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Abstract
Context and relevance. A well-balanced inclusive education policy, which 
does not imply dismantling the system of special education for children with de-
velopmental disabilities, but rather constructing its complementary interaction 
with the general education system, brings to the forefront the issue of forming a 
professional-personal foundation for such interaction. This foundation is close-
ly related to the inclusive dispositions of teachers in both general and special 
education, which act as personal-meaningful premises for their collaboration. 
However, there is currently a lack of comparative empirical data characterizing 
these dispositions. Objective. The objective of this study was to conduct a 
comparative analysis of the inclusive dispositions of teachers in general and 
special education institutions. Hypothesis. The study was based on the hy-
pothesis that both similarities and differences exist in the hierarchy of inclusive 
dispositions and their interrelation with other professional-personal and socio-
professional characteristics of teachers working in general and special educa-
tion systems. Methods and materials. The study involved 2106 teachers from 
44 regions of Russia, including 758 teachers from general education schools 
and 1348 teachers from special schools. The following instruments were used 
for diagnostics: an original method for self-identification of a teacher’s inclu-
sive dispositions, the Wilczenski Scale for measuring attitudes toward inclusive 
education in an adapted Russian-language version, and an original express 
scale for assessing psychological readiness for inclusive education. Results. 
The hierarchy of inclusive dispositions and their correlational patterns reveal a 
complex interplay of general and specific features among teachers from differ-
ent types of educational institutions. Notably, the status of teachers in special 
education institutions appears ambivalent: they exhibit more pronounced nega-
tive inclusive dispositions but demonstrate a higher level of inclusive readiness. 
Conclusions. The teaching community exhibits heterogeneity in terms of inclu-
sive dispositions, indicating an underdeveloped cohesive personal-meaningful 
core within the inclusive educational environment.
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Резюме
Контекст и актуальность. Взвешенная инклюзивная образовательная 
политика, предполагающая не демонтаж системы специального обра-
зования детей с нарушениями в развитии, а выстраивание ее компле-
ментарного взаимодействия с системой общего образования, актуали-
зирует вопросы формирования профессионально-личностного базиса 
такого взаимодействия, который связан в том числе с инклюзивными 
диспозициями педагогов общего и специального образования как лич-
ностно-смысловыми основаниями их сотрудничества. Однако сравни-
тельные эмпирические данные, характеризующие эти диспозиции, в на-
стоящее время отсутствуют. Цель. Цель исследования заключалась в 
том, чтобы дать сравнительную характеристику инклюзивных диспози-
ций педагогов учреждений общего и специального образования. Гипо-
теза. В качестве гипотезы в исследовании выступило предположение 
о наличии как сходств, так и различий в иерархии инклюзивных дис-
позиций и их взаимосвязи с другими профессионально-личностными 
и социально-профессиональными характеристиками педагогов систем 
общего и специального образования. Методы и материалы. Исследо-
вание охватило 2106 педагогов из 44 регионов России — 758 педагогов 
общеобразовательных школ и 1348 педагогов специальных школ. Для 
диагностики использовались авторская методика самоидентифика-
ции инклюзивных диспозиций педагога, шкала измерения установок 
в отношении инклюзивного образования Wilczenski в адаптированной 
русскоязычной версии и авторская экспресс-шкала диагностики психо-
логической готовности к инклюзивному образованию. Результаты. В 
иерархии инклюзивных диспозиций и их корреляционных связях имеет 
место сложное соотношение общего и специфического у педагогов из 
образовательных учреждений разных типов, причем статус педагогов 
учреждений специального образования амбивалентен: у них более 
выражены негативные инклюзивные диспозиции, но выше уровень ин-
клюзивной готовности. Выводы. Педагогическое сообщество отличает 
гетерогенность в аспекте инклюзивных диспозиций, что свидетельству-
ет о несформированности целостного личностно-смыслового ядра в 
инклюзивном образовательном пространстве.
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Introduction
In recent decades, the development 

of educational systems has been increas-
ingly shaped by the philosophy of inclusion 
(Kharchenko, 2020). Despite the need for 
further elaboration of the very concept of 
inclusive education (Kosaretsky, 2024), as 
well as the asynchrony and contradictions 
identified in the course of its implementa-
tion (Hanssen, Alekseeva, 2024), inclusion 
constitutes the strategic vector of educa-
tional policy regarding persons with disabil-
ities (Akhlan, Khimmataliyev, Qizi, 2024).

Contrary to radical approaches that 
present inclusive education and special ed-
ucation as opposing and mutually exclusive 
institutions (Madhesh, 2023), with special 
schools being subject to total closure (Mann 
et al., 2024), a balanced and evidence-
based educational policy is grounded in 
the idea of complementarity between these 
institutions and in the necessity of ensuring 
their effective coexistence.

From the perspective of H. Qu, such a 
policy is characterized by viewing special 
schools as a key resource for optimizing 
inclusive processes and as an integral part 
of the broader education system intercon-
nected with its other components, while 
learning in mainstream classrooms and 
fostering inclusivity remain the primary goal 

and the foundation for the education of chil-
dren with disabilities (Qu, 2024).

In this context, the functioning of special 
schools becomes an inherent attribute of 
the implementation of inclusion in educa-
tion (Cumming, Jolly, Saint-James, 2024). 
Defining inclusion exclusively as the place-
ment of a child with disabilities in a main-
stream school is conceptually inconsistent 
and must be disavowed, since special 
schools act as “an integral part of the entire 
education system’s response to inclusion” 
(Merrigan, Senior, 2021, p. 288).

At the same time, the complementarity 
of inclusive and special education is deter-
mined by the collaboration between teach-
ers from mainstream and special schools. 
Such collaboration ensures mutual access 
to the necessary knowledge, didactic, 
methodological, and other resources (Sh-
emanov, Samsonova, 2019), as well as the 
preservation of critically important individu-
alized professional support for students 
with disabilities in mainstream schools 
(Šćepanović, Nikolić, Mitrović, 2024). 
Moreover, such cooperation contributes 
to improving the academic performance of 
these students (Alhossyan, 2023).

However, not only is the issue of cooper-
ation in the context of inclusion not a priority 
for mainstream and special school teach-

Ключевые слова: инклюзивные диспозиции, инклюзивное образование, 
педагоги, учреждения общего образования, учреждения специального 
образования, дети с ограниченными возможностями здоровья, профес-
сионально-личностные характеристики, социально-профессиональные 
характеристики
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ers compared with other aspects of their 
professional activity (Smit et al., 2024), but 
both groups also tend to perceive inclusive 
education from an outdated standpoint — 
through the lens of their separate profes-
sional roles, for which they were initially 
trained — rather than from the perspective 
of joint work and shared responsibility (Al-
abdallat, Alkhamra, Alkhamra, 2021).

In addition, while teachers from both 
mainstream and special schools gener-
ally acknowledge the value of collabora-
tion, they hold different attitudes as its 
subjects: special school teachers consider 
themselves primarily responsible for sup-
porting students with disabilities, whereas 
mainstream teachers focus predominantly 
on their subject matter (Mihajlovic, 2024). 
Furthermore, in their interactions under in-
clusive conditions, both groups encounter 
difficulties in establishing trustful relation-
ships (Vostal et al., 2022).

Thus, the implementation of collabo-
ration between mainstream and special 
school teachers is mediated by differences 
in their professional-personal positions.

An important professional-personal 
characteristic of teachers as subjects of 
the inclusive educational process lies in 
their inclusive dispositions (ID), which re-
flect the personal-meaning dimension of 
professional pedagogical activity in inclu-
sive settings (Kantor, Proekt, 2024). Con-
sequently, in the context of collaboration 
between mainstream and special school 
teachers, the degree of similarity in their 
inclusive dispositions becomes a matter of 
key significance.

However, while the inclusive disposi-
tions of mainstream school teachers have 
been the subject of special empirical inves-
tigation (Lukins et al., 2023), research with 
a similar focus has not been conducted in 
relation to teachers in special schools. As a 
result, there is no knowledge of the extent 

to which the personal-meaning foundations 
of collaboration between mainstream and 
special school teachers are formed in the 
process of inclusive education for children 
with disabilities. The situation is further 
complicated by the fact that available data 
from studies of a phenomenon not identi-
cal but related to inclusive dispositions — 
teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive educa-
tion — are highly contradictory. In some 
cases, differences between the attitudes 
of mainstream and special school teachers 
are observed, with the latter being more 
positive, while in other cases no significant 
differences are identified (Guillemot, Lac-
roix, Nocus, 2022).

The present study sought to fill this gap 
by providing a comparative analysis of inclu-
sive dispositions among teachers in main-
stream and special education institutions.

Achieving this aim required solving 
complementary research tasks, which in-
cluded comparative assessments of:

— the intensity of different types of in-
clusive dispositions among mainstream 
and special school teachers;

— the structure of relationships be-
tween inclusive dispositions, teachers’ 
views on the acceptability of educating dif-
ferent categories of children with develop-
mental disabilities in mainstream schools, 
and their psychological readiness to work 
under inclusive conditions;

— the extent to which inclusive dispo-
sitions of mainstream and special school 
teachers are mediated by their socio-pro-
fessional characteristics.

The study was based on the hypothesis 
that the hierarchy of inclusive dispositions 
and their relationships with other profes-
sional-personal and socio-professional 
characteristics demonstrate both similari-
ties and differences between teachers rep-
resenting mainstream and special educa-
tion systems.
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Ultimately, the study was intended to 
answer the question of the degree of ho-
mogeneity within the teaching community 
in terms of inclusive dispositions.

The method and its features, 
characteristics of the sample

The study was conducted with 2106 
teachers from 44 regions of the Russian 
Federation, who participated on the ba-
sis of voluntary informed consent. The 
sample included 758 teachers from main-
stream schools and 1348 teachers from 
schools implementing adapted educa-
tional programs for students with disabili-
ties, aged between 20 and 79 years (M = 
44,26; SD  =  12,85; 93,78% female). The 
two groups were comparable in terms of 
gender and age distribution, as well as in 
the length of teaching experience (age — 
M  mainstream = 43,9; M special = 44,4; 
t  =  –0,87; p = 0,38; gender — χ² = 2,37; 
p = 0,12; teaching experience — t = –0,37; 
p = 0,71). There were also no significant 
differences between groups regarding prior 
experience of working in inclusive settings: 
according to self-reports, such experience 
was indicated by 53,69% of mainstream 
teachers and 57,42% of special school 
teachers (χ² = 2,73; p = 0,10).

The study employed the following in-
struments: a method of self-identification 
of teachers’ inclusive dispositions (ID), 
requiring respondents to align themselves 
(direct identification) and the majority of 
other teachers (reflected identification) with 
psychological profiles representing differ-
ent types of ID (Kantor, Proekt, 2024); an 
adapted version of the scale for measuring 
attitudes toward inclusive education, based 
on respondents’ assessment of the accept-
ability of mainstream schooling for children 
with physical (sensory and motor), intel-
lectual, communicative, and behavioral im-
pairments (Wilczenski, 1992); a short scale 

for diagnosing psychological readiness for 
inclusive education, consisting of four sub-
scales: “beliefs,” “values,” “emotional ac-
ceptance,” and “subjective assessment of 
readiness” (Kantor, Proekt, 2022).

The internal consistency of the scales 
was tested using Cronbach’s α coefficient, 
yielding satisfactory results (see Table 3).

The collected empirical data were pro-
cessed using descriptive, comparative, 
and correlational analysis. Since the distri-
bution estimates of ID-related parameters 
demonstrated a deviation from normality 
(Anderson–Darling test values in the range 
9,96 ≤ A² ≤ 109,21; p < 0,001), non-para-
metric statistics were applied. Specifically, 
Wilcoxon’s W test, the Mann–Whitney U 
test, Pearson’s χ² test, and Spearman’s 
rank correlation coefficient were used. To 
evaluate differences in correlation strength, 
Fisher’s r-to-z transformation was applied, 
followed by comparison of correlation co-
efficients between the samples. Statistical 
analyses were performed using Statistica 
(ver. 10) and Jamovi (ver. 2.3.18).

Results
The analysis of self-identification of 

inclusive dispositions (ID) revealed signifi-
cant differences in assessments between 
teachers from mainstream and special 
education institutions, although the overall 
profiles of these assessments were simi-
lar (see Table 1). Both groups tended to 
associate themselves with the analytical 
disposition, which reflects an acceptance 
of inclusion alongside a reflective stance 
toward the conditions and limitations of its 
implementation.

At the same time, statistically sig-
nificant differences were observed in the 
indicators of specific IDs. Special educa-
tion teachers more frequently expressed 
doubts and negative reactions toward in-
clusive education (skeptical and negative 
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IDs), in some cases up to outright rejec-
tion of inclusion (negative ID). Mainstream 
teachers, by contrast, were more likely to 
display an indifferent ID, yet also more 
frequently emphasized the significance 
of inclusion for the humanization of edu-
cation and for the personal development 
of all participants in educational relations 
(personality-oriented ID).

Less pronounced differences were 
found with respect to teachers’ perceptions 
of the professional community. In both 
groups, with the exception of the skeptical 
ID, shifts were observed between self-as-
sessments and evaluations of the majority 
of teachers (5819 ≤ W ≤ 10645; p < 0,001 
and 18928 ≤ W ≤ 96013; p  <  0,001, re-

spectively). Teachers attributed a greater 
prevalence of negative and indifferent 
IDs to the professional community than 
to themselves. The skeptical ID was per-
ceived as equally characteristic of oneself 
and of other teachers, while the indiffer-
ent ID was the least expressed, which 
indicates teachers’ engagement with the 
issues of inclusion.

According to the secondary scales of 
the methodology, a higher proportion of 
teachers in special education, compared to 
those in mainstream education, were char-
acterized by a rejecting ID (529 individuals 
/ 39,35% vs. 206 individuals / 27,13%), and 
this difference was statistically significant 
(χ² = 30,59; p < 0,001).

Table 1
Descriptive statistics of the indicators of inclusive dispositions in the groups of teachers 

working in the educational organisations of general and special education

Disposition’ type
Special education General education

U rrbM Me S R M Me S R

Self-Identification

Analytical 4,49 5 1,32 1 4,39 5 1,37 1 484097 0,04

Sceptical 4,42 5 1,38 2 4,02 4 1,46 5 421818*** 0,16

Worldview 4,14 4 1,47 3 4,19 4 1,41 2 501764 –0,01

Detocentred 4,04 4 1,54 4 4,17 4 1,48 3 484778 –0,04

System-centred 4,03 4 1,40 5 4,09 4 1,38 4 498431 –0,02

Person-centred 3,78 4 1,53 6 4,00 4 1,44 6 465637** –0,08

Negative 3,48 4 1,76 7 3,02 3 1,70 7 427630*** 0,14

Indifferent 2,50 2 1,56 8 2,70 2 1,48 8 450809*** –0,11

Mirrored identification

Analytical 4,27 4 1,29 2 4,19 4 1,29 2 412921 0,04

Sceptical 4,39 5 1,31 1 4,00 4 1,37 1 368133*** 0,17

Worldview 3,92 4 1,42 3,5 3,95 4 1,32 3,5 413102 0,01

Detocentred 3,84 4 1,47 5 3,82 4 1,37 5 412959 0,02

System-centred 3,92 4 1,36 3,5 3,95 4 1,32 3,5 429166 –0,01

ЛPerson-centred 3,63 4 1,45 7 3,79 4 1,38 6 411614* –0,06

Negative 3,78 4 1,59 6 3,29 3 1,61 7 363973*** 0,17

Indifferent 3,04 3 1,57 8 3,03 3 1,48 8 428684 –0,00
Note: M — mean; Me — median; S — standard deviation; R — rank; U — the Mann-Whitney Test; rrb — rank-
biserial correlation (effect size); «*» — differences are significant at the 0,05 level; «**» — differences are signifi-
cant at the 0,01 level; «***» — differences are significant at the 0,001 level.
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Assessments of the acceptability of 
mainstream schooling for children with dis-
abilities differed between the groups only 
with respect to children with communica-
tion difficulties (see Table 2). Schooling in 
mainstream settings was viewed as least 
acceptable for children with behavioral 
disorders. The overall range of scores re-
corded — from 10,90 to 15,87 out of a pos-
sible 24 — rather reflects teachers’ doubts 
about the feasibility of inclusive education 
for children with disabilities.

At the level of respondents’ meaning-
related attitudes toward themselves as 
inclusive teachers, significant differences 
were found across all examined param-
eters. These results indicate that special 
education teachers demonstrate a higher 
degree of readiness for implementing in-
clusive practices. This can be clearly at-
tributed to the professional consciousness 
of special education teachers (defectolo-
gists), for whom an emotional-value atti-
tude toward children with disabilities and 
recognition of their right to quality educa-

tion and social integration constitute core 
attributes.

An analysis of the correlational struc-
tures of ID indicators showed that a more 
rigid structure of interrelations was ob-
served among special education teachers 
(see Table 3). For them, supportive and 
rejecting IDs were opposed to each other, 
yet strongly linked to beliefs about inclusive 
education, acceptance of its values, sub-
jective assessment of readiness to work 
in inclusive settings, and emotional accep-
tance of children with disabilities.

In contrast, among mainstream teach-
ers, the components of ID were less in-
terrelated. In particular, meaning-related 
attitudes toward children with disabilities 
could manifest similarly both among teach-
ers who share inclusive values and among 
those who reject them (correlations were 
not significant). At the same time, subjec-
tive assessments of readiness to work in 
inclusive settings and beliefs about the 
necessity of inclusive education were 
expressed by teachers characterized by 

Table 2
Descriptive statistics of the indicators of meaningful attitudes towards inclusive 
education in the groups of teachers working in the educational organisations 

of general and special education

Meaningful attitudes
Special education General education

U rrbM Me S M Me S

Toward students

Physical 13,23 13 5,02 13,33 13 4,72 507446 –0,01

Academic 12,96 13 4,65 13,26 13 4,51 492757 –0,04

Behavioral 10,90 11 4,67 10,88 11 4,77 501764 0,01

Social 15,87 16 3,85 15,47 16 4,28 479792* 0,01

Toward oneself as a teacher

Readiness Self-evaluation 6,46 6,64 1,41 5,77 5,73 1,48 370317*** 0,28

Beliefs 5,55 5,57 1,16 5,30 5,29 1,20 446466*** 0,13

Emotional adoption 5,88 6,25 1,60 5,65 5,75 1,52 451179*** 0,12

Inclusion Values 7,09 7,25 1,54 6,47 6,50 1,55 386551*** 0,24
Note: M — mean; Me — median; S — standard deviation; U — the Mann-Whitney Test; rrb — rank-biserial cor-
relation (effect size); «*» — differences are significant at the 0,05 level; «***» — differences are significant at the 
0,001 level.
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a supportive ID and who more often re-
garded mainstream schooling of children 
with disabilities as acceptable regardless 
of the type of developmental impairment. 
Overall, the group of mainstream teachers 
demonstrated weaker correlations between 
indicators of inclusive dispositions. Signifi-
cant intergroup differences were found in 
the strength of associations between sup-
portive ID and beliefs (Z = 4,89, p < 0,001), 
emotional acceptance (Z = 2,91, p < 0,01), 
inclusive values (Z = 3,22, p < 0,001), as 
well as assessments of the acceptability 
of mainstream schooling for children with 
physical impairments (Z = 2,82, p < 0,01), 
intellectual impairments (Z = 3,20, 
p < 0,001), and communication difficulties 
(Z = 2,82, p < 0,01).

Unlike mainstream teachers, special 
education teachers’ ID indicators were 
more frequently associated with age: 
younger teachers displayed more positive 
perceptions of inclusive education. In the 
mainstream group, age mediated teachers’ 
attitudes toward children with disabilities 
but was not related to their self-perceptions 
as subjects of inclusive education.

At the same time, an important factor 
mediating teachers’ IDs was prior experi-
ence of working in inclusive settings: teach-
ers with such experience demonstrated 
more positive meaning-related attitudes 
toward inclusion, and this applied to both 
groups. Emotional acceptance of children 
with disabilities, however, was not linked to 
prior inclusive teaching experience, which 
may indicate the greater role of teachers’ 
personal traits — such as responsiveness 
and emotional competence — in fostering 
acceptance of such children, regardless of 
previous experience of interaction.

Discussion
The search for an institutional balance 

between mainstream and special education 

systems for children with disabilities, in the 
context of implementing inclusion, brings 
to the fore the discourse on the necessity 
of combining the philosophy and values of 
inclusive education with the strategies and 
programs of special education. Within this 
context, the paradigm of inclusive special 
education has been proposed (Kauffman, 
Hornby, 2025). One of the decisive factors 
in achieving such a balance is the interac-
tion and cooperation between mainstream 
and special school teachers, which must 
be grounded, among other things, in the 
unity of their value-meaning orientations 
toward inclusive education.

Existing empirical evidence concerning 
the attitudes of mainstream and special 
school teachers toward inclusion sug-
gests the preferential status of special 
school teachers in this regard (Hernandez, 
Hueck, Charley, 2016). The findings of the 
present study, however, confirm a previ-
ously identified opposite tendency: due to 
their professional experience and deeper 
understanding of the educational needs of 
children with disabilities, teachers in the 
special education system, in fact, dem-
onstrated less support for inclusive edu-
cation compared with mainstream school 
teachers (Kutepova et al., 2021). As the 
results showed, special education teach-
ers were more likely to exhibit skeptical 
and negative IDs. This indirectly reflects 
the position of the Russian scholarly tra-
dition in defectology, according to which 
“however much the number of children 
ready for inclusion may grow, they will not 
constitute the majority within the group of 
children with disabilities; therefore, this 
form of joint learning and upbringing can-
not be the only one,” and “inclusion is one 
form of integration, useful for children with 
disabilities whose development is close 
to the age norm,” whereas “other children 
with disabilities need a carefully dosed 
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integration corresponding to their capaci-
ties and limitations” (Kukushkina, Goncha-
rova, Malofeev, 2023).

Thus, professional-personal barriers 
to ensuring complementary collaboration 
between mainstream and special school 
teachers become apparent. The revealed 
differences in their pedagogical culture, 
expressed through inclusive dispositions, 
may hinder such collaboration. This inter-
pretation corresponds with empirically sup-
ported findings regarding special school 
teachers, highlighting their “limited willing-
ness to collaborate with colleagues from 
‘regular schools’” (Göransson et al., 2020, 
p. 1). Moreover, the fact that these barri-
ers are located at the dispositional level 
underscores the complexity of the problem: 
since professional dispositions generally 
serve as “a mediating mechanism for build-
ing a professional strategy” (Abakumova, 
Savchenko, 2008, p. 30), the divergence in 
inclusive dispositions between mainstream 
and special school teachers predetermines 
the divergence of their professional strate-
gies within the inclusive educational space. 
Furthermore, when subjective values and 
meanings that teachers from the two sys-
tems associate with inclusion do not align, 
the so-called “personal chemistry” between 
them is hardly possible — yet this factor 
has been identified as essential for foster-
ing effective interprofessional collaboration 
in the implementation of inclusive educa-
tion (Paulsrud, Nilholm, 2020).

At the same time, the results of this 
study once again confirmed the previ-
ously noted (Dignath et al., 2022) sig-
nificance of inclusive teaching experi-
ence for shaping positive IDs. According 
to the data obtained, regardless of the 
institutional-educational setting in which 
they work, teachers with such experience 
demonstrated clearly positive meaning-
related orientations, both in evaluating the 

acceptability of mainstream education for 
children with various developmental im-
pairments and in perceiving themselves 
as inclusive teachers. Another important 
characteristic is teacher age: younger 
teachers in special education proved to 
be more receptive to the ideas of inclu-
sion and more willing to make efforts to 
expand the educational opportunities of 
children with disabilities, confirming the 
results of other studies (Charitaki, Kypri-
otaki, Alevriadou, 2023).

The analysis of correlational relation-
ships provides grounds for raising the 
question of whether working in special-
ized educational institutions fosters more 
structured and less flexible conceptions of 
inclusion, whereas mainstream teachers 
are characterized by greater variability in 
IDs, potentially shaped by the influence of 
personal and organizational factors.

Conclusion
The conducted comparative empirical 

study of the prevalence of different types 
of inclusive dispositions (ID), the specific 
features of the correlational structures 
of their interrelations, and the ways in 
which these dispositions are mediated 
by the socio-professional characteristics 
of mainstream and special education 
teachers has yielded a body of new data. 
These findings broaden and deepen our 
understanding of the regularities of teach-
ers’ professional-personal development 
as participants in inclusive educational 
relations. In light of the results obtained, 
additional important guidelines emerge 
for implementing a differentiated ap-
proach to supporting teachers of different 
categories in their “entry” into inclusion, 
which reflects the practical significance of 
the study.

Furthermore, the study’s findings, fully 
consistent with its substantive aims and 
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confirming the proposed hypothesis, allow 
the following conclusions to be drawn:

The teaching community is character-
ized by heterogeneity in terms of IDs, which 
complicates the formation of a personal-
meaning basis for developing a coherent 
inclusive educational environment.

A complex relationship exists between 
the general and the specific in both the hi-
erarchy of IDs and their interrelations with 
other professional-personal and socio-pro-
fessional characteristics of teachers work-
ing in different segments of the education 
system.

From the standpoint of the institution-
alization of inclusion, the professional-
personal status of special education teach-
ers is marked by ambivalence: on the one 
hand, compared with mainstream teachers, 
they display stronger IDs that hinder the 
implementation of the principle of inclusion 
in education, but on the other hand, they 

exhibit greater readiness to work under in-
clusive conditions.

Thus, the study has provided an answer 
to the key research question.

In this context, one of the promis-
ing directions for further inquiry is clearly 
defined. It concerns the specification of 
understandings of the IDs of special edu-
cation teachers in terms of differentiating 
their defectological profiles, that is, the em-
pirical examination of these dispositions in 
a comparative framework with respect to 
teachers working with schoolchildren with 
developmental impairments across differ-
ent nosological groups.

Limitations. The study had certain limi-
tations due to internal disproportionality of 
the teacher sample in terms of gender, as 
well as the uneven representation of differ-
ent regions. As a result, it was not possible 
to conduct a comparative analysis along 
these dimensions.
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