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This article presents the first comprehensive study of the Georgian
inclusive education system launched nationwide in 2006. An internationally recognised tool, the ‘Pathway to Inclusion – Barometer of
Inclusive Education’, was applied within the country to highlight the
current position of inclusive education in Georgia. The collected data
were analysed against results from other countries. The comparison
shows that Georgia has made progress towards inclusion; however,
considerable work is still required to address drawbacks in policy and
its implementation. The development of a monitoring system is
advised as an effective means of advancement towards increased inclusion in the education system.
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Introduction
The Salamanca Statement (Pachkoria, 2008) and the UN Convention on the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) (UN, 2006) introduced a new vision
for the education of persons with special needs. The Salamanca Statement
became the baseline for the worldwide acknowledgement of a more inclusive philosophy of education. The statement asserts that every individual, regardless of
their abilities and needs, is entitled to receive education together with their peers
(the majorities) (UN, 2006; Pachkoria, 2008). An inclusive education model
grounded in social theory emphasises an individual student's strengths and rejects
earlier medical/deficit models. It suggests changes in the social environment as a
primary goal and challenges the notion that the problem lies within the individual
with special educational needs, thus challenging the earlier special education
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model that was primarily based on the medical approach (Kavkler et al., 2015;
UNESCO, 2001). Changes in the social environment – which may include provision of ramps or hearing devices, as well as perceptual changes in the majority of
the population's understandings and attitudes towards people with special needs –
are seen as critical factors in promoting inclusion. Forms of inclusive education
policy and implementation differ from country to country and cover a wide range
of models from those promoting full inclusion to the retention of some special
education provision. Hence, inclusive education practices and action plans in different countries vary despite the common underlying conventions and statements.
Questions related to divergent definitions, policies and practices are discussed
in many studies (for example, Kyriazopoulou & Weber, 2009; Florian, 2014;
Ametepee & Anastasiou, 2015).
National approaches to inclusion can be divided into three categories on the basis
of policy and implementation strategies:
1. countries with a one-track approach, where policy and practice facilitate the
process of full inclusion of students, regardless of their abilities and where
the different types of services are provided;
2. countries with a multi-track approach, where students are placed in different
systems (from full inclusion to special education) according to their individual needs and strengths and where a variety of services are embedded in
existing systems;
3. countries with a two-track approach (mainstream education and special education), where students with special educational needs are placed in special
schools or special classes and have little chance to receive access to mainstream education with their typically developing peers (Meijer, 2003).
This article reports a study in which we analyse data to identify the category to
which Georgia belongs.
Inclusion of persons with special educational needs in the mainstream school system and provision of an inclusive teaching model is not a smooth and fast process: new regulations need to be introduced and developed at the level of both
policy and practice, and necessary changes need to be undertaken for further
refinement of the model through the assessment of the efficacy of the activities
already being implemented. According to Norwich (2007), three dilemmas need
to be resolved in order to ensure the efficiency of inclusive education: identification of children with special educational needs, curriculum (how to teach children
with special educational needs) and placement (where to teach children with
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special educational needs). These dilemmas can be discussed at the level of policy as well as practice.
Inclusion and the quality of education should be discussed simultaneously,
because both of them influence the development of society in all its diversity
(Kavkler et al., 2015; EADSNE, 2009). Inclusion should not be equated with
integration, nor should it be understood as a mere supplement to the existing
school structure; instead, it should be seen as a process of change within a society, environment and institutions which need to consider and value diversity to a
greater degree (EADSNE, 2010). The European Commission recommends using
the following indicators for quality education:
1. information on attainment levels, educational success and transition;
2. monitoring of school education and educational resources and structures
(Meijer et al., 2007).
Georgia, which is the main location reported on in this article, is one of the
republics of the former Soviet Union. It continues to face the challenges of territorial integrity and independence from neighbouring Russia, which currently
occupies part of its territories. Georgia has a population of 3,729,500 (Geostat,
2015a), but, due to poor economic conditions (GDP per capita was $3,680.8 in
2014) (Geostat, 2015b), about a million of its citizens have migrated to other
countries, mostly Europe and the USA, to earn a living and support their family
members who remain in Georgia. The Georgians constitute the majority of the
population and speak their native language – Georgian, which is different from
Slavic and European languages. About 40% of the population holds a higher education degree, mostly from local universities (Geostat, 2015a); however, more
and more students try to receive education in Europe and the USA. Formal
schooling starts at the age of six. Primary and secondary education is free and
compulsory for all under the 9th grade, which means that all children under 15
receive schooling. The 10th, 11th and 12th grades, corresponding to 16- to 18
years of age, are not obligatory (Parliament of Georgia, 2005).
Until 2006, the education system in Georgia was mainly based on the model
imposed by the Soviet Union: there were separate schools and curricula according
to abilities and needs. Even children with mild forms of learning disabilities were
required to attend special schools and were excluded from the mainstream education system (UNICEF, 2007). Introduction of the model of inclusive education at
a general education level completely changed the situation. The same can be said
about vocational education, but not higher education (MES, 2004). Persons with
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special needs used to have limited opportunities in choosing their future professions because none of the vocational colleges provided training for them. However, in 2013, alumni of vocational education colleges with special educational
needs started to appear on the labour market in Georgia (Kitiashvili et al., 2015).
In Georgia, inclusive education was declared as one of the priorities of educational reform in 2006, and since then it has remained a compulsory component
of the state policy. Inclusive education has been made binding on academic institutions at the general education level since 2006 and at the level of vocational
education since 2013 by the corresponding laws and orders (Parliament of
Georgia, 2005, 2007; MES, 2013). It is important to mention that the launch of
inclusive education was initially supported by different international institutions
with the active involvement of non-governmental organisations and parents of
persons with special educational needs, and this influenced the development of
the inclusive education model. The current Georgian model of inclusive education is a product of the previously practiced special education model and innovations introduced later by different stakeholders (the Government of Norway,
international donor organisations and non-governmental organisations in Georgia).
As reported by different experts and parents of children with special needs in interviews and articles (Gvakharia, 2011; Sordia, 2013; MES, 2015), there are many
obstacles to the effective application of the inclusive education model and the provision of quality education in Georgia. The most commonly discussed obstacles are
the lack of specialists and funds, and sometimes negative attitudes toward diversity.
Parents would refrain from showing their children with special needs publicly as it
was considered a shame to have such a child. These attitudes have changed in a
positive direction; however, negative views are still prevalent. Furthermore, a
research-based analysis is still needed in order to plan an effective strategy for inclusion. Without relevant research, it is impossible to understand adequately and consider objectively the actual situation and challenges of inclusive education in
Georgia. An initial assessment of the efficacy of policy and practice related to inclusive education would encourage and facilitate the strategy planning process. To this
extent, the findings of this study may serve as the basis for future discussions on
the achievements of the inclusive education model currently practised in Georgia, as
well as in other countries and communities with a similar background.
Thus, we aim to review inclusive education in Georgia in the context of current
trends and challenges by comparing the Georgian case with different European
countries such as Austria, Belgium, France, the Netherlands, Finland, Slovenia,
Portugal, Ireland, Germany and Hungary and a number of post-Soviet countries
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such as Ukraine and the Russian Federation. For the purposes of comparison, we
review EASPD (2011) research data elicited by means of the questionnaire ‘Pathway to Inclusion – Barometer of Inclusive Education’ (EASPD, 2011), in agreement with the authors of that questionnaire.
Methodology
The study was conducted using a qualitative method of data collection. Individual, in-depth interviews were undertaken using the inclusive education assessment questionnaire, known as ‘Pathway to Inclusion – Barometer’.
The instrument was chosen for two main reasons. The first is that the statements
and questions provided are universal for the assessment of the education system
and can define the existence and effectiveness of an inclusive education model in
any country. The questionnaire consists of three parts: Part ‘a’, National Legislation and Normative Acts; Part ‘b’, Inclusive Education Practice; and Part ‘c’,
Pathway to Inclusive Education. It includes 59 statements aimed at the assessment of all stages of education (from the pre-school level up to post-compulsory
education) with respect to the inclusive education model. Secondly, this instrument has been used for the assessment of the inclusive education reform in 10
European countries (Schaedler & Dorrance, 2012; P2i, 2012), which allows comparison of the Georgian case with these countries’ experience.
The instrument was translated into the Georgian language, which is significantly
different from English in terms of structure and vocabulary. The Georgian version was compared with the original and edited by a group of experts (two psychologists, two inclusive education specialists and two Georgian language
specialists) to ensure the accuracy of the content, as well as its legitimacy within
the Georgian language.
We used the instrument to conduct structured interviews with 10 inclusive education experts. The respondents were chosen on the basis of their professional
involvement and achievements in the field of inclusive education: two of them
were co-creators of the Georgian model of inclusive education, and the Inclusive
Education Development Department of the Ministry of Education and Science of
Georgia and the Vocational Inclusive Education Project financed by the Ministry
of Research and Education of Norway were represented by one expert each. The
team also included a parent of a child with special needs and five representatives
of non-governmental organisations involved in the development and promotion
of the inclusive education model from 2006. The interviews lasted from an hour
and a half to two hours.
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Results
The ‘Pathway to Inclusion – Barometer’ considers the process of the implementation of inclusive education in several domains: policy, practice and future development at various levels of education from pre-school education through lifelong learning. To facilitate the understanding of the study results, they will be
presented on the basis of the following themes: public policies, practice, teachers
(Opertti & Belalcazar, 2008) and, finally, trends and challenges.
Public policies

The education system in Georgia is regulated by a body of laws on general, vocational and higher education and by relevant normative documents which include
the National Curriculum and strategic development plans (for the education system and vocational education). The existing legislation does not ensure the right
to inclusive education at all stages of the education system. For effective implementation of the inclusive education model, necessary amendments were made
only to the Law on General Education (Parliament of Georgia, 2013a) and the
National Curriculum (MES, 2016). On the basis of the Law on General Education, inclusive education is defined as the involvement of children with special
needs in the process of general education together with their peers. The National
Curriculum, which regulates the content of general education, defines who is a
student with special educational needs and what type of support should be used
to facilitate and support their education at the level of general education (MES,
2011). In the Georgian case, any student who in comparison to his/her peers has
difficulties in learning and needs modification and/or adaptation of the National
Curriculum and/or teaching based on an individual educational plan (IEP) is considered as being a student with special educational needs. This category includes
students with physical disabilities, sensory difficulties (hearing and vision), intellectual disabilities, behaviour and emotional disturbances, speech and language
disorders, students who need long periods of hospitalisation, those who have difficulties with learning due to social factors such as poverty, and those who cannot
readily access the National Curriculum (MES, 2016).
The Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, enhancing the compliance of the legislative basis for the implementation of inclusive education, was
ratified in 2013 (Parliament of Georgia, 2013b) but the process of harmonisation
is still at the stage of inception.
It should be stressed that the Georgian legislation envisages a free and inclusive
education system at all levels of general education, not merely at the elementary
level, and one which provides equal access for all children to regular schools as
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well as to vocational education and training (VET) centres, irrespective of their
abilities. The availability of free textbooks is also a supporting factor.
According to the National Curriculum, a parent must be an active participant in
the decision-making process concerning the placement (in a special or state
school) and the IEP for a child.
According to the Georgian Law on General Education, children should be
enrolled in public schools close to their place of residence. In addition, a special
normative act was adopted in 2014 (Government of Georgia, 2014) that requires
adaptation of the physical environment in public spaces, including school premises. However, there are no special norms regulating the dimensions of classrooms to enable the special arrangement of space to meet individual needs, or
regulating the number of children in the classroom.
The legislation does not oblige schools to ensure the adaptation of the physical environment, thus leaving unaddressed a wide range of challenges relating to accommodation that might include provision of an adapted bathroom, special lifts, classroom
dimensions, lighting or appropriate acoustics. According to the normative documents, students with special educational needs should be taught on the basis of their
IEPs, which requires relevant academic accommodation and adaptation.
Assessment standards and tools measuring the achievements of students with special educational needs are defined by the National Curriculum (MES, 2016), which
supports the development of inclusive education. However, there is still no regulation that defines the requirements for attestation at the level of general education,
opportunities for receiving vocational education and many other important issues.
The laws on higher and vocational education are not discriminative as such (Parliament of Georgia, 2004). According to these laws, everyone shall enjoy equal
rights and opportunities of enrolment and education, but they do not provide exact
terms that would ensure equal access to persons with special educational needs.
The most serious obstacle to the further development of inclusive education is a
lack of policy regarding the provision of a monitoring system. As a result, the
data are collected, but not in a co-ordinated way.
The legislation, based on Meijer's (2003) classification, supports the multi-track
approach to the creation of education opportunities for students with special educational needs.
C 2017 NASEN
V

British Journal of Special Education  Volume 44  Number 4  2017 471

Practice

Based on the analysis of inclusive education practices, it can be argued that in
Georgia an inclusive education model has been established as a priority and is
aimed at the provision of equal access and a non-segregated environment for all
children. After the education reform of 2004, former special schools were turned
into public schools; however, they have maintained a specialised profile. These
schools continue working with the same category of students, but under a different name. So, at a glance, one may be under the impression that the general education system in Georgia provides fully inclusive education. However, as we will
demonstrate from our data, this is not the case.
According to the 2014 data, 3,897 students with special educational needs are registered nationwide and only 471 are educated at schools with a specialised profile
(special schools), while the majority of children are enrolled in public schools
(Chanturia et al., 2016). These figures reflect a positive trend relative to 2012,
when 600 children with special needs were enrolled in schools with a specialised
profile. However, it should be stressed that the number of students with disabilities
and/or special educational needs varies at different stages of the education system.
Unfortunately, as already stated, no accurate statistical data are available.
Analysis of the financial aspects of inclusive education practices is no less important. According to the law, general education and textbooks are free of charge.
Hence, direct costs do not figure among the factors restricting enrolment opportunities for students with special educational needs. As for indirect costs – including
transportation, assistant teachers and meals, which, according to experts’ estimation, are high – they are mostly covered by parents. As reported by parents of students with special educational needs, sometimes these costs are the main obstacle
to their children's enrolment in elementary education facilities. It is also important
to mention that schools receive annual funding based on the number of students
and, despite many efforts, there is no special financing system to support the
development of services for students with special educational needs, who require
more financial support than typical students. Because the lack of financing,
schools often cannot provide their students with the services required by law.
Despite the existing legislative basis, students with special educational needs often
face obstacles due to the poor physical environment and inadequate academic
facilities, which may prevent their enrolment in schools closer to their homes.
Exceptions are newly built facilities, though there are not many of these. The only
accommodation that old schools appear able to provide is ramps to enable physical access. Therefore, as a result of insufficient adaptation of academic settings,
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parents of students with special educational needs tend to seek out better-equipped
schools for their children rather than schools closer to their homes.
The poor availability of adaptive technologies is also a problem in public schools,
although these are usually available and used in schools with a specialised profile.
According to the experts’ feedback, assessment of special needs should be
focused on identification of strengths and provision of education opportunities
within the framework of inclusive education. However, the assessment procedures also need to be tailored to the local system. At present, the adaptation of
the necessary tools has been done selectively, which prevents a full-fledged
assessment of all individuals with special educational needs.
Today, all schools where students with special educational needs are registered
have a special education teacher and a psychologist, but this is not sufficient. Students are not often provided with the necessary help and services.
In all schools, irrespective of their profile, teaching is based on the National Curriculum. Therefore, all students, whether or not they have special educational
needs, are educated according to the same curriculum. When developing IEPs for
children with special educational needs, teachers take into account the goals and
achievement indicators specified in the National Curriculum. IEPs for students
with special educational needs define their annual performance targets, instruction
and assessment tools. In fact, because of insufficient human resources (that is, the
lack of special education teachers and school psychologists), only a limited number of students with special educational needs are educated with IEPs developed
personally for them.
Braille and sign language teaching is only provided in specialised schools for students with sensory (vision, hearing) impairment. As for the teaching of augmentative and alternative forms of communication and orientation, this type of service
is an innovation even for these schools, and is at the pilot stage.
The data on students with special educational needs are collected by different
administrative units and at different levels, as instructed by the relevant ministries, but there is no unified database, which not only complicates qualitative
analysis, but also provides inaccurate quantitative indicators. In particular, there
are no accurate data on how many students with special educational needs have
disability status or how they are distributed across the different educational
stages.
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Teachers

The teaching profession in Georgia is regulated by the law. A teacher's competence is measured in accordance with the Teacher's Professional Standard, which
consists of general and specific components (MES, 2014). The general part foregrounds the importance of inclusive education and a teacher's ability to teach students with special educational needs. Since 2014, teachers have been required to
attend qualification enhancement courses and take certification tests in order to
comply with the requirements of the Teacher's Professional Standard. The topic
of inclusive education constitutes an obligatory part of teacher training programmes, but there is a huge gap between what teachers know about inclusive
education and what they use in their classrooms. According to experts’ feedback,
since the launch of the general educational reform in 2006 there has been a tremendous change in teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education in a positive
direction, but a lack of practical skills and even motivation makes them unable to
work effectively with students with special educational needs.
Often students with special educational needs are solely the responsibility of a
special teacher. A special teacher, who should facilitate the process of full inclusion according to the law and the National Curriculum, often appears to be the
only teacher of a student with special educational needs in a specially equipped
room at a mainstream school. This approach, however, does not correspond to
the notion of full inclusion.
Trends and challenges

On the whole, inclusive education is an important part of the Georgian education
system. The changes have been gradually introduced into inclusive educationrelated legislation, which is an ongoing process. In 2011, an amendment was
made to the Law on General Education, and in 2013, steps were taken to prepare
amendments to the Law on Vocational Education. Georgia signed the Salamanca
Statement, and the EU Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities was
ratified by late 2013.
In the years 2009–2012, significant changes were made to the procedures and
tools applied for the assessment of special educational needs. The national model
of education of persons with special educational needs stresses the advantage of
targeting individual needs and supports inclusive education over other models.
According to the Action Plan for 2013–2016 and the National Curriculum, if a
person with special educational needs enrols in a school, the state and/or the
school has the obligation to provide at least one special education teacher, a
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school psychologist and a resource room equipped with relevant educational
materials. However, this is not always the case.
Since 2009 the situation with the application of adaptive technologies in schools
with a special profile has significantly changed. Sign language teaching has been promoted in special schools for deaf and hearing-impaired children, and teaching using
augmentative and alternative communication technologies has begun in the special
school for blind and visually impaired children. However, the provision of adaptive
technologies and qualified staff in mainstream schools remains a serious challenge.
Since 2006 teacher training programmes have become more oriented towards the
promotion of inclusive education. While in 2006–2010 the training modules dealt
with awareness raising and attitude-related topics, more recently some concrete
teacher training needs have been highlighted, making the content of the training
modules more tangible: for example, strategies for teaching students with special
educational needs, and the development of IEPs.
Schools and teachers have become more open to the inclusive education model
for teaching students with special educational needs, and this is reflected in the
more consistent application of IEPs and accommodation of the assessment system
to more readily address the needs of these students, as well as in a noticeably
increased acceptance of children with special educational needs publicly.
The Georgian government explicitly supports inclusive education, and the already
introduced legal changes and strategic development plans set up for the future are
clear evidence of this. At this stage, the Ministry of Education and Science, in
liaison with the Ministry of Labour, Health and Social Welfare and the Ministry
of Internal Affairs, plans to launch a programme called ‘A Second Chance for
Education’ to ensure equal opportunities for education. This will open schools
for children left without schooling because of adverse social conditions (for
example, street children, the Roma) and will provide special services to support
this population in their return to school.
An increase is expected in the number of students with special educational needs
at specialised schools, which can be partially explained by service upgrades at
these facilities (Braille, sign language, augmentative and alternative forms of the
communication and orientation, functional assistance and care). This increase may
also be associated with public awareness-raising practices, as children with severe
and multiple disabilities are no longer left at home or at day care centres, but are
being enrolled in schools according to the new regulations and legislative changes.
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In February 2013, Georgia's Ministry of Education and Science launched the
inclusive education model at the vocational education level. Ten vocational education centres with 51 students with special educational needs participated in
piloting inclusive education at this stage of the educational system (Zakareishvili,
2015).
The idea of inclusive education at the higher education level is still a disputed
and contentious topic.
Discussion
Since 2006, Georgia has undergone important changes regarding the education of
persons with special educational needs, but according to our study results, there
is still a huge gap between legislation and practice on the one hand and, on the
other, a full understanding of the philosophy of inclusion at all levels of education. At present the term ‘inclusion’ in Georgia means only children with special
needs and not those who are particularly talented, or those with good intellectual
resources but with learning disabilities.
Since the research methodology included questions concerning legislation as well
as practice, it enables us to make a comparative analysis of the same topics with
the examples of other countries’ conditions.
Comparing the current state of inclusive education in Georgia with that of other
countries, we can find some similarities even with the most developed countries
of the EU. For example, the process of harmonisation of the Convention on the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities is an ongoing process for such countries as
Belgium, Germany, Hungary and the Netherlands; their legislation does not
define the inclusive education model as the mandatory model at all stages of education (EASPD, 2011).
Government funding programmes for inclusive education vary from country to
country: primary inclusive education is not free in Belgium and the Netherlands,
unlike Georgia, Germany and Portugal (EASPD, 2011), Russia (Valeeva, 2014),
Slovenia (Magajna et al., 2003) and Ukraine (Bondar, 2014). Free access to general inclusive education gives peers an opportunity to grow up together irrespective of their abilities and to value each other. According to Drabble (2013),
inclusive education in a long-term perspective eliminates prejudices among peers
and creates the strong basis for an inclusive society, because daily social contact
narrows the gap between students with special educational needs and their typically developing peers.
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Table 1: Parents’ involvement in the decision making process, by
country
Yes Australia
Belgium
Finland France Hungary Ireland Slovenia Ukraine Georgia
No Germany Netherlands Portugal Russia

As for indirect costs, including transportation, assistant teachers and meals,
which, according to experts’ estimations, are high, these are mostly covered by
parents in the case of Georgia. Indirect costs are quite low in most European
countries (EASPD, 2011), but not in post-Soviet countries (Valeeva, 2014; Borodkina, 2013). The higher indirect costs in post-Soviet countries can be explained
by the unstable political and economic situation.
Another important issue is parents’ involvement in the decision-making process
regarding the placement and educational goals of their children. As shown by the
Barometer questionnaire, parents’ involvement is a problem in some European
countries like Germany, the Netherlands and Portugal, because the authorities –
rather than the parents – make placement and IEP decisions (EASPD, 2011). The
same is true of the Russian Federation: the authorities, rather than the parents, are
the main decision makers (Valeeva, 2014). According to the Georgian legislation,
parents are responsible for the final decision, while the Ministry of Education and
Science only acts as an adviser with regard to which educational setting is more
appropriate for a child with special educational needs. In Ukraine, since 1999
parents have had the right to reject the authorities’ decision regarding the placement of their children in special or boarding schools. However, the only alternative is home schooling (Bondar, 2014), which cannot be beneficial for a child's
social inclusion (see Table 1).
When discussing any education system, not only accessibility but also quality
should be considered. An important tool for ensuring the high quality of education is a well-structured monitoring system that provides an ongoing evaluation
of the process and gives a possibility for efficient intervention.
There is a substantial difference between Georgia and European countries in the
monitoring process of inclusive education. Countries such as Austria, France, the
Netherlands, Finland, Slovenia, Ireland, Germany and Hungary have a clear monitoring plan, which ensures the quality of inclusive education (EASPD, 2011). In
these countries different legislative tools regulate the obligation of monitoring
inclusive education (see Table 2).
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Table 2: Obligations related to the monitoring of implementing inclusive
education by country
Yes Australia Belgium Finland France Germany Hungary Ireland Netherland Slovenia
No Belgium Portugal Georgia

Teachers’ education is another important factor in the development of inclusive education. In most of the countries considered in this study, the development of inclusive practice has been too slow in comparison to the changes in legislation. The
efforts in practice are more focused on knowledge standards and the results of
national and international testing rather than on children's needs. Teachers should
gain competence not only in their subject matter but also in developing the ability
to teach a diverse population of children in their classrooms. Professional educators
interpret the policy on the basis of their own views, perceptions, experience, history,
aspirations, values, intentions and preferred approaches (Kavkler et al., 2015; Szecsi
& Giambo, 2007) in most countries; these are the people who decided to support
the inclusive education model and work toward a one-track education system.
Thus, Georgia has partially supportive legislation for the education of persons
with special educational needs on the basis of an inclusive education model, like
that of Germany. Most European countries have more supportive legislation, with
Finland, Austria and France being the best examples of this. With respect to
inclusive education practices, Georgia stands closer to Hungary, the Netherlands,
Germany and Slovenia – some practical activities have been realised, though
insufficiently. Only France reports important development in this direction. As
for future development, considering the past and the present situation, most countries, including Georgia, show slow progress in the development of inclusive education (EASPD, 2011).
Conclusions
The instrument ‘Pathway to Inclusion – Barometer’ revealed that changes in
legislation and important fields of practical implementation are required for the
further development of inclusive education in Georgia.
First of all, it is necessary to develop the inclusive education monitoring system
to contribute to timely identification of problems and enable decision makers to
provide a step-by-step development scheme. Secondly, a systemic approach to
data collection and dissemination is also vitally important. Data on children with
disabilities should be regularly collected and maintained in a co-ordinated manner, which requires:
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a. co-ordinated work by several agencies;
b. development of clear requirements for data collection (for example, establishing which statistical data are needed, and in what form);
c. development of a well-structured system for information maintenance and
dissemination.
The education systems in other countries, such as Malaysia, also face problems
due to the lack of data and inadequate service provision (Lee & Low, 2014). To
resolve these problems, co-ordinated work by different governmental structures
becomes crucial. The Ministry of Education and Science and the Ministry of
Labour, Health and Social Welfare in Georgia should co-operate in the development of a unified system for data collection and maintenance. The involvement
of structures such as the National Statistical Service and professional and nongovernmental organisations is also needed.
The third problem is related to the practical implementation of inclusive education. The lack of human resources, inappropriate usage of IEPs and problems
with parental involvement in the decision-making process regarding a child's education objectives make up the current picture of inclusive education at the general
education level. Even the UK education system experiences problems associated
with under-qualified staff, rigid and inappropriate curricula, underdeveloped IEPs
and insufficient use of information and communication (Wright, 2006). Research
undertaken in European countries reports gaps between legislation and practice:
legislation requires a higher level of inclusive education than can be observed in
practice (Goransson et al., 2011; Smith et al., 2014).
Fourth, a relevant legislative framework should be further developed to provide
systemic implementation of the intended inclusive education model at the higher
and vocational levels of education. This will enhance the responsibility of institutions to provide education for an individual with special educational needs and/or
disabilities.
In conclusion, Georgian legislation can be qualified as partially supportive of inclusive education, with some effective, but mostly insufficient practices and slow progress in the development of inclusive education. While important changes were
introduced to the Law on General Education, and the UN Convention on the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities was ratified by the Georgian Parliament, the
practical implementation at the individual level of each person with special educational needs is nevertheless inhibited by different barriers (the lack of special teachers and school psychologists, problems with parents’ involvement, lack of
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knowledge regarding alternative and augmentative communication strategies).
However, taking into account that the process started only eight years ago, Georgia
shows a positive trend toward significant change in the field of educating persons
with special needs. Future studies will reveal whether this positive trend continues.
Acknowledgements
This study was supported by a grant from the Norwegian Ministry of Education
and Research within the project ‘Implementation of Inclusive Education in
Vocational Education and Training System of Georgia’.
References
Ametepee, L. K. & Anastasiou, D. (2015) ‘Special and inclusive education in
Ghana: status and progress, challenges and implications’, International
Journal of Educational Development, 41, 143–152.
Bondar, T. (2014) ‘Ukraine: current tendencies in inclusion’, American
Journal of Educational Research, 2 (12B), 22–27.
Borodkina, O. (2013) ‘Problems of the inclusive professional education in
Russia’, Procedia – Social and Behavioral Sciences, 140, 542–546.
Chanturia, R., Gorgodze, S. & Chkhaidze, T. (2016) The Practice of Inclusive
Education in Georgia – Alternative Report. Tbilisi: Civil Development
Institute (in Georgian) [online at http://cdi.org.ge/uploads/pages/alternativereport-on-the-implementation-of-crpd-education-cdi-geo-91.pdf].
Drabble, S. (2013) Support for Children with Special Educational Needs
(SEN). Brussels: European Commission, Directorate-General for
Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion.
EADSNE (European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education)
(2009) Key Principles for Promoting Quality in Inclusive Education –
recommendations for policy makers. Odense: EADSNE.
EADSNE (European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education)
(2010) Teacher Education for Inclusion – international literature review.
Odense: EADSNE.
EASPD (European Association of Service Providers for Persons with
Disabilities) (2011) Dissemination Executive Summary Paper: EASPDBarometer of Inclusive Education in Selected European Countries.
Brussels/Siegen: ZPE, University of Siegen.
Florian, L. (2014) ‘What counts as evidence of inclusive education?’
European Journal of Special Needs Education, 29 (3), 286–294.
Geostat (National Statistics Office of Georgia) (2015a) Number of
Population as of January 1, 2015 [online at http://www.geostat.ge/cms/
480

British Journal of Special Education  Volume 44  Number 4  2017

C 2017 NASEN
V

site_images/_files/english/population/Population%20press_30.04.2015_
Final_eng.pdf].
Geostat (National Statistics Office of Georgia) (2015b) ‘GDP of 2014’ [online
at http://geostat.ge/cms/site_images/_files/georgian/nad/press-release_2014_
GEO.pdf] (in Georgian).
Goransson, K., Nilholm, C. & Karlsson, K. (2011) ‘Inclusive education in
Sweden? A critical analysis’, International Journal of Inclusive Education,
15 (5), 541–555.
Government of Georgia (2014) Decree @41 on Technical Requirements for
Space Arrangement for Persons with Special Needs [online at http://ability.
ge/en/georgian_legislation] (in Georgian).
Gvakharia, G. (host and author) (2011) ‘Problems of inclusive education’
(radio programme), in The Tenth Studio. Tbilisi: Radio Tavisupleba, 14
October [online at http://www.radiotavisupleba.ge/a/24359475.html]
(in Georgian).
Kavkler, M., Babuder, M. K. & Magajna, L. (2015) ‘Inclusive education for
children with specific learning difficulties: analysis of opportunities and
barriers in inclusive education in Slovenia’, Journal of the Centre for
Educational Policy Studies, 5 (1), 31–52.
Kitiashvili, A., Sumbadze, N. & Makharadze, T. (2015) Access to Vocational
Education for Vulnerable Groups in Georgia: situational analysis. Tbilisi:
Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia (in Georgian).
Kyriazopoulou, M. & Weber, H. (eds) (2009) Development of a Set of
Indicators – for inclusive education in Europe. Odense: EADSNE.
Lee, W. L. & Low, H. M. (2014) ‘The evolution of special education in
Malaysia’, British Journal of Special Education, 41 (1), 42–58.
Magajna, L., Kavklerm M. & Krizaj Ortar, M. (2003) ‘Adults with selfreported learning disabilities in Slovenia: findings from the international
adult literacy survey on the incidence and correlates of learning disabilities
in Slovenia’, Dyslexia, 9 (4), 229–251.
Meijer, C. J. W. (ed.) (2003) Special Education across Europe in 2003: trends
in provision in 18 European countries. Middelfart: EADSNE.
Meijer, C., Soriano, V. & Watkins, A. (2007) ‘Inclusive education across
Europe’, Childhood Education, 83 (6), 361–365.
MES (Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia) (2011) National
Curriculum, Order 36/N of the Minister of Education and Science.
MES (Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia) (2013) Vocational
Education and Training Development Strategy for 2013–2020 [online at
http://mes.gov.ge/uploads/12.%20VET%20Strategy%202013-20_EN.pdf].

C 2017 NASEN
V

British Journal of Special Education  Volume 44  Number 4  2017 481

MES (Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia) (2014) Teachers’
Professional Standard [online at http://tpdc.gov.ge/?action5page&p_id5
109&lang5geo] (in Georgian).
MES (Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia) (2015) ‘Inclusive
education – complaints of parents of children with special educational need
to the Ministry of Education and Science’, TV news report [online at http://
www.2tv.ge/ge/news/view/83878.html] (in Georgian).
MES (Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia) (2016) National Curriculum,
Order 36/N of the Minister of Education and Science (in Georgian).
Norwich, B. (2007) ‘Dilemmas of difference, inclusion and disability:
international perspectives’, British Educational Research Journal, 35 (3),
447–467.
Opertti, R. & Belalcazar, C. (2008) ‘Trends in inclusive education at
regional and interregional levels: issues and challenges’, Prospects, 38,
113–135.
Pachkoria, T. (ed.) (2008) ‘The Salamanca Statement’, in Learning Together.
Inclusive education. Tbilisi: Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia
(in Georgian).
Parliament of Georgia (2004) Law on Higher Education of Georgia [online at
http://mes.gov.ge/publicInfo/?page_id5171] (in Georgian).
Parliament of Georgia (2005) Law on General Education of Georgia [online at
http://mes.gov.ge/publicInfo/?page_id5171].
Parliament of Georgia (2007) Law on Vocational Education of Georgia
[online at http://mes.gov.ge/publicInfo/?page_id5171] (in Georgian).
Parliament of Georgia (2013a) Law on General Education of Georgia [online
at http://mes.gov.ge/publicInfo/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/
საქართველოს-კანონი-ზოგადი-განათლების-შესახებ.pdf] (in
Georgian).
Parliament of Georgia (2013b) Decree of the Parliament of Georgia on
Ratification of the EU Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities, decree #1888 RS [online at http://www.parliament.ge/ge/law/
670/10626] (in Georgian).
P2i (Pathway to Inclusion) (2012) European project, funded by the Lifelong
Learning Program (Comenius) of DG Education & Culture [online at http://
pathwaystoinclusion.eu].
Schaedler, J. & Dorrance, C. (2012) ‘Barometer of inclusive education –
concept, methodology and preliminary results in selected European
countries’, Acta Technologica Dubnicae, 2 (1), 17–26.
 ska,
Smith, F., Shevlin, M., Buchner, T., Biewer, G., Flynn, P., Latimier, C., Si



J., Toboso-Martõn, M., Rodrõguez Dõaz, S. & Ferreira, M. A.V. (2014)
482

British Journal of Special Education  Volume 44  Number 4  2017

C 2017 NASEN
V

‘Inclusive education in progress: policy evolution in four European
countries’, European Journal of Special Needs Education, 29 (4),
433–445.
Sordia, N. (2013) Inclusive Education: positive and negative sides: interview
with school's psychologists [online at http://education.ge/index.php?
do5definition/view&id51730].
Szecsi, T. & Giambo, D. A. (2007) ‘Inclusive education practices around the
world: an introduction’, Childhood Education, 83 (6), 338–342.
UN (United Nation) (2006) Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities, Annex 1 [online at http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/enable/rights/
ahcfinalrepe.htm].
UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization)
(2001) ‘Open file on inclusive education: the rationale for inclusive
education’, Support Materials for Managers and Administrators.
UNICEF (United Nations Children's Fund) (2007) Promoting the Rights of
Children with Disabilities. Florence: Innocenti Research Centre.
Valeeva, L. A. (2014) ‘The current state of special needs education in Russia:
inclusive policies and practices’, Procedia – Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 191, 2312–2315.
Wright, A. M. (2006) ‘Provision for students with learning difficulties in
general colleges of further education – have we been going round in
circles?’, British Journal of Special Education, 33 (1), 33–39.
Zakareishvili, M. (2015) ‘Inclusive vocational education policy and practice’.
Paper presented to the 2nd International Conference on Inclusive
Vocational Education, ‘Create Opportunities’, Tbilisi, 14 April [online at
http://inclusion.ge/geo/news/show/23/17] (in Georgian).

Address for correspondence:
Dr Tchintcharauli
Ilia State University
3/5 K.Cholokashvili Ave.
Tbilisi 0162
Georgia
Email: tinatin.chincharauli@iliauni.edu.ge
Article submitted: March 2016
Accepted for publication: April 2017

C 2017 NASEN
V

British Journal of Special Education  Volume 44  Number 4  2017 483

