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The work presents the results of approbation of the approach to expert evalu-
ation of inclusive practices in educational institutions developed at the Institute
for Problems of Inclusive Education of the Moscow State University of Psychol-
ogy and Education based on the integration of inclusiveness criteria and evi-
dence requirements. The assessment involved 25 federal experts on inclusive
education, who evaluated 30 cases in three nominations of inclusive practices
submitted to the federal stage of the competition. The assessors scored the ap-
plications by completing expert protocols, which were processed to determine
the level of inclusivity of the practice (zero, initial, basic, or advanced). Then
a reflective discussion was organized on the application by experts of the ap-
proach we developed to assessing inclusive practices according to the criteria
of inclusiveness and evidence, the results of this discussion were subjected to
thematic analysis. The study revealed that the distribution of expert assess-
ments of inclusive practices by levels differs from uniform (p<0,01), confirming
the effectiveness of the criteria as an assessment tool. At the same time, the
reproducibility of the results of the expert assessment turned out to be at an
acceptable level (83%), taking into account the unreliability of differentiation
of the zero and initial levels (sample of repeated measurements: N=12). The
thematic analysis of expert reflection showed the usefulness of evaluation cri-
teria as a tool not only for examination, but also for the development of expert
thinking of the experts themselves, as well as the professional development of
the contestants. Also, the results of the thematic analysis revealed the need for
a broad discussion and further study of the key categories of inclusion (diver-
sity, participation, acceptance, etc.) to operationalize them more accurately as
inclusion criteria.
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Pa6oTta npepctaenseTt pesynstaTel anpobaumn paspabotaHHoro B WHCTu-
TyTe NpobreM MHK3nMBHOro obpasosanus MITIMY noaxoaa K aKCnepTHOM
OLIEHKE MHKITIO3MBHbIX MPaKTUK B 06pa3oBaTesibHbIX OpraHmM3aumsax Ha OCHO-
BE VHTErpauuv KpuTepmes MHKMIO3MBHOCTY U TpebOBaHWI JOKa3aTeNnbHOCTY.
B oueHke yyacteoBanu 25 hefepasbHbIX 3KCMepTOB Mo UHKMIO3MBHOMY 06pa-
30BaHuto, KOTopble oueHnBany 30 KENCOB B TPEX HOMMHALMAX UHKITO3UBHbIX
NPaKTUK, NOAAHHbIX Ha hefepanbHbIi 3Tan KoOHKypca. JKCnepTbl OLeHBanm
3asBKM B 6annax, 3anonHsasa aKCnepTHbIe NPOTOKOMbI, KOTOpble 06pabaTbiBa-
NNCb AN onpeaesieHns YpoBHSA MHKITIO3VBHOCTU MPaKTUKK (HYNeBoro, Havarnb-
HOro, 6a30BOro Mnv NPOABUHYTOro). 3atemM 6bIN10 OpraHM30BaHO pedriekcuB-
Hoe 06CyX/AeHne NPUMEHEHUs 3KcnepTaMn paspaboTaHHOro Hamu nopgxopa
K OLEHKE WHKIIO3MBHBIX MPaKTUK MO KPUTEPUAM WHKMIO3MBHOCTU U [OKa-
3aTeNbHOCTW, pe3ynbTaTbl 3TOr0 06CYXAEeHUs MOABEPrNIN TEMATUHECKOMY
aHanuzy. lccnegoBaHve BbISBUIO, YTO pacrnpefeneHre 3KCnepTHbIX OLEHOK
VHKIO3UBHBIX MPaKTUK MO YPOBHAM OTIM4aeTcs oT paBHOMepHoro (p<0,01),
noaTeepxaas paboTOCNOCOOHOCTb KPUTEPUEB KaK WMHCTPYMEHTA OLEHKW.
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Mpn 3TOM BOCNPOM3BOAMMOCTb PE3YNLTaTOB SKCMEePTHOW OLIEHKM OKasanach
Ha npuemnemomMm ypoBHe (83%) € y4eToM HeHapexHoCTV anddpepeHumanmm
HYNeBOro M HayanbHOro YpOBHEN (BbIGOpKa MOBTOPHLIX M3MepeHuii: N=12).
TemaTnyecknii aHanma 3KCNepTHON pedbriekcMn nokasan nonesHoCcTb Kpute-
pVEB OLEHKM KaK MHCTPYMEHTa He TOMbKO AN 3KCMepTu3bl, HO U Pa3BUTUS
3KCMEPTHOrO MbILLIIEHNSI CaMMX 3KCMEepToB, a TakxXe npodecCMoHanbHOro
Pa3BUTUA KOHKYPCaHTOB. Pe3yanaTb| TemMaTU4eCckKoro aHanumsa BbIABUIIUA He-
06X0AMMOCTb LLUMPOKOrO 0OCYXXAEHUS U JanbHENLLEero n3yyYeHus Kio4eBbixX
KaTeropum MHKNI3un (pasHoobpasue, y4actue, NpUHATME U Ap.) C Lenbio nx
6onee TOYHOM onepauyoHann3aumm B Ka4ecTBe KpUTEPUEB NHKITIO3MBHOCTU.
KnroyeBble cnoBa: KpUTepun MHKMIO3MN; NHKIMIO3UBHbIE MPaKTVKK; AoKasa-
TeNbHbIA MNOAXOA; KOHKYPCHbIE NpoLieypbl; 9KCNEPTHas OLEHKa; aKCrnepTHoe

MblILLNEHKne.
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Introduction

Since inclusive education (IE) became
a requirement of Russian federal legislation
(following the ratification of the UN Con-
vention on the Rights of Persons with Dis-
abilities in 2012), professionals are looking
for new stimulos to wider implementlE in
educational institutions (EO) [14]. Contests
among Russian educational organizations
and nominations for the best inclusive prac-
tices (IP) are beginning to have an impact
on the development of inclusive education.

In this study, we usedthe operational
definition of the Inclusive educational
practices (IEP) adopted at the Institute for
Problems of Inclusive Education of the
Moscow State University of Psychology
and Education. IEP is a set of interrelated
organizational, administrative, pedagogical
and social actions aimed to widly support
an active participation of all parties of the
educational process by providing a diver-
sity of educational needs and the inclusion
of all students in the educational process.
We can also discuss the concept of the
inclusive practices since this article refers

to inclusion as implemented and assessed
in contestant procedures not only in public
organizations, but alsoin recreational insti-
tutions for children, where it may not be so
much about educational inclusion as about
social inclusion. At a preliminary level, such
a definition will practically repeat what we
stated above, except that instead of inclu-
sion in the educational process, we will be
talking about involvement students as ac-
tive participants in any activity relevant to
the given conditions. Therefore, further in
the text we mainly use the abbreviation IP.

IPs are components of the inclusive
educational environment (IEE) of the or-
ganization. There are several approaches
to increasing the evidence of assessment
procedures in social work and education
that take into account both the objective
and subjective components of the achieved
results, which also include assessment of
the beneficiaries’ satisfaction ( in the case
of basic education — parents and their chil-
dren studying in public educational institu-
tions). Expert assessment which requires
developing more equal and detailed criteria
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to help experts evaluate IP in the process of
holding contests [16] occupies a significant
place among assessment methods..

It should be taken into account that when
we apply an evidence-based approach in
the field of assessing the effectiveness of
educational institutions, a number of spe-
cific problems arise. These problems have
become the subject of discussion within the
international community [24; 29; 30; 32; 33].
One of them is the difficulty to conduct con-
trolled randomized studies due to the wide
variety of special educational needs (SEN)
of students with disabilities [24], insufficient
consideration of the specifics of SEN in stu-
dents with severe and multiple disabilities or
severe intellectual disability [30] etc.

Discussion goes on relating to methods
for determining evidence-based practices
in domestic and foreign literature, such as
discussion of methodology issues. One of
the most important issues of discussion is
the use of qualitative methods to substanti-
ate the effectiveness of practices [7; 8; 9;
10; 26; 27; 31; 34; 35; 36; 37; 38].

The Institute for Problems of Inclusive
Education has developed criteria[2; 3; 4;
5] for assessing IP in general educational
institutions, that are based on a system
analysis, taking into account scientific lit-
erature, integrated with the requirements of
an evidence-based approach in assessing
social practices [7; 8; 9; 10]. The criteria
were tested and applied in the expert as-
sessment of applications recieved from
participants of the contest “Best Inclusive
School of Russia”.

The goal of this article is to demonstrate
the results of this testing, including the re-
flection of the experts who applied these
criteria as their application seems produc-
tive and what problems arise.

The article puts forward a hypo-
thesis,thatthe expert assessment will re-
veal differences in inclusiveness between
the assessed inclusive practices used in
the environmental conditions of kindergar-
tens, schools, recreational institutions for
children, etc. and that the assessment of
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various experts, who used the proposed
criteria, will not differ significantly. Apart
from that, it has been assumed that the
reflection carried out by the experts would
reveal a number of proposals relating to the
contest procedure and the evaluation crite-
ria that were used by the experts.

Research methodology

The developers of the procedure for
expert assessment of inclusive practices
based on an evidence-based approach are
the team of authors of the Institute for Prob-
lems of Inclusive Education, Moscow State
University of Psychology and Education.

The development of the expert assess-
ment procedure has been carried out in
several stages.

1. The expert survey helped to identify the
key principles of inclusive education [2; 4].

2. The criteria for assessing of the inclu-
sive practices were developed according to
an evidence-based approach and key prin-
ciples of inclusive education [2; 3; 4].

3. The analysis of the evidence standard
made it possible to identify the main pa-
rameters of inclusive educational practices,
which were included in the requirements
for describing the best inclusive practices
within the framework of the contest “Best
Inclusive School of Russia”. The descrip-
tion of a successful IP with an evidence-
based approach involved the presentation
of a practical case.

4. An expert protocol was developed as
a tool for assessing IP in the form of the ta-
ble that includes 6 criteria for the inclusive-
ness of practices (acceptance, participa-
tion, accessibility, variability, adaptability,
support and individual approach) and 4 in-
dicators of evidence (regularity, validity of
data, achievement of educational results,
validity of data on the educational results
of the practices), grouped into three levels
of practice — initial (1—3), basic (4—7),
advanced (8—10).

5.30 cases from 3 nominations came to
the federal stage of the call for applications
and were evaluated by 25 federal experts.



Alekhina S.V., Bystrova Yu.A., Samsonova E.V., ShemanovA.Yu.
Use of Evidence-Based Evaluation Criteria for Inclusive Practices in Competitive Procedures
Psychological Science and Education. 2023. Vol. 28, no. 3

They have been examined in order to test
the expert protocol

6. The data from expert protocols and
a video recording of a webinar with the
experts, which reflected their opinions on
the assessment procedure and criteria as
well as their proposals for improving the
assessment procedure and tool, including
the expert protocol, were considered as a
result of the assessment of cases by the
experts. Some experts also provided their
thoughts and suggestions in written from.

7. The data obtained from the expert
protocols, as well as the results of the ex-
perts’ reflection, were processed. The arith-
metic mean was calculated for each expert
protocol based on the points assigned by
the expert and the number of headings of
the completed protocol. the IP level was
determined Based on this average: zero, if
the average was less than 1, initial — from
1 to less than 4, basic — from 4 to less than
8, advanced — from 8 to 10. Thus another
category for evaluation of competitive bids
was added, i.e. a zero level, since many
experts not only spoke in favor of its intro-
duction at the reflective webinar, but also
used it in practice during the assessment
process. Following that we have tested a
statistical hypothesis about the difference
in the frequencies of competitive bids falling
into various categories (zero, initial, basic,
and advanced levels). The results of the
reflection were subjected to thematic anal-
ysis. A one-sample chi-square goodness-
of-fit criterion was applied as a method of
statistical processing of the distribution by
category of competitive bids, which helped
to verify the difference between the empiri-
cal distribution and the uniform distribution.

8. The reflective approach was used as
a thematic analysis methodology, which was
considered a form of systemic theoretical
activity aimed at creating and understanding
the social product, its actions and their laws
based on G.P. Shchedrovitsky and his fol-
lowers’ theory [1; 19; 20; 21]. The reflective
approach involved experts analyzing their
first experience of working with protocols de-

veloped on the basis of criteria for evidence
of inclusive practices while evaluating com-
petitive works. Particularly valuable for us
was the reflection on the understanding of
the criteria and indicators developed by vari-
ous experts, who are experienced teachers in
the field of inclusive education, in relation to
various competitive works. This way we have
implemented a cycle of the experts’ reflective
activity: analysis and evaluation of competi-
tive works (control); criticism (correction of
criteria and evaluation protocol); proposals
for regulation of the criteria. The reflective
approach not only allows to organize a dis-
cussion based on complex communication,
highlight expert opinions about the strengths
and weaknesses of the assessment tool, but
also helps design changes within the assess-
ment tool [1; 16; 19; 20; 21].

Selection. The assessment involved
25 federal experts on inclusive education,
selected according to the criteria of having
at least 5 years of experience in inclusive
education, a scientific degree and publica-
tions on the issues of inclusive education.

30 cases from three categories of in-
clusive practices (“kindergarten”, “school”,
“health and recreational intuitions for chil-
dren”) submitted to the federal stage of the
contest of applications and offered for expert
evaluation have been carefully reviewed.

Results

Table 1 refers to the results of the ex-
pert scoring of competitive bids (inclusive
practices presented in three nominations of
the contest).

The presented results show that only
3 out of 12 paired expert assessments dif-
fer from each other in the level to which
competitive bids are distributed. These
are inclusive practices, the assessments
of which are presented in the 2", 15" and
22" rows of the table, which is 25 % of all
cases that passed double examination.
Accordingly, in 75% of cases, the experts’
assessments in the distribution of cases by
level coincided. Moreover, the discrepancy
in line 15 may be caused by the fact that
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Table 1
Expert evaluation of competitive inclusive practices
IP case number Expert 1 Expert 2 Average Level
1. 0 0 0 0
2. 1.17 5.21 3.19 1
3. 9.5 9.5 3
4. 2.25 2.88 2.56 1
5. 2.46 2.46 1
6. 2.0 0.5 1.25 1
7. 2.16 3.12 2.64 1
8. 1.75 1.75 1
9. 2.21 2.67 2.44 1
10. 1.79 1.79 1
11. 15 1.5 1
12. 1.375 1.375 1
13. 0.71 0.71 0
14. 2.62 2.62 1
15. 1.0 0.3 0.65 0
16. 1.42 1.42 1
17. 0 0 0
18. 0.83 0.83 0
19. 4.04 4.04 2
20. 0.5 0.5 0
21. 1.17 1.17 1
22. 6.83 2.75 4.79 2
23. 0.625 0.2 0.41 0
24. 2.21 2.21 1
25. 217 217 1
26. 0.125 0.125 0
27. 2.75 1.92 2.34 1
28. 5.5 5.5 2
29. 4.71 4.67 4.69 2
30. 1.42 1.125 1.27 1
N N=12 ( paired scores) N=30 ( total scores )

Note: zero level — the average expert assessment for the case is less than 1; entry level — 1—4; basic level —
4—8; advanced level — 8—10.

initially the experts were asked to divide
practices into three levels, i.e. without zero,
since the criterion for differentiating be-
tween zero and initial levels is unreliable.
Taking this into account, from our point of
view, the percentage of matches turned out
to be quite good (i.e. 10 out of 12, or 83%),
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which is an argument in favor of the repro-
ducibility of expert assessments, although
the small selection would not allow us to
evaluate this reproducibility quantitatively.
This may indicate that experts understand
the assessment criteria in a similar way,
and that the subjective factor has no undue
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influence on the assessment results in this
selection of experts.

Table 2 demonstrates the results of a
frequency analysis of expert assessments
by level, including the zero level we intro-
duced post factum, since it was actually
used by the experts themselves.

The data and their statistical analysis
referred to in Table 2 show that the frequen-
cies of cases assessed as meeting the zero
and initial levels greatly predominate in the
competitive selection — 27% and 57%, re-
spectively. At the same time, experts classi-
fied only 17% in total as basic and advanced
levels. These results clearly demonstrate
that the vast majority of practices, accord-
ing to experts, poorly meet the inclusiveness
criteria and standards of evidence used.

Following that we have carried out a
thematic analysis of the results of the ex-
perts’ reflection transformed into written or
initially represented in the form of the text,
and identified on its basis three categories
of expert opinions and proposals regarding
(1) the usefulness (beneficial effect) of the
assessment tool, (2) changes in the proce-
dure for interacting with contestants, and
(3) changes to the assessment tool itself
(criteria for inclusivity and evidence, which
includes procedure and expert’s protocol).

Table 3 represents expert opinions re-
garding the usefulness (beneficial effect) of
the assessment tool used.

The results represented in the Table 3
demonstrate that experts find the tool they
used in order to evaluate competitive prac-
tices based on the criteria of inclusivity and
evidence very useful both for themselves
and, potentially, for the contestants. A fairly
common and important suggestion is that
the assessment tool should be used during

the preparatory stage of a contest to cre-
ate criteria-based recommendations to fa-
miliarize contestants with its requirements
and following that bring practices into con-
test format as far as the requirements for
inclusivity and evidence are concerned.
We have also discussed the usefulness
of criteria for identifying the strengths and
weaknesses of practices, existing deficien-
cies both in their implementation and in the
presentation of results achieved on their
basis, the requirement to recognize the
risks of the practices, etc.

Experts made proposals regarding spe-
cific changes in the requirements for the
contestants:

1. Introduce a mandatory requirement
to describe inclusivity as a result of the
practice and means to confirm the result,
including based on substantive criteria, and
not just formal quantitative ones.

2. Draw up methodological recommen-
dations for the contestants and/or a check-
list for preparing a description of the IP for
the contests, which would include recom-
mendations on methods for justifying the
effects of the IP.

3. Set contestants specific requirements
for regulations on describing IP.

The experts’ recommendations refer to
desirable changes in the requirements for
contestants. To a large extent, they come
down to the two main ones. The first gen-
erally recommends the creation of more
detailed regulations for describing prac-
tice, which can be presented in the form of
recommendations and/or, for example, a
checklist for the contestant, and the second
refers to the content of these requirements,
which must necessarily include a descrip-
tion of the inclusiveness of the practice

Table 2
Results of the expert classification of competitive inclusive practices by level
Level Zero 0 Initial 1 Basic 2 Advanced 3
Frequency 8 4 1

Note: Pearson chi-square goodness-of-fit test (goodness-of-fit with uniform distribution). Result: y 2 ~=19.332,
the null hypothesis is rejected at p< 0.01, df =3 (x 2, =11.345).
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Table 3

The effect (usefulness) of the criteria for experts and contestants, according to

experts
No. Effects Examples of the statements

1. | The requirement to prove IP has been | “We were always looking for innovation, something new, and not
introduced as an assessment criterion | looking for evidence”

“...We saw in this tool and in these criteria a new approach to
the practice assessment”

2. | The criteria help identify the strengths | “The tool makes it possible to identify the strengths and weak-
and weaknesses of a practice. nesses of the description of the practice and based on this

determine areas for its improvement.”

3. | Criteria help identify practice risks “Practitioners provide no description of the risks; they are unable
to do it. But the risks are taken into account in the criteria, which
is good.”

4. | Criteria help identify resources, “This tool helps the expert... show practitioners in which direction
deficiencies, gaps in goals and they can move, where there is the strength , the resource, large
objectives, gaps in goals and actions, | deficits , gaps between goals and objectives, goals and actions,
actions and results or actions and results”

5. | The criteria help determine involve- “In many practices (cases), parents are only nominally repre-
ment (of parents and other partici- sented, there is no real evidence of their active involvement and
pants in the educational process) attitude to it (their subject position) as a parent’s position”

6. | For the contestants, familiarity with “The tool is good not as much for selecting practices, as for their
the evaluation criteria contributes analysis, development and examination... how to help achieve
to the professional development of similar growth, to further design a practice”
teachers designing and creating IP

and, accordingly, what the contestant con-
siders inclusion, recommended evidence-
based procedures/methods, description of
goals and objectives, as well as the results
of practice and whether and how the task
of ensuring inclusion has been solved and
how it is confirmed.

Experts made proposals for changes to
the criteria and assessment protocol:

1. Detail the criteria within the levels.

2. Eliminate duplication in criteria.

3. Enter a zero IP level into the assess-
ment protocol.

4. Enter a comment column into the
evaluation protocol.

5. Create a glossary of criteria for ex-
perts.

6. Expand the result of practice as an
object of assessment: introduce other
types of results in addition to the educa-
tional ones.

7. Clarify the characteristics of each
level.
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8. Clarify the wording (acceptance, par-
ticipation, support, individualization etc.)
and a set of criteria.

The criteria for evaluating practices
themselves generated the greatest number
of comments and suggestions, but there
are also important proposals regarding the
examination procedure and protocol. That
said a number of experts proposed intro-
ducing a comment column for the expert
into the protocol, as well as expanding the
number of assessed levels by adding a zero
level. Moreover, there is a recommendation
to clarify and detail the criteria for assign-
ment to various levels and scaling within
them, in particular by adding an indicator
of practice reproducibility for the advanced
level, and a requirement for internal pro-
fessional expertise for the basic level. Ex-
perts point out the desirability of having a
dictionary (glossary) that explains the main
parameters of evidence and the terminol-
ogy used in the criteria. It has also been
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proposed to expand the concept of result
beyond the educational one (for example,
social inclusion etc.) , due to the presence
of different nominations (for example, holi-
day camps, kindergartens). Experts high-
lighted the presence of duplication in the
criteria, which may unjustifiably inflate or
underestimate the score. The key criteria
for assessing inclusivity, such as participa-
tion and acceptance, received particular
number of comments, while other names
have also been proposed for these criteria,
which, according to the expert, clarify their
content and eliminate ambiguity.

The discussion aboutthe results

The results obtained, from our point of
view, need to be discussed in several inter-
related aspects. The criteria become the
subject of reflective discussion in the com-
munity of experts, and thereby develop ex-
pert thinking in the field of inclusion; it be-
comes the object of change by experts and
a means of self-change in the thinking of
experts. This reflection as a process of self-
change in expert thinking in the field of in-
clusion is not something accidental: it is the
result of the presence of disputes and dis-
agreements in international practice regard-
ing the very idea of inclusion [22; 23; 24; 25;
26; 29; 32; 33], which are not removed even
by the efforts of the UN Committee on the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities, which is-
sued General Comment No. 4 on the right to
inclusive education [17].

A key point of discussion was the inter-
pretation of what the “participation” criterion
means. whether it consists of the realiza-
tion of the right of everyone to participate
in general educational conditions through
reasonable adaptation of these conditions,
however with the main emphasis on the im-
plementation of this right, or whether it is in
deciding the issue of placement of students
based on the balance in the implementa-
tion of this right along with other — the right
to receive the highest quality education,
i.e. the one that meets the needs of stu-
dents with special education needs in the

least restrictive environment, without how-
ever compromising the exercise of their last
right? T.O. Archakov and E.Sh. Garifulina
further developed the matter of in their re-
search paper by means of introducing into
the context of this problem the issue of tak-
ing into account the opinion of the children
when making important decisions affecting
their interests, which is a requirement of the
UN Convention on the Rights of the Child
(Article 12) [6; 15]. The need to take into
account the views of children when making
important decisions poses many complex
problems, such as finding a balance be-
tween the objective developmental needs
of children and achieving an acceptable
level of their subjective well-being, devel-
oping their competence in expressing their
opinions and attention to their subjective
preferences, building partnership with them
and accepting social and cultural norms
that are important to the community they
enter as they grow up.

A similar duality exists regarding the
concepts of individual approach and indi-
vidualization, where the question has been
raised about supporting the subjectivity of
each student on the one hand, and about
an individual approach to his training and
education, where he is not the subject, but
the recipient of educational influences on
the other hand [13; 17].

These are just a few aspects of the
complex problems associated with the
implementation of expert reflection in the
assessment of inclusive practices.

Conclusion

As we see, the results of testing the
criteria for expert assessments of inclusive-
ness and evidence-based educational and
social practices, expressed in the results of
expert assessments and reflection on the
experience of using the assessment tool
and its criteria, obtained in the work, prove
that the tool is productivem the assess-
ments are reproducible and suitabile for
the validation of the IP expertise and for the
professional development of contestants.
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The hypotheses posed in the article have
been confirmed. The peer review tool has
demonstrated that it can be used by ex-
perts to differentiate competitive practices
according to the levels of inclusivity and
evidence. The reproducibility of expert as-
sessments can be defined as acceptable,
although it doesn’t have quantitative char-
acteristics of reproducibility yet. The results
of expert reflection revealed a number of
important issues for further development
and specification of both the basic con-
cepts underlying the assessment tool and
its parameters and procedures.

First of all, the experts confirmed the
importance and usefulness of the devel-
oped IP assessment criteria, not only for
examination, but also, as a potential tool

References

1. Alekseev N.G. Printsipy i kriterii ekspertizy
programm razvitiya obrazovaniya [Principles and
criteria for the examination of educational development
programs]. Voprosy metodologii = Voprosy metodologii,
1994, no. 2, pp. 59—68. (In Russ.).

2. Alekhina S.V., Mel'nik Yu.V., Samsonova E.V.,
Shemanov A.Yu. K voprosu otsenki inklyuzivhogo
protsessa v obrazovatel’noi organizatsii: pilotazhnoe
issledovanie [On the issue of assessing the inclusive
process in an educational organization: a pilot
study]. Psikhologo-pedagogicheskie issledovaniya =
Psychological and pedagogical research, 2019.
Vol. 11, no. 4, pp. 121—132. DOI:10.17759/
psyedu.2019110410 (In Russ., abstr. in Engl.).

3. Alekhina S.V., Mel'nik Yu.V., Samsonova E.V.,
Shemanov A.Yu. Otsenka inklyuzivnogo protsessa kak
instrument proektirovaniya inklyuzii v obrazovatel'noi
organizatsii [Evaluation of the inclusive process
as a tool for designing inclusion in an educational
organization]. Psikhologicheskaya nauka i
obrazovanie = Psychological Science and Education,
2021. Vol. 26, no. 5, pp. 116—126. DOI:10.17759/
pse.2021260509 (In Russ., abstr. in Engl.).

4. Alekhina S.V., Mel'nik Yu.V., Samsonova E.V.,
Shemanov A.Yu. Ekspertnaya otsenka parametrov
inklyuzivnogo protsessa v obrazovanii [Expert
assessment of the parameters of the inclusive
process in education]. Klinicheskaya i spetsialnaya
psikhologiya = Clinical and Special Psychology,
2020. Vol. 9, no. 2, pp. 62—78. DOI:10.17759/
cpse.2020090203 (In Russ., abstr. in Engl.).

5. Alekhina S.V., Samsonova E.V., Shemanov A.
Yu. Podkhod k modelirovaniyu inklyuzivnoi sredy
obrazovatel’noi organizatsii [Approach to modeling the

42

for the professional development of the
contestants.

In the second place, the results of reflec-
tion have shown that a number of key cat-
egories for the concept of inclusion, such as
diversity, participation, acceptance retain a
significant amount of uncertainty for domestic
experts, and therefore for practicing special-
ists in general (school teachers, educators,
psychologists, speech pathologists, etc.).

This means that they not only need
situational clarification, for example, in the
proposed examination criteria, but they also
need further broad discussion and empirical
verification in the scientific literature and at
scientific and practical conferences that’s
why they have to beoperationalized and reli-
able verification methods should be chosen.

inclusive environment of an educational organization].
Psikhologicheskaya nauka i obrazovanie =
Psychological science and education, 2022. Vol. 27,
no. 5, pp. 69—84. DOI:10.17759/pse.2022270506 (In
Russ., abstr. in Engl.).

6. Archakova T.O., Garifulina E.Sh. Uchastie
detei v Rossii: teoreticheskoe osmyslenie i razvitie
praktiki [Participation of children in Russia: theoretical
understanding and development of practice]. Sotsialnye
nauki i detstvo = Social sciences and childhood, 2020.
Vol. 1,no. 1, pp.68—87.D0I:10.17759/ss¢.2020010106
(In Russ., abstr. in Engl.).

7. Busygina N.P., Gorobtsova A.V. Kachestvennaya
metodologiya i dokazatelnye praktiki v psikhologii i
obrazovanii [Qualitative methodology and evidence-
based practices in psychology and education].
Psikhologicheskaya nauka i obrazovanie = Psychological
science and education, 2021. Vol. 26, no. 6, pp. 117—127.
DOI:10.17759/pse.2021260609 (In Russ., abstr. in Engl.).
8. Busygina N.P., Podushkina T.G., Zevina D.A.
Metodologicheskie problemy dokazatel'nogo opisaniya
psikhologicheskikh i sotsial’nykh praktik [Methodological
problems  of evidence-based  description  of
psychological and social practices]. Sotsialnye nauki i
detstvo = Social sciences and childhood, 2021. Vol. 2,
no. 1, pp. 24—36. DOI:10.17759/ss¢.2021020102 (In
Russ., abstr. in Engl.).

9. Busygina N.P., Podushkina T.G., Stanilevskii V.V.
Dokazatel'nyi podkhod v obrazovanii: kriticheskii
analiz aktual’nykh diskussii [Evidence-based approach
in education: a critical analysis of current discussions].
Psikhologo-pedagogicheskie issledovaniya =
Psychological and pedagogical research, 2021.
Vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 162—176. DOI:10.17759/
psyedu.202113-410 (In Russ., abstr. in Engl.).



Alekhina S.V., Bystrova Yu.A., Samsonova E.V., ShemanovA.Yu.
Use of Evidence-Based Evaluation Criteria for Inclusive Practices in Competitive Procedures
Psychological Science and Education. 2023. Vol. 28, no. 3

10. Busygina N.P., Podushkina T.G., Stanilevskii V.V.
Dokazatel'nyi podkhod v sotsial’'noi sfere: osnovnye
ponyatiya i printsipy, istoriya, perspektivy [Evidence-
based approach in the social sphere: basic concepts
and principles, history, perspectives]. Sotsialnye nauki
i detstvo = Social sciences and childhood, 2020. Vol. 1,
no. 1, pp. 8—26. DOI:10.17759/ss¢.2020010101 (In
Russ., abstr. in Engl.).

11. Gutsykova S.V. Metod ekspertnykh otsenok:
teoriya i praktika [Method of expert assessments:
theory and practice]. Moscow: Institut psikhologii RAN,
2011. 144 p. (In Russ.).

12. Zaretskii V.K. U istokov refleksivno-deyatel'nostnogo
podkhoda: k 120-letiyu Petra Yakovlevicha Gal'perina, k
90-letiyu Nikity Glebovicha Alekseeva [At the origins of
the reflexive-activity approach: to the 120th anniversary
of Pyotr Yakovlevich Galperin, to the 90th anniversary
of Nikita Glebovich Alekseev]. Konsultativnaya
psikhologiya i psikhoterapiya = Counseling Psychology
and Psychotherapy, 2022. Vol. 30, no. 4, pp. 11—27.
DOI:10.17759/cpp.2022300402 (In Russ., abstr. in Engl.).
13. Kovaleva T.M. Oformlenie novoi professii
t'yutora v rossiiskom obrazovanii [Formation of a new
profession of a tutor in Russian education]. Voprosy
obrazovaniya = Educational Issues, 2011, no. 2,
pp. 163—181. (In Russ.).

14. Konventsiya OON o pravakh invalidov: prinyata
rezolyutsiei 61/106 General'noi Assamblei ot
13 dekabrya 2006 g. (ratificirovana Federal’nym
zakonom ot 3 maja 2012 g. Ne 46-FZ) [UN Convention
on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities: adopted
by General Assembly resolution 61/106 of December
13, 2006 (ratified by the Federal Law of May 3, 2012
No. 46-FZ)] [Elektronnyi resurs]. Available at: https:/
www.un.org/ru/documents/decl_conv/conventions/
disability.shtml; https://base.garant.ru/70170066/
(Accessed 03.03.20283). (In Russ.).

15. Konvencija OON o pravah rebenka: prinjata rezoljuciej
44/25 Generalnoj Assamblei ot 20 nojabrja 1989 g.
[UN Convention on the Rights of the Child: adopted by
General Assembly resolution 44/25 of November 20,
1989] [Eelektronnyj resurs]. Available at: https:/www.
un.org/ru/documents/decl_conv/conventions/childcon.
shtml (Accessed 03.03.2023). (In Russ.).

16. Leontev D.A., Ivanchenko G.V. Kompleksnaya
gumanitarnaya ekspertiza. Metodologiya i smysl
[Comprehensive humanitarian expertise. Methodology
and meaning]. Moscow: Smysl, 2008. 133 p. (In Russ.).
17. OON: Zamechanie obshchego poryadka Ne 4
(2016) o prave na inklyuzivnoe obrazovanie [UN: General
comment No. 4 (2016) on the right to inclusive education].
Komitet OON po pravam invalidov [Elektronnyi resurs].
Available at:  https:/tbinternet.ohchr.org/_layouts/15/
treatybodyexternal/Download.aspx?symbolno=CRPD/C/
GC/4&Lang=en (Accessed 03.03.2023). (In Russ.).

18. Samsonova E.V., Bystrova Yu.A., Shemanov AYu.,
Kutepova E.N. Kompetentsii t'yutora v inklyuzivnom

obrazovanii: spetsifika programm professional’noi
podgotovki [Tutor competencies in inclusive education:
the specifics of professional training programs].
Psikhologo-pedagogicheskie issledovaniya =
Psychological and pedagogical research, 2022. Vol. 14,
no. 2, pp. 84—99. DOI:10.17759/psyedu.2022140206
(In Russ., abstr. in Engl.).

19. Chupina V.A. Refleksivnyi metod i ego rol’ v razvitii
professionallnogo  myshleniya  upravlencheskikh
kadrov [Reflexive method and its role in the
development of professional thinking of managerial
personnel]. Obrazovanie i nauka = Obrazovanie i
nauka, 2010, no. 11(79), pp. 12—22. (In Russ.).

20. Shchedrovitskii  G.P.  Problemy  metodologii
sistemnogo issledovaniya [Problems of system research
methodology]. Moscow: Znanie, 1964. 489 p. (In Russ.).
21. Shchedrovitskii G.P. Refleksiya i ee problemy
[Reflection and its problems]. Refleksivnye protsessy
i upravienie = Reflexive processes and management,
2001. Vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 16—28. (In Russ.).

22. Anastasiou D., Felder M., De Miranda Correia L.A.,
Shemanov A., Zweers |., Ahrbeck B. Chapter 11.
The impact of article 24 of the CRPD on special and
inclusive education in Germany, Portugal, the Russian
Federation, and the Netherlands. On Educational
Inclusion: Meanings, History, Issues, and International
Perspectives. J.M. Kauffman (ed.). Vol. I. Connecting
Research with Practice in Special and Inclusive
Education. Series edited by Philip Garner. Routledge,
London, New York, 2020, pp. 216—248.

23. Annamma S.A., Ferri B.A., Connor D.J. Disability
critical race theory: Exploring the intersectional
lineage, emergence, and potential futures of DisCrit
in education. Review of Research in Education, 2018.
Vol. 42, no. 1, pp. 46—71.

24. Boyle C., Koutsouris G., Mateu A.S., Anderson J.
The matter of ‘evidence’ in the inclusive education
debate. Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Education.
Oxford University Press. USA, 2020. DOI:10.1093/
acrefore/9780190264093.013.1019

25. Connor D.J., Ferri B.A. The conflict within:
resistance to inclusion and other paradoxes in special
education. Disability and Society, 2007. Vol. 22, no. 1,
pp. 63—77. DOI:10.1080/09687590601056717

26. De Weger E., Vooren N.J.E. van, Wong G.,
Dalkin S., Marchal B., Drewes H.W., Baan C.A. What's
in a Realist Configuration? Deciding Which Causal
Configurations to Use, How, and Why. International
Journal of Qualitative Methods, 2020. Vol. 19, pp. 1—38.
DOI:10.1177/1609406920938577

27. Francis-Auton E., Sarkies M.N., Pomare C.,
Long J.C., Hardwick R., Nguyen H.M., Braithwaite J.
Real Talk: A Realist Dialogic Approach in a Realist
Evaluation. International Journal of Qualitative Method,
2022. Vol. 21. DOI:10.1177/16094069221120748

28. Gordon-Gould P., Hornby G. The progress
of inclusion and the elephant in the classroom.

43




AnexuHa C.B., beictpoBa 10.A., CamcoHoBa E.B., LLlemaHoB A.fO. Vicnonb3oBaHWe B KOHKYPCHbIX
npowenypax KpUTepues OLEHKM MHKITO3UBHBIX MPaKTVK Ha OCHOBE AOKa3aTenbHOro noaxona
Mcmxonornyeckasn Hayka n obpasosaHue. 2023. T. 28. Ne 3

Inclusive Education at the Crossroads: Exploring
Effective Special Needs Provision in Global Contexts.
P. Gordon-Gould, G. Hornby (eds.). Routledge.
London & New York: Taylor & Francis Group, 2023,
pp. 1—9. DOI:10.4324/9781003262701-1

29. Hornby G. Are Inclusive Education or Special
Education Programs More Likely to Result in Inclusion
Post-School? Educ. Sci, 2021. Vol. 11, p. 304.
DOI:10.3390/educsci11060304

30. Imray P., Kossyvaki L., Sissons M. Evidence-
based practice: the use and abuse of research.
Support for Learning, 2023. Vol. 38, no. 1, pp. 51—66.
DOI:10.1111/1467-9604.12438

31. Jess K., Petersén A.C. From “What Works”
to “Why it Works” — From a Humean to an
Aristotelian Understanding of Causality. Research
on Social Work Practice, 2023, pp. 1—9.
DOI:10.1177/10497315231154493

32. Kauffman J.M., Badar J. Definitions and other
issues. On Educational Inclusion: Meanings, History,
Issues, and International Perspectives. J.M. Kauffman
(ed.). Vol. I. Connecting Research with Practice in
Special and Inclusive Education. Series edited by Philip
Garner. Routledge, London, New York, 2020, pp. 1—24.
33. Kauffman J.M., Burke M.D., Anastasiou D. Hard
LRE Choices in the Era of Inclusion: Rights and Their

Jiutepatypa

1. Anekcees H.I. TlpuHuMnbl ©  KpuTEpUM
9KCMEepTM3bl Mporpamm pas3Butus obpasoBaHusa //
Bonpocbl meTogonorun. 1994. Ne 2. C. 59—68.

2. AnexwHa C.B., MenbHuk 10.B., CamcoHoBa E.B.,
LllemaHos A.fO. K BOMpoOCYy OLEHKN WHKIO3UBHOIO
npolecca B  06pas3oBaTeslbHOM  OpraHv3aumu:
nunoTaxHoe vcecnenosaHne 1/ Mcuxonoro-
neparorvyeckue nceneposanus. 2019. Tom 11. Ne 4,
C. 121—132. DOI:10.17759/psyedu.2019110410

3. AnexuHa C.B., MenbHuk KO.B., CamcoHoBa E.B.,
LlemaHos A.FO. OueHka WHKIO3UBHOIO npouecca
KaK WHCTPYMEHT MNPOEKTUPOBAaHWSI WHKIIO3NN B
obpasoBaTenbHOW opraHusaumm // MNcuxonormnyeckas
Hayka 1 obpasoBaHue. 2021. Tom 26. Ne 5. C. 116—
126. DOI:10.17759/pse.2021260509

4. AnexwHa C.B., MenbHuk 10.B., CamcoHoBa E.B.,
LlemaHoB A.O. OkcnepTHas OLEHKa napameTpoB
MHKIIO3MBHOIO ~ npouecca B o6pasoBaHun  //
KnuHnyeckas " cneuvansHas NCcMXonorusi.
2020. Tom 9. Ne 2. C. 62—78. DOI:10.17759/
cpse.2020090203

5. AnexuHa C.B., CamcoHoBa E.B., lllemaHoB A.lO.
Mooxon K MOQENUPOBAHWUIO WHKMIO3UBHOW Cpefbl
obpasoBaTenbHo opranunsauum // Meuxonormnyeckas
Hayka 1 obpasoBaHue. 2022. Tom 27. Ne 5. C. 69—84.
DOI:10.17759/pse.2022270506

6. Apdakosa T.O., lapugpynuHa O.LI. Y4actune
neten B Poccum: TeopeTuyeckoe OCMbICIIeHne U
pas3suTre NpakTuky // CounanbHble Hayku 1 OeTCTBO.

44

Implications. Journal of Disability Policy Studies, 2022,
pp. 1—12. DOI:10.1177/10442073221113074

34. McDuffie K.A., Scruggs T.E. The Contributions
of Qualitative Research to Discussions of Evidence-
Based Practice in Special Education. Interventions in
School and Clinic, 2008. Vol. 44, no. 2, pp. 91—97.
DOI:10.1177/1053451208321564

35. Mukumbang F.C., Marchal B., Belle S. van,
Wyk B. van. Using the realist interview approach to
maintain theoretical awareness in realist studies.
Qualitative Research, 2020. Vol. 20, no. 4, pp. 485—
515. DOI:10.1177/1468794119881985

36. Rutten R. Applying and Assessing Large-N
QCA: Causality and Robustness from a Critical
Realist Perspective.  Sociological ~Methods &
Research, 2022. Vol. 51, no. 3, pp. 1211—1243.
DOI:10.1177/0049124120914955

37. Tellings A. Evidence-Based Practice in the
social sciences? A scale of causality, interventions,
and possibilities for scientific proof. Theory &
Psychology, 2017. Vol. 27, no. 5, pp. 581—599.
DOI:10.1177/0959354317726876

38. Watharow A., Wayland S. Making Qualitative
Research Inclusive: Methodological Insights in Disability
Research. International Journal of Qualitative Method,
2022. Vol. 21. DOI:10.1177/16094069221095316

2020. Tom 1. Ne 1.
$5€.2020010106

7. bycbirmHa H.I., lopo6yosa A.B. KavecTBeHHas
MEeToJoNorns U [JoKasaTeflbHble  MNPaKkTUKM B
ncuxonormm u obpasoBaHum // Tcuxonoruvyeckas
Hayka u obpasoBaHune. 2021. Tom 26. Ne 6. C. 117—
127. DOI:10.17759/pse.2021260609

8. bBycbirmHa H.I., MogywkuHa T.I., 3eBuHa [.A.
MeTopgonoruyeckne  npo6riembl  fokasaTenbHOro
OMNMCaHWs NCUXONOMMHYECKMX U COLManbHbIX NPaKTUK //
CoumanbHble Hayku u getcteo. 2021. Tom 2. Ne 1.
C. 24—36. DOI:10.17759/ss¢.2021020102

9. bycbirnHa H.IM., lMogyLwknHa T.I.,
CraHunesckwvi B.B. [dokasaTenbHbld Mogxon B
00pa30BaHNM:  KPUTUYECKUIA aHanm3 akTyasbHbIX
avcKyccuin Vi MNcuxonoro-negarornyeckue
nccneposanusa. 2021, Tom 13. Ne 4. C. 162—176.
DOI:10.17759/psyedu.202113-410

10. BycbirvmHa H.M., lMogyLwknHa T.I.,
CraHunesckwvi B.B. [dokasaTenbHbld Mogxon B
coumarnbHoOW chepe: OCHOBHbIE MOHATUSA U MPUHLMNBI,
ncTopus, nepcnekTebl // CounanbHble Hayku W
netctBo. 2020. Tom 1. Ne 1. C. 8—26. DOI:10.17759/
ss¢.2020010101

11. MyybikoBa C.B. MeTop 93KCMEPTHbIX OLEHOK:
Teopus 1 npaktnka. M.: MHCTUTYT ncuxonorumn PAH,
2011. 144 c.

12. Bapeykmi B.K. Y
NesTeNbHOCTHOrO  nogxofda:
flkoBnesuya [anbnepuHa,

C. 68—87. DOI:10.17759/

MCTOKOB  pPetPeKCUBHO-
K 120-netuio TleTpa
K 90-netnio  HukUTbI



Alekhina S.V., Bystrova Yu.A., Samsonova E.V., ShemanovA.Yu.
Use of Evidence-Based Evaluation Criteria for Inclusive Practices in Competitive Procedures
Psychological Science and Education. 2023. Vol. 28, no. 3

[mebosnya  Anekceesa //  KoHcynsTatvBHas
ncuxonorna u ncmxotepanus. 2022. Tom 30. Ne 4.
C. 11—27. DOI:10.17759/cpp.2022300402

13. Kosanesa T.M. OcopmneHne HoBoM npodheccum
TblOTOPa B POCCUIACKOM o6pas3oBaHuu // Bonpochkl
obpaszoanust. 2011. Ne 2. C. 163—181.

14. KonBeHuma OOH o npaBax MHBanuAoB: NpuHATa
pesontoumneri 61/106 leHepanbHoli Accambnenm oT
13 pekabps 2006 r. (paTudmumpoaHa defepanbHbiM
3akoHoM OT 3 Masi 2012 r. Ne 46-D3) [3neKTPOHHBIN
pecypc]. URL: https://www.un.org/ru/documents/decl_
conv/conventions/disability.shtml; https://base.garant.
ru/70170066/ (nata o6patlenms: 03.03.2023).

15. KoHBeHuma OOH o npaBax pebeHka: MpuHaTa
pe3ontoumnen 44/25 MeHepanbHo Accambnen ot 20
Hos16ps 1989 r. [OnekTpoHHbIN pecypc]. URL: https:/
www.un.org/ru/documents/decl_conv/conventions/
childcon.shtml (gata o6pateHus: 03.03.2023).

16. JleoHTbeB [.A., ViBaH4yeHko [.B. KomnnekcHas
rymaHuTapHas akcneptusa. MeToponorus u cMmbich.
M.: Cwmbicn, 2008. 133 c.

17. OOH: 3ameyaHve obLiero nopsigka Ne 4 (2016) o
npase Ha UHKNo3rBHOe obpasosaHne/KomuteTr OOH no
npaeam uHBannAoB [OneKTpoHHbI pecypc]. URL: https://
tbinternet.ohchr.org/_layouts/15/treatybodyexternal/
Download.aspx?symbolno=CRPD/C/GC/4&Lang=en
(nata obpalerus: 03.03.2023).

18. CamcoHosa E.B., Brictposa KO.A., LLlemaHos A.FO.,
Kytrenosa  E.H. KomneteHunn  TbloTopa B
WHKIIO3MBHOM 06pa3oBaHuu: creumduka nporpamm
npodeccroHansHon  nogrotosku  //  cuxonoro-
negarormyeckune mncceneposanus. 2022. Tom 14. Ne 2.
C. 84—99. DOI:10.17759/psyedu.2022140206

19. YynuHa B.A. PednekcuBHbIn MeTog U ero
ponb B pasBUTUM NPOPECCUOHANIBHOMO MbILLIEHUS
ynpaBneHyeckux kagpos // O6pa3oBaHue U Hayka.
2010. Ne 11(79). C. 12—22.

20. Wepposuykuii I.[1. Tlpobnembl meTOoAONOrMNA
cuctemHoro uccnenoBanus. M.: 3HaHune, 1964. 489 c.
21. Lenposuykuii I".I1. Peconekcus n ee npodnemsi //
PedbnekcueHble npoueccbl 1 ynpaeneHue. 2001.
Tom 1. Ne 1. C. 16—28.

22. Anastasiou D., Felder M., De Miranda Correia L.A.,
Shemanov A., Zweers I., Ahrbeck B. Chapter 11.
The impact of article 24 of the CRPD on special and
inclusive education in Germany, Portugal, the Russian
Federation, and the Netherlands // On Educational
Inclusion: Meanings, History, Issues, and International
Perspectives / J.M. Kauffman (ed.). Vol. I. Connecting
Research with Practice in Special and Inclusive
Education. Series edited by Philip Garner. Routledge,
London, New York, 2020. P. 216—248.

23. Annamma S.A., Ferri B.A., Connor D.J. Disability
critical race theory: Exploring the intersectional
lineage, emergence, and potential futures of DisCrit in
education // Review of Research in Education. 2018.
Vol. 42. Ne 1. P. 46—71.

24. Boyle C., Koutsouris G., Mateu A.S., Anderson J.
The matter of ‘evidence’ in the inclusive education
debate // Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Education.
Oxford University Press. USA, 2020. DOI:10.1093/
acrefore/9780190264093.013.1019

25. Connor D.J., Ferri B.A. The conflict within:
resistance to inclusion and other paradoxes in special
education // Disability and Society. 2007. Vol. 22. Ne 1.
P. 63—77. DOI:10.1080/09687590601056717

26. De Weger E., Vooren N.J.E. van, Wong G.,
Dalkin S., Marchal B., Drewes H.W., Baan C.A. What's
in a Realist Configuration? Deciding Which Causal
Configurations to Use, How, and Why // International
Journal of Qualitative Methods. 2020. Vol. 19. P. 1—8.
DOI:10.1177/1609406920938577

27. Francis-Auton E., Sarkies M.N., Pomare C.,
Long J.C., Hardwick R., Nguyen H.M., Braithwaite J.
Real Talk: A Realist Dialogic Approach in a Realist
Evaluation//InternationalJournalofQualitative Methods.
2022. Vol. 21. DOI:10.1177/16094069221120748

28. Gordon-Gould P., Hornby G. The progress of
inclusion and the elephant in the classroom // Inclusive
Education at the Crossroads: Exploring Effective
Special Needs Provision in Global Contexts / Eds.:
P. Gordon-Gould, G. Hornby. Routledge. London &
New York: Taylor & Francis Group, 2023. P. 1—9.
DOI:10.4324/9781003262701-1

29. Hornby G. Are Inclusive Education or Special
Education Programs More Likely to Result in Inclusion
Post-School? // Educ. Sci. 2021. Vol. 11. P. 304.
DOI:10.3390/educsci11060304

30. Imray P., Kossyvaki L., Sissons M. Evidence-
based practice: the use and abuse of research //
Support for Learning. 2023. Vol. 38. Iss. 1. P. 51—686.
DOI:10.1111/1467-9604.12438

31. Jess K., Petersén A.C. From “What Works”
to “Why it Works” — From a Humean to an
Aristotelian ~ Understanding  of  Causality  //
Research on Social Work Practice. 2023. P. 1—9.
DOI:10.1177/10497315231154493

32. Kauffman J.M., Badar J. Definitions and other
issues // On Educational Inclusion: Meanings, History,
Issues, and International Perspectives / J.M. Kauffman
(ed.). Vol. I. Connecting Research with Practice in
Special and Inclusive Education. Series edited by Philip
Garner. Routledge, London, New York, 2020. P. 1—24.
33. Kauffman J.M., Burke M.D., Anastasiou D. Hard
LRE Choices in the Era of Inclusion: Rights and Their
Implications // Journal of Disability Policy Studies.
2022. P. 1—12. DOI:10.1177/10442073221113074
34. McDuffie K.A., Scruggs T.E. The Contributions
of Qualitative Research to Discussions of Evidence-
Based Practice in Special Education // Interventions
in School and Clinic. 2008. Vol. 44. Ne 2. P. 91—97.
DOI:10.1177/1053451208321564

35. Mukumbang F.C., Marchal B., Belle S.
van, Wyk B. van. Using the realist

45




AnexuHa C.B., beictpoBa 10.A., CamcoHoBa E.B., LLlemaHoB A.fO. Vicnonb3oBaHWe B KOHKYPCHbIX
npowenypax KpUTepues OLEHKM MHKITO3UBHBIX MPaKTVK Ha OCHOBE AOKa3aTenbHOro noaxona
Mcmxonornyeckasn Hayka n obpasosaHue. 2023. T. 28. Ne 3

interview approach to maintain theoretical
awareness in realist studies // Qualitative
Research. 2020. Vol. 20. Ne 4. P. 485—515.
DOI:10.1177/1468794119881985

36. Rutten R. Applying and Assessing Large-N
QCA: Causality and Robustness from a Critical
Realist Perspective // Sociological Methods &
Research. 2022. Vol. 51. Ne 3. P. 1211—1243.
DOI:10.1177/0049124120914955

37. Tellings A. Evidence-Based Practice in the
social sciences? A scale of causality, interventions,
and possibilities for scientific proof // Theory &
Psychology. 2017. Vol. 27. Ne 5. P. 581—599.
DOI:10.1177/0959354317726876

38. Watharow A., Wayland S. Making Qualitative
Research Inclusive: Methodological Insights in Disability
Research//International Journal of Qualitative Methods.
2022. Vol. 21. DOI:10.1177/16094069221095316

Information about the authors

Svetlana V. Alekhina, PhD in Psychology, Chief, Institute of Inclusive Education Problems, Moscow State
University of Psychology & Education, Moscow, Russia, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9374-5639,
e-mail: ipio.mgppu@gmail.com

Yuliya A. Bystrova, Doctor of Psychology, Associate Professor, Leading Researcher, Scientific and
Methodological Center of the Institute of Inclusive Education Problems, Moscow State University of
Psychology & Education, Moscow, Russia, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1866-0993, e-mail:
BystrovaYuA@mgppu.ru

Elena V. Samsonova, PhD in Psychology, Chief, Scientific and Methodological Center, Institute of Inclu-
sive Education Problems, Moscow State University of Psychology & Education, Moscow, Russia, ORCID:
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8961-1438, e-mail: samsonovaev@mgppu.ru

Alexey Yu. Shemanov, D.Sci. in Philosophy, Professor, Department of Special Psychology and Rehabilita-
tion of the Faculty of Clinical and Special Psychology, Leading Researcher, Scientific and Methodological
Center, Institute of Inclusive Education Problems, Moscow State University of Psychology & Education,
Moscow, Russia, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3925-3534, e-mail: ShemanovAYu@mgppu.ru

WNHgpopmauyns o6 aBTopax

AnexvHa CsetnaHa BnagvmupoBHa, KaHgnaaT NCUXONMOrMYeCcKUX Hayk, ampekTtop, MIHCTUTyT npobnem
WHKIMIO3NBHOro ob6pasoBaHus, ®rEOY BO «MockoBCKMin FOCyAapCTBEHHbIV NMCUXOSI0r0-Neaarornyeckumin
yHuBepcuteT» (PIrBOY BO MITIMY), r. Mocka, Poccuitickas ®epepauus, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-
0002-9374-5639, e-mail: ipio.mgppu @gmail.com

BeicTpoBa KOnuns AnekcaHapoBHa, [OKTOP NCUXONOrMYECKMX Hayk, AOLEHT, BeAyLLMIA HayYHbIN COTPYA-
HUK WHCTUTYyTa npo6nem uHKN3nBHOrO o6pasoBaHus, ®rBOY BO «MoCKOBCKUIA rocyAapCTBEHHbIN
NCUXONOro-nefarornyeckmin yunsepeuntet» (OGFBOY BO MITIMY), r. Mockea, Poccuiickas depnepauus,
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1866-0993, e-mail: BystrovaYuA @ mgppu.ru

CamcoHosa EneHa BaneHTnHOBHa, KaHAMOAT MCUXONOrMYECKMX HayK, pykoBoauTenb, Hay4Ho-meToau-
YeCKUN LeHTp, VIHCTUTYT npobnem mHkno3neHOro obpasosaHuns, ®rBOY BO «Mockosckuin rocyaap-
CTBEHHbIA MCMXONOro-nefarornyecknin yHmeepcutet» (PrbOy BO MITIMY), r. Mockea, Poccuiickas
®epepaums, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8961-1438, e-mail: SamsonovaEV @ mgppu.ru

LllemarHoB Anekcesi KOpbeBud, BOKTOP (MNoCOCKMX Hayk, npodeccop, kadenpa crneunanbHoW neu-
XOnorum n peasunuTonorum akynsteta KIAMHUYECKOW W CreuvanbHOW MCUXONorv1, BedyLunmin Ha-
Y4HbIA COTPYAHUK, Hay4HO-MeToanyYecKun UeHTp, VIHCTUTYT npobnieM MHKI3UBHOrO obpasoBaHus,
OrbOY BO «MockoBCKuUiA rocydapCTBEHHbBIA MCUXONOro-negarornyeckuin yHnsepceutet» (OrbOy BO
MITINY), r. Mockea, Poccuiickaa ®epepauus, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3925-3534, e-mail:

ShemanovAYu @ mgppu.ru

MonyyeHa 16.04.2023
MpuHaTa B nevatb 03.04.2023

Received 16.04.2023
Accepted 03.04.2023

46




