 35.5 

Other documents 131 13.1 

 
 
 
IEP. The first part contains demographic questions (five closed-end 
and four open-ended questions) aiming to determine the province 
and township of work, age, gender, education level, area of 
graduation, period of service, the status of school, and type of the 
school of the participant.   The second part contains ten closed-end 
questions aiming to determine IEP preparation processes such as 
IEP development planning, performance level determination, and 
IEP drafting by participants. The third part contains seven closed-
end questions aiming to determine the teacher, location, material, 
parent, student, personnel and IEP team sourced problems 
encountered by participants in preparation of IEP. Choices of 
answers to closed-end questions are designed based on results of 
interview-based research conducted in connection with the subject 
(Avcıoğlu, 2011; Camadan, 2012; Çıkılı et al., 2020; Çimen and 
Eraltay, 2010; Çuhadar, 2006; Pektaş, 2008; Şahin and Gürler, 
2018; Vuran, 1996; Yılmaz and Batu, 2016, 2016b).  In both parts, 
participants are allowed to mark more than one choice, and each 
question contains an “other” choice where participants may express 
their own opinions and comments thereon. The resulting 
questionnaire is sent to five special education specialists working in 
the field for control in terms of scope and comprehensibility, and to 
one measurement and evaluation specialist for eligibility check, and 
the required corrections are made in tandem with the opinions and 
other feedback received from them.  
 
 
Analysis of data  
 
Average, standard deviation, and percentage values of demographic 
data collected from participants are calculated. An analysis of 
closed-end questions included in other parts, the number of 
participants marking certain choices contained in questions and the 
percentage of this number in the total number of participants are 
given.  
 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  
 
Research findings are organized under four headings, 
planning of IEP development, determination of 
performance level, IEP drafting, and problems 
encountered in the course of preparation of IEP. The 
answers given by 1000 teachers participating in the 
research to the questions are shown with "n", the number 
of participants who chose that option on the basis of each 
question. It is aimed to show the trends on the basis of 
total participants in the tables. For this reason, since it is 
possible for the participants to mark more than one option 
in the questions and it is aimed to show how many 
participants   preferred    the    option    among   the   total 

participants; the frequency was calculated by calculating 
the rate of preference for each option among the total 
participants, and the percentage value was determined. 
 
 
Planning of IEP development 
 
The planning work for IEP development consists of the 
collection of information aimed to get to know the 
students, and IEP team meetings held with individuals 
who contribute to the education and instruction of the 
students to determine what should be included in the 
contents of IEP. 
 
 
Collection of information  
 

The collection of information aimed to get to know the 
students includes observation and interviews in addition 
to reviewing the student-related documents. Participants 
are asked: “Which records and reports do you examine 
and review related to the student before preparation of 
IEP?” (Table 1). 

In this question, 72.4% of participants say they 
examine special education assessment reports received 
from RAM, while 68.2% refer to IEPs of previous years, 
66.5% to student’s personal file, 35.5% to hospital 
reports, and 13.1% to other documents. Participants are 
asked “Which assessment work do you perform in order 
to get to know the student?” (Table 2) 

In this question, 82.3% of participants make mention of 
observations, 77.2% of interviews, 25.7% of already 
applied developmental scale results, 11.9% of already 
applied standardized test results, 7.2% of already applied 
criterion-referenced test results, and 2.8% of student’s 
portfolio. Yaman (2017) argues that educational 
diagnosis received from RAM occasionally does not 
reflect the truth, is not comprehensible, and fails to inform 
the teacher well as to what the teacher should do. It is 
noted that participants used informal assessment 
methods such as observations and interviews but opted 
less to the review of already applied developmental 
scale, standardized test and criterion-referenced test 
results, or student’s portfolio. In Pektaş (2008)’ study, it is 
stated that teachers deem the family interview forms filled  
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Table 2. Informal assesment methods. 
 

Methods (N=1000) n % 

Observation 823 82.3 

Interview 772 77.2 

Already applied developmental scale results 257 25.7 

Already applied standardized test results 119 11.9 

Already applied criterion-referenced test results 72 7.2 

Student’s portfolio 28 2.8 
 
 
 

Table 3. Participants of IEP planning meetings. 
 

Participant (N=1000) n % 

Special education teacher 727 72.7 

School counsellor 677 67.7 

Parents 536 53.6 

Administrative personnel (principal, vice principal) 521 52.1 

Classroom teacher 425 42.5 

Branch teachers 382 38.2 

Branch teachers 279 27.9 

Student himself/herself 155 15.5 

Psychologist   143 14.3 

Rehabilitation teacher 142 14.2 

Physiotherapist 92 9.2 

Speech-language therapist, 59 5.9 

Other people 48 4.8 

Occupational therapist 26 2.6 

 
 
 

in the interviews with parents adequate for preliminary 
assessment and do not separately use a preliminary 
assessment form. Similarly, Avcıoğlu (2011a) reports that 
the interview is limited to the student, and only very few 
teachers hold an interview with parents. 
 
 
Participants of IEP planning meetings  
 
IEP planning meetings are meetings held with the IEP 
team in the course of the IEP development process. The 
purpose of these meetings is to bring those making 
contributions to the student’s education together to 
assess the student in a multi-dimensional, sophisticated 
and holistic manner and to decide on the contents of the 
student’s IEP (Table 3). Answers given to the question: 
“Who participates in your IEP meetings?” asked to 
participants are as follows: 72.7% special education 
teacher, 67.7% school counsellor, 53.6% parents, 52.1% 
administrative personnel (principal, vice principal), 42.5% 
classroom teacher, 38.2% branch teachers, 15.5% 
student himself/herself, 14.3% psychologist, 14.2% 
rehabilitation teacher, 9.2% physiotherapist, 5.9% 
speech-language therapist, 4.8% other people, and  2.6%  

occupational therapist.  
However, it is reported in Yazıcıoğlu (2019)’s study that 

according to arguments of school counsellors, IEP 
meetings are not organized, IEP team members do not 
enter into cooperation, and parents cannot play an 
effective role therein even though they are encouraged 
by the school management to participate in such 
meetings. 
 
 
Determination of performance level 
 
In the determination of annual goals and short-term 
objectives to be included in the IEP, it is fairly important 
to correctly measure the performance level of the 
student. Determining the performance level is done in two 
consecutive stages, preliminary assessment and detailed 
assessment. 
 
 
Preliminary assessment  
 
Preliminary assessment work represents the first stage of 
determining the performance level.  Although, preliminary 
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Table 4. Preliminary assessment. 
 

Assessment forms (N=1000) n % 

Preliminary assessment forms of curriculum areas 1458  

The forms prepared by teachers themselves 489 48.9 

Special Education and Rehabilitation Centre Mentally Disabled Individuals Support Education Program Form 422 42.2 

Performance Measurement Form for Individuals with Pervasive Developmental Disorders 361 36.1 

Performance Measurement Form for Individuals with Special Learning Disability 127 12.7 

Performance Measurement Form for Individuals with Speech and Language Disturbances 59 5.9 

   

Preliminary assessment forms of developmental areas 661  

The forms prepared by participants themselves 253 25.3 

Denver Developmental Screening Inventory    102 10.2 

Ankara Developmental Screening Inventory (AGTE) 101 10.1 

Portage Developmental Assessment Inventory 75 7.5 

Gazi Early Childhood Assessment Tool (GEÇDA) 62 6.2 

Küçük Adımlar Developmental Screening Inventory 51 5.1 

 Early Development Phases Inventory (EGE) 17 1.7 

 
 
 
assessment work is fairly important in the determination 
of skills required for a detailed assessment, to limit the 
determination of performance level only by preliminary 
assessment work points to a serious limitation. In the 
question containing choices of names of preliminary 
assessment forms commonly used in the field by 
participation for preliminary assessment of their students 
in curriculum and developmental areas, the participants 
are asked: “Which forms do you use to assess the 
curriculum and developmental areas in the course of a 
preliminary assessment?” (Table 4). 

It is noted that participants generally use preliminary 
assessment forms of curriculum areas (n=1458) more 
than preliminary assessment forms of developmental 
areas. Forms most commonly used in the assessment of 
curriculum areas are the forms prepared by teachers 
themselves (48.9%), followed by “Special Education and 
Rehabilitation Centre Mentally Disabled Individuals 
Support Education Program Form” (42.2%), “Performance 
Measurement Form for Individuals with Pervasive 
Developmental Disorders” (36.1%), “Performance 
Measurement Form for Individuals with Special Learning 
Disability” (12.7%) and “Performance Measurement Form 
for Individuals with Speech and Language Disturbances” 
(5.9%).  Likewise, the forms most commonly used by 
participants in the assessment of developmental areas 
are the forms prepared by participants themselves. In 
addition, for preliminary assessment of developmental 
areas, developmental scales such as Denver 
Developmental Screening Inventory (10.2%), Ankara 
Developmental Screening Inventory (AGTE) (10.1%), 
Portage Developmental Assessment Inventory (7.5%), 
Gazi Early Childhood Assessment Tool (GEÇDA) (6.2%), 
Küçük    Adımlar     Developmental   Screening  Inventory 

(5.1%), and Early Development Phases Inventory (EGE) 
(1.7%) are noted to be used. 

Findings regarding the use of preliminary assessment 
forms by teachers are considered to be consistent with 
the findings of Pektaş (2008). Mentally disabled children 
also have disabilities in many developmental areas in 
varying different degrees (Browder et al., 2009; Browder, 
2001; Browder et al., 2011). In the education of these 
children, work on the disabilities in developmental areas 
needs to be prioritized to be planned and carried out. A 
preliminary assessment made first and/or only in 
curriculum areas without developing their disabilities 
encountered in developmental areas leads to the 
preparation of an IEP covering only curriculum areas 
(Avcıoğlu, 2011; Bafra and Kargın, 2009). 
 
 
Detailed assessment  
 
In order to determine whether participants use criterion-
referenced tests, the participants are asked: “Do you use 
criterion-referenced tests for determination of your 
student’s performance level?” (Table 5). 

This question is answered as “Preliminary assessment 
results are sufficient. I do not engage in a detailed 
assessment.” by 53.9% of participants, and as “I don’t 
use criterion-referenced tests because I don’t know how 
to use them.” by 47.8%, and as “I develop and use a 
criterion-referenced test best fit to the skill I am working 
on.” by 39.6%, and as “I don’t know how to prepare a 
criterion-referenced test. For this reason, I use ready-
made criterion-referenced tests.” by 6.5%. In light of 
these findings, it may be opined that teachers working in 
special education areas are developing IEP without using  
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Table 5. Detailed assesment. 
 

Assesment (N=1000) n % 

Preliminary assessment results are sufficient. I do not engage in a detailed assessment. 539 53.9 

I don’t use criterion-referenced tests because I don’t know how to use them. 478 47.8 

I develop and use a criterion-referenced test best fit to the skill I am working on. 396 39.6 

I don’t know how to prepare a criterion-referenced test 65 6.5 

 
 
 
Table 6. Problems encountered in the determination of performance 
 

Problems (N=1000) n % 

Lack of adequate time for measurement of performance 319 31.9 

Inadequacy of their knowledge and skills in the development of criterion-referenced tests for a detailed assessment 280 28 

Inadequacy of their knowledge and skills in the application of criterion-referenced tests for a detailed assessment 227 22.7 

Failure to access to preliminary assessment forms relating to curriculum areas 204 20.4 

Failure to access to preliminary assessment forms relating to developmental areas 167 16.7 

Not knowing how to measure performance 139 13.9 

 
 
 
criterion-referenced tests. It is possible to say that these 
findings regarding the use of criterion-referenced tests 
are greatly similar to the results of Pektaş (2008). Pektaş 
(2008)’study emphasizes that 16% of graduates of a 
special education program and 8% of graduates of other 
different programs are using criterion-referenced tests. 
 
 
Problems encountered in the determination of 
performance  
 
Participants are asked to select from the choices of 
problems encountered in the determination of 
performance in the course of preparation of IEP (Table 
6). 

The problems encountered are expressed as “lack of 
adequate time for measurement of performance” by 
31.9% of participants, and as “inadequacy of their 
knowledge and skills in the development of criterion-
referenced tests for a detailed assessment” by 28%, and 
as “inadequacy of their knowledge and skills in the 
application of criterion-referenced tests for a detailed 
assessment” by 22.78%, and as “failure to access to 
preliminary assessment forms relating to curriculum 
areas” by 20.4%, and as “failure to access to preliminary 
assessment forms relating to developmental areas” by 
16.7%, and “not knowing how to measure performance” 
by 13.9%. 
 
 
IEP drafting  
 
Determination of the performance of level of the  students  

is followed by drafting of an IEP for the students. Under 
this heading, in addition to the scope of IEP’s prepared 
by participants, and the parts included in an IEP, the 
findings relating to IEP preparation time, method followed 
in drafting of IEP, and challenges faced in drafting of IEP 
are included. 
 
 
Scope of IEP  
 
A review of scope of IEPs prepared by teachers working 
in special education area reveals that the most commonly 
used curriculum areas are mathematics (80.1%) and 
Turkish (75.5%), followed by life sciences (39.5%), 
physical training (36%), visual arts (35.6%), social studies 
(35.1%), musical education (33.6%), science (19.1%), 
traffic and first aid (14.2%), informatics and technology 
(8.2%) and foreign language (5.6%). A review of 
developmental areas inserted by participants in their 
IEPS reveals that the most commonly used 
developmental area is self-care and daily life skills 
(75.6%), followed by social life skills (69.9%), psycho-
motor skills (69.8%), cognitive skills (59.6%), social skills 
(68.6%), language and communication skills (67.2%) and 
emotional skills (45.4%) (Table 7). 

In the evaluation of these findings, if we take into 
consideration that the preferred forms for preliminary 
assessment are the forms aiming to assess curriculum 
areas, it may be said that IEP scope is also mainly 
inclined to curriculum areas. Avcıoğlu (2009)’s study 
reporting the opinions of RAM managers that IEP 
contents are not concentrated on the development of 
communication and social skills also supports the findings  
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Table 7. Scope of IEP. 
 

Curriculum Areas n %  Developmental Areas n % 

Mathematics 801 80.1  Daily Life Skills 756 75.6 

Turkish 755 75.5  Social Life Skills 699 69.9 

Life Sciences 395 39.5  Psycho-Motor Skills 698 69.8 

Physical Training 360 36  Cognitive Skills 696 69.6 

Visual Arts 356 35.6  Social Skills 686 68.6 

Social Studies 351 35.1  Language and Communication Skills 672 67.2 

Musical Education 336 33.6  Emotional Skills  454 45.4 

Science 191 19.1     

Traffic and First Aid 142 14.2     

Informatic and Technology 82 8.2     

Foreign language 56 5.6     

 
 
 
Table 8. Parts of IEP. 
 

IEP Parts (N=1000) n % 

Annual goals and short-term objectives and benchmarks 914 91.4 

Starting and ending dates of IEP 869 86.9 

Student identity information 787 78.7 

Names and signatures of team members 759 75.9 

Present levels of educational performance 754 75.4 

Methods to be used in instruction 656 65.6 

Tools and instruments to be used in instruction 598 59.8 

By which tools the instruction will be evaluated and assessed 355 35.5 

Instructional adaptations 347 34.7 

How often IEP will be revised 341 34.1 

How often IEP will be revised 266 27.5 

Venue, period and weekly plan of support services to be given to student 275 26.6 

How and how often the parents will be informed (23.1%), how the parents will be incorporated in education 231 23.1 

How the parents will be incorporated in education 213 21.3 

Courses the student may and/or may not participate in inclusive education 172 17.2 

Other information 18 18 

 
 
 
of this study. 
 
 
Parts of IEP  
 
The question of “Which parts do you insert in IEP 
prepared by you?” asked participants are answered as 
follows (Table 8): annual goals and short-term objectives 
and benchmarks (91.4%), starting and ending dates of 
IEP (86.9%), student identity information (78.7%), names 
and signatures of team members  (75.9%), present levels 
of educational performance (75.4%), methods to be used 
in instruction (65.6), tools and instruments to be used in 
instruction (59.8%), by which tools the instruction will be 
evaluated    and      assessed       (35.5%),     instructional 

adaptations (34.1%), how often IEP will be revised 
(27.5%), venue, period and weekly plan of support 
services to be given to students (26.6%), how and how 
often the parents will be informed (23.1%), how the 
parents will be incorporated in education (21.3%), 
courses the student may and/or may not participate in 
inclusive education (17.2%) and other information (18%).  

A look at the parts of plans prepared by teachers 
working in special education area demonstrates that 
these parts mostly comprise contents of an IIP such as 
present levels of educational performance, annual goals 
and short-term objectives, benchmarks, instructional 
methods, materials, tools of evaluation and assessment, 
etc. On the other hand, it may be said that elements of an 
IEP  such  as  venue,  period  and  weekly plan of support  
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Table 9. IEP drafting ways. 
  

Drafting ways (N=1000) n % 

I prepare the IEP 608 60.8 

By using IEP samples as a model 366 36.6 

By making use of computer software programs developed for IEP 327 32.7 

By getting help from my friend 171 17.2 

By getting help from my own course notes 170 17 

By adapting a sample downloaded from the internet 141 14.1 

Other methods 42 4.2 

 
 
 

Table 10. Challenges faced in the drafting of the IEP. 
 

Challenges (N=1000) n % 

Developing a criterion-referenced test 610 61 

Developing instructional materials 281 28.1 

Determining performance level 245 24.5 

Deciding on instructional methods and tools 217 21.7 

Drafting measurable and observable purposes 186 18.6 

Having access to preliminary assessment tools 166 16.6 

Determining and choosing the skills to be worked on with priority 146 14.6 

Determine special education support services 119 11.9 

Other duties 104 10.4 

 
 
 
services, how and how often the parents will be informed, 
and courses the student may and/or may not participate 
in inclusive education are less commonly used in the 
plans prepared by teachers. Thus, it is concluded that 
these findings are also consistent with those of Avcıoğlu 
(2011). 
 
 
IEP preparation time  
 
The question “How much time does it take for you to 
prepare an IEP for a student?” asked participants is 
answered as one week by 28.3% of participants, one 
month by 24%, a few days by 23.1%,  two weeks by 14% 
and three weeks by 13.6%. 
 
 
IEP drafting ways  
 
The question “Which methods do you follow in preparation 
of IEP?” asked participants is answered as “I prepare the 
IEP.” by 60.8% of participants, “by using IEP samples as 
a model” by 36%, “by making use of computer software 
programs developed for IEP” by 32.7%, “by getting help 
from my friend” by 17.2%, “by getting help from my own 
course    notes”    by    17%,   “by    adapting    a   sample 

downloaded from the internet” by 14.1% and other 
methods by 4.2% (Table 9). 

These findings also are greatly consistent with the 
results of previous studies performed (Bafra and Kargın, 
2009; Yılmaz and Batu, 2016). 
 
 
Challenges faced in the drafting of the IEP  
 
Participants have given the following answers to the 
question: “What are the challenges you faced in the 
drafting of the IEP?” (Table 10): developing a criterion-
referenced test by 61%, developing instructional 
materials by 28.1%, determining performance level by 
24.5%, deciding on instructional methods and tools by 
21.7%, drafting measurable and observable purposes by 
18.6%, having access to preliminary assessment tools by 
16.6%, determining and choosing the skills to be worked 
on with priority by 14.6%, to determine special education 
support services by 11.9% and other duties by 10.4%. 

The findings of previous related studies may be listed 
as “determination of performance level” (Pektaş, 2008), 
development of instructional materials (Ayanoğlu and 
Gür-Erdoğan, 2019; Pektaş, 2008; Şahin and Gürler, 
2018; Tekin and Ata, 2016), and drafting of purposes 
(Avcıoğlu, 2011; Kuyumcu, 2011). 
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Table 11. Problems originating from teachers. 
 

Problems (N=1000) n % 

Arising out of social and motivational factors 1409  

Lack of separate and adequate time for preparation of IEP 370 37 

Preparation of IEPs by cut and paste method in computer 288 28.8 

Not being open to cooperation 236 23.6 

Being reluctant to prepare IEP 217 21.7 

Using the readymade IEP samples regardless of their being fit and convenient to student 165 16.5 

Thinking that IEP is unnecessary 133 13.3 

   

Arising out of lack of knowledge and skills 722  

Not knowing how to prepare a criterion-referenced test 270 27 

Not knowing how to prepare an IEP 257 25.7 

Not knowing how to use a readymade criterion-referenced test 195 19.5 

 
 
 
Problems encountered in the preparation of IEP  
 
Both preparatory work and IEP drafting for the 
development of an IEP require particular knowledge, 
skills, and experiences. A lot of problems may be 
encountered during this process. This heading deals with 
the findings relating to teacher, location, material, parent, 
student, personnel and IEP team-sourced problems 
encountered by participants in the process of preparation, 
and drafting of IEP. 
 
 
Teacher  
 
Participants are asked to select from choices of problems 
that may arise from a teacher in preparing the IEP (Table 
11). 

It is seen that the teacher-sourced problems expressed 
by the participants as the problems they face in 
preparation of IEP are focused on two main headings, 
arising out of social and motivational factors and arising 
out of lack of knowledge and skills. “Problems arising out 
of social and motivational factors” (n=1409) constitute the 
heading of problems most commonly expressed by 
participants. Under this heading, the problems are listed 
as “lack of separate and adequate time for preparation of 
IEP” (37%), “preparation of IEPs by cut and paste 
method in computer” (28.8%), “not being open to 
cooperation” (23.6%), “being reluctant to prepare IEP” 
(21.7%), “using the readymade IEP samples regardless 
of their being fit and convenient to student” (16.5%), and 
“thinking that IEP is unnecessary” (13.3%).  The second 
group of teacher-sourced problems expressed to be 
encountered by participants in the preparation of IEP is 
composed of problems arising from lack of knowledge 
and skills of teachers (n=722). Included in this group are 
problems such as “not knowing how to prepare a criterion-

referenced test” (27%), “not knowing how to prepare an 
IEP” (25.7%), and “not knowing how to use a readymade 
criterion-referenced test” (19.5%). Teacher-sourced 
problems expressed to be encountered in preparation of 
IEP by teachers working in special education area are 
greatly comprised of “problems arising out of social and 
motivational factors”. The basic reason is the “lack of 
separate and adequate time for preparation of IEP”, 
followed by “preparation of IEPs by cut and paste method 
on the computer”. Yılmaz and Batu (2016a) emphasize 
that “not knowing how to prepare a criterion-referenced 
test” is the primary problem arising from the lack of 
knowledge and skills of teachers. 
 
 
Room  
 
Participants are asked to select from choices of problems 
that may arise out of location in preparation of the IEP. 
Participants have expressed mainly two problems arising 
out of location in the process of preparation of the IEP 
(Table 12). They are “lack of a separate location for 
making an assessment” (57.4%) and “small movement 
area of the student due to small classrooms” (42.2%). 
 
 
Material  
 
Participants are asked to select from choices of problems 
that may arise from materials in preparation of the IEP 
(Table 13). 

Participants have expressed mainly three problems 
arising from materials in the process of preparation of the 
IEP. They are “lack of variety of materials” (73.1%), “old 
materials” (30.9%) and “lack of materials needed for 
different purposes” (19.7%). These study findings are 
considered    to   be  greatly  consistent   with   results   of  
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Table 12. Problems originating from room. 
 

Problems (N=1000) n % 

Lack of a separate location for making an assessment 574 57.4 

Small movement area of the student due to small classrooms 422 42.2 

 
 
 

Table 13. Problems originating from material 
 

Problems (N=1000) n % 

Lack of variety of materials 731 73.1 

Old materials 309 30.9 

Lack of materials needed for different purposes 197 19.7 

 
 
 
Table 14. Problems originating from parent. 
 

Problems (N=1000) n % 

Parents’ having very high and unrealistic expectations related to the student 646 64.6 

Parents’ lacking knowledge and skills about education of their children 525 52.5 

Parents’ putting the complete responsibility of education of their child on shoulders of the school and the 
teacher 

524 52.4 

Parents’ being reluctant to cooperate with the school and the teacher 501 50.1 

Parents’ being unconcerned about their children 496 49.6 

Parents’ being insistent on their child’s acquiring skills far above the child’s limits 425 42.5 

Inaccessibility of parents for getting information about student 363 36.3 

Parents’ lacking any hopes and efforts for the progress of their child 328 32.8 

Parents’ failing to report all needs in student’s daily life 317 31.7 

 
 
 
previous related studies (Avcıoğlu, 2009; Camadan, 
2012; Çimen and Eraltay, 2010; Çuhadar, 2006; Pektaş, 
2008; Yılmaz, 2013). 
 
 
Parent  
 
Participants are asked to select from choices of problems 
that may arise from parents in the preparation of the IEP. 
Participants have expressed a lot of problems arising out 
of parents in preparation of the IEP (Table 14). 

The problems are led by “parents’ having very high 
and unrealistic expectations related to the student” 
(64.6%), and followed by “parents’ lacking knowledge 
and skills about education of their children” (52.5%), 
“parents’ putting the complete responsibility of education 
of their child on shoulders of the school and the teacher” 
(52.4%), “parents’ being reluctant to cooperate with the 
school and the teacher” (50.1%), “parents’ being 
unconcerned about their children” (49.6%), “parents’ 
being insistent on their child’s acquiring skills far above 
the child’s limits” (42.5%),  “inaccessibility  of  parents  for 

getting information about student” (36.3%), “parents’ 
lacking any hopes and efforts for the progress of their 
child” (32.8%) and “parents’ failing to report all needs in 
student’s daily life” (31.7%). It may be said that these 
findings are also greatly similar to the results of previous 
studies (Çimen and Eraltay, 2010; Şahin and Gürler, 
2018; Yaman, 2017; Yılmaz and Batu, 2016; Yılmaz, 
2013).   
 
 
Student  
 
Participants are asked to select from choices of problems 
that may arise out of the student in the preparation of the 
IEP (Table 15). 

Participants have expressed mainly four problems 
arising from the student in the preparation of the IEP. 
They are led by “student’s absenteeism due to various 
reasons (transfer or health problems, etc.)” (52.5%) and 
followed by “accompanying psychological disorder 
complicating the student’s orientation” (44.3%), “medical 
problems (using medication or change of dose) of student  
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Table 15. Problems originating from student. 
 

Problems (N=1000) n % 

Student’s absenteeism due to various reasons (transfer or health problems, etc.) 525 52.5 

Accompanying psychological disorder complicating the student’s orientation 443 44.3 

Medical problems (using medication or change of dose) of student in the course of preparation and 
application of the IEP 

374 37.4 

Failure to access to expert support which may solve these problems, despite written applications 220 22 

 
 
 

Table 16. Problems originating from personnel. 
 

Problems (N=1000) n % 

Lack of adequate auxiliary staff 354 35.4 

Lack of administrative personnel support 306 30.6 

Inadequacy of careworkers  185 18.5 

Replacement of personnel  142 14.2 

 
 
 

Table 17. Problems originating from IEP Team. 
 

Problems (N=1000) n % 

The duty of preparation of IEP being mostly left to and limited by special education teacher 530 53 

Lack of various experts in IEP team 381 38.1 

Difficulty in bringing IEP team members together in terms of timing 296 29.6 

IEP team members lacking the co-working and collaboration skills 240 24 

IEP team members’ not being dutiful 211 21.1 

Role conflicts among IEP team members 197 19.7 

Lack of healthy communication among IEP team members 195 19.5 

Uncertainty of responsibility for coordination among IEP team members 160 16 

Difficulty in coming to consensus on the purposes of the IEP’s 94 9.4 

Lack of adequate venues for meetings of IEP team members 90 9 

 
 
 
in the course of preparation and application of the IEP” 
(37.4%) and “failure to access to expert support which 
may solve these problems, despite written applications” 
(22%). These findings are considered to be consistent 
with other study results (Camadan, 2012; Can, 2015; 
Çimen and Eraltay, 2010). 
 
 
Personnel  
 
Participants are asked to select from choices of problems 
that may arise out of personnel in preparation of the IEP. 
Participants have expressed mainly four problems arising 
from personnel in preparation of the IEP (Table 16). The 
personnel-sourced problems are “lack of adequate 
auxiliary staff” (35.4%), “lack of administrative personnel 
support” (30.6%), “inadequacy of careworkers” (18.5%), 
and “replacement of personnel” (14.2%). 

IEP team  
 
Participants are asked to select from choices of problems 
that may arise out of IEP team in preparation of the IEP. 
Participants have expressed a lot of problems arising out 
of the IEP team in preparation of the IEP (Table 17). 

The IEP team-sourced problem most commonly 
marked by participants is “the duty of preparation of IEP 
being mostly left to and limited by special education 
teacher” (53%), and this problem is followed by “lack of 
various experts in IEP team” (38.1%), “difficulty in 
bringing IEP team members together in terms of timing” 
(29.6%), “IEP team members lacking the co-working and 
collaboration skills” (24%), “IEP team members’ not being 
dutiful” (21.1%), “role conflicts among IEP team 
members” (19.7%), “lack of healthy communication 
among IEP team members” (19.5%), “uncertainty of 
responsibility for coordination among IEP team members”  
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(16%), “difficulty in coming to consensus on the purposes 
of the IEP’s” (9.4%), and “lack of adequate venues for 
meetings of IEP team members” (9%).  These study 
findings may be said to show great similarities to the 
results of previous studies (Avcıoğlu, 2009; Çuhadar, 
2006; Yılmaz and Batu, 2016).    
 
 

Conclusions 
 
In conclusion, it may be said that the results of this study 
are significantly consistent with the results of other 
studies previously conducted in the special education 
area by using interview techniques based on qualitative 
research methods and by examining the opinions and 
comments of participants in depth. It is observed that 
although the plans prepared in practice correspond 
mainly to (IIP) in terms of contents, they are commonly 
named as (IEP), also known as Complete Service Plan. 
However, they do not cover support education services, 
information of families, and course/activity participation 
planning in inclusive education applications. 

It is therefore required to introduce the existing 
preliminary assessment tools to teachers working in the 
special education area, and to give on-the-job training to 
and publish guidebooks for these teachers for 
skill/concept/unit analyses, preparation and application of 
criterion-referenced tests, drafting of present levels of 
educational performance of students based on results of 
said tests, drafting of annual goals/short-term objectives 
and benchmarks, and preparation of an IIP containing 
elements such as instructional methods, materials, 
prompt levels, reinforcement types, assessment methods, 
frequency, etc. This questionnaire to be reviewed by also 
making use of qualitative study findings newly introduced 
to the special education area may be repeated with 
greater numbers of participants. Furthermore, repetition 
of similar studies focused on special education 
professionals working with different child groups in need 
of special education, such as children with special 
learning disabilities, gifted children, etc. will ensure the 
determination of their specific requirements as well. 
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