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1. PRESENTATION OF THE RESEARCH ANTECEDENTS, 

GOALS AND HYPOTHESES  

 
I was encouraged to write this paper by the everyday problems faced by 

the SEN (special educational needs) pupils in mainstreams primary 

schools. The fact that I had been working in a mainstream primary 
school which aimed to help such pupils and the leaders of that school 

admitted more SEN pupils played an important role in choosing this 

research subject. Based on my own studies and observations, I found 
that there are a number of problems which affect the successful integra-

tion of SEN pupils quite adversely. Primary schools are supposed to 

train future employees, thus, the output result of these schools does mat-
ter. During my research, I involved the heads of mainstream and special 

schools and pupils of mainstream schools. The general goal was to ex-
plore the organizational framework of integration in regard to the SEN 

pupils in mainstream and special schools. Based on the literary pro-

cessing and my own research, I attempted to obtain a complex image of 
the heads of the schools and the organizing work regarding the special 

groups of pupils in primary schools.  It was also my goal to help the 

work of the heads in the mainstream and special schools in the future. 
My dissertation is novel in the Hungarian scientific area, since so far no 

other research has approached the education of SEN pupils from the 

viewpoint of management. The result of my studies provides a practical 
guide for the heads and the teachers of mainstream and special primary 

schools. By exploring and analyzing the current situation, it was also 

my goal to point out the existing problems and give suggestions in re-
gard to the possible improvements. The provided basic data can con-

tribute to further research. 

 

1.1. Research goals  

 Goal 1: The state-financed educational institutions wish to cover 
their financial deficiencies and the training of their teachers from 

the money they win on various tenders. The goal of the research 

is to explore the rate, efficiency and willingness of the heads and 
employees of the mainstream and special schools to take part in 

tenders for the SEN pupils.  

 Goal 2: The majority of the mainstream teachers did not have any 
kind of training how to deal with such pupils more efficiently and 



2 
 

professionally. These teachers do not consider themselves well-

prepared and they do not train themselves continuously. The goal 

of the research is to present the attitude, the qualifications  of the 
special teachers and the mainstream teachers and their willingness 

to participate in further training to integrate SEN pupils more ef-

ficiently.  

 Goal 3: The integrated education of SEN pupils demands that the 

improvement of such pupils should take place in separate class-
rooms with the help of special tools.  It is an important task for 

the heads of mainstream schools to provide such classrooms to-

gether with the necessary tools. The goal of the research is to ex-
plore the existence of the infrastructure in order to be able to make 

suggestions in regard to further improvements.  

  Goal 4: The integrated education of SEN pupils can succeed only 
if the proportion of such pupils remains under the professionally 

determined 10% compared to the majority of the pupils. The goal 
of the research is to explore through semi-structured interviews 

how this ratio is realized in the mainstream schools and to explore 

the attitude of the heads and employees of these schools toward 
integration.   

 Research hypotheses: 

(H1) The heads of schools do not put enough emphasis on tracking the 
SEN pupil-related tenders or on creating tender-writing groups.  

 

(H2) The heads of the mainstream schools should send their teachers to 
more trainings related to the differentiated education of SEN pupils.  

(H3) The heads of the mainstream schools do not improve the infra-

structure sufficiently to meet the requirements of the integrated educa-
tion.  

(H4) I assume that the heads of mainstream schools admit more SEN 

pupils in the schools than it is acceptable professionally when they im-
prove the organization.  
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2. PRESENTATION OF THE DATABASE  

The research started in Budapest and my workplace is also in the capital 

city. The research is not representative for Budapest but only for the 
district of Zugló.  

Table 1 presents the size of the groups involved in the research.  

Table 1:  The number of people in the participating groups  

Study type Sample source 

Number of 

people 

   

1. Semi-structured inter-

view 

Mainstream heads 10 

Leading special 

teachers 10 

   

2. Questionnaire-based 

interviews 

Mainstream teach-

ers 173 

Special teachers 165 

   

 Total: 358 

Source: the author’s own compilation, 2018  

2.1. The study of the semi-structured interviews by involving sam-

ples  

The target groups of the research consist of heads of mainstream and 

special schools in Budapest.  The heads of 10 special schools indicated 
their voluntary participation in the research. In each of these schools 

there is a primary school section. To ensure comparability, I contacted 

the heads of 10 mainstream schools as well. Thus, 20 semi-structured 
interviews were conducted (N=20). 
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Table 2: The composition of the semi-structured interview 

sample  

Sample composition   

main-
stream 

school 

special 

school 

        

By sex (number of people): male: 1   

  female: 9 10 

        

By age (number of people): 30 to 40: 1 2 

  41 to 50:  4 2 

  over 50:  5 6 

        

By qualifications (number of peo-
ple):  college:  5 3 

  university: 5 7 

        

Working as a teacher (number of 
people): 

for 11 to 20 
years:  2 4 

  

for more 

than 20 
years:  8 6 

        

Working as a head of a school  

(number of people): 

for 1 to 4 

years:  3 7 

  

for 5 to 8 

years:  2 1 

  
for more 
than 8 years:  5 2 

        

Number of people working in the 
school (number of people): 

100 or 
fewer:    4 

  101 to 300:  2 5 

  

more than 

300:  8 1 

        

The rate of SEN pupils in the school 

(%): 5 to10%:  5   
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  10 to 99%:  5   

  100%:    10 

Source: the author’s own compilation, 2018 
 

2.2. Questionnaire-based studies with the teachers of special and 

mainstream schools 

After carrying out the semi-structured interviews, I conducted the ques-

tionnaire-based interviews among the teachers of the special and the 

mainstream schools. The two groups of teachers were put together from 
those special and mainstream schools where the semi-structured inter-

views had been conducted with the heads earlier. The questionnaires 

were handed out and collected by the heads of the schools. I handed out 
550 questionnaires and the number of filled in questionnaires suitable 

for assessment is (N=165) from the special schools and ( (N=173) from 

the mainstream schools, altogether (N=338).   
 

Table 3: Questionnaire-based sample 

Sample compo-
sition   

Main-

stream 
school 

Special 
school 

      

By sex (number 
of people): male: 17 24 

  female: 156 171 

        

By age (number 
of people): 22 to 29:  10 36 

  30 to 39:  32 30 

  40 to 49:  54 45 

  50 to 59:  62 45 

  over 60:  15 9 

        

Position (num-
ber of people): teacher 92 97 

  deputy of head  10 7 

  team leader 11 10 

  form teacher 47 40 

  team leader and form teacher  13 8 



6 
 

Sample compo-

sition   

Main-

stream 

school 

Special 

school 

  deputy of head and form teacher   1 

  team leader and deputy of head   1 

  deputy of head in affiliated school   1 

        

How long has 

one been work-

ing in the 
school? (num-

ber of people) less than 6 months: 4 5 

 
more than 6 months but less than 1 
year: 9 21 

  

more than 1 year but less than 10 

years: 65 89 

  10 to 19 years: 43 28 

  20 to 29 years:  24 15 

  30 or more years: 28 7 

        

 workplace 
changes (num-

ber of people): first workplace:  35 38 

  second workplace:  42 33 

  third workplace:  55 50 

  more than the third workplace:  41 44 

Previous work-

places none, first workplace:  35 38 

Previous posi-

tion =number of 

people): worked in the same posirion 69 36 

  worked in a similar position 44 62 

  

worked in a completely different po-

sition dolgozott 14 19 

  
worked at several workplaces in the 
same or a similar posirion: 2 2 

  

worked at several workplaces in the 

same or a different position: 6 2 
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Sample compo-

sition   

Main-

stream 

school 

Special 

school 

  

worked at several workplaces in sim-

ilar or different positions: 3 5 

  

worked at several workplaces in the 

same, similar or different positions:   1 

Source: the author’s own compilation, 2018 

 

3. RESEARCH METHODS 

3.1. The semi-structured interviews  

Before handing out the questionnaires to the teachers, I performed semi-

structured interviews with the heads of the schools belonging to the ex-
perimental and the control groups. The goal was to determine the fur-

ther dimensions of the research. (BABBIE, 1993) The research started 

from the second half of the 2015/2016 academic year. The first step was 
to send an introductory letter to the heads of the special schools in every 

district of Budapest. The initial reluctance to participate in the research 

was a difficulty.  During the research, I encouraged the participants as 
a moderator to express their opinions.  

The qualitative method applied in the research was to make the heads 

of the schools tell about their past experience and present opinion. I 
applied the method of (HÉRA – LIGETI, 2005). I also made appoint-

ments with the heads of the schools on the phone or by e-mail to per-

form the interviews in the schools they lead. I conducted the semi-struc-
tured interviews with the heads of the schools in person. Sometimes it 

took me about 50 minutes to perform an interview. The responses were 

first recorded on paper at the scene of the interview, later I used MS 
Word, then the responses were assessed with the help of MS Excel. The 

first part of the semi-structured interviews contained demographic 

questions.  The second part presented questions arranged into seven 
groups. 54 of the 60 questions were open questions and 6 of them were 

closed ones. First, I quantified and then coded them. The responses 

were assessed by topics. The public education law in Hungary specifies 
that the powers of the heads of schools have been restricted since the 

establishment of the KLIK. In spite of this, the heads are entitled to 

modify the pedagogical programs of the schools to some extent.  During 
the semi-structured interviews,  those areas were covered where the 
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heads of the schools have some power to change the organizing process 

of education.  

The semi-structured interviews were conducted on 18 different days. It 
is important that the interviews involved not only heads of mainstream 

schools but the heads with special teaching qualifications. These people 

have dealt with only SEN pupils and they understand the problems re-
lated to the education of such children.  The interviews were conducted 

along the following question groups: 1) Admission of pupils; 2) training 

of the teachers; 3) advanced level education; 4) participation in tenders; 
5) the place, tools and teachers; of SEN pupils’ improvement; 6) study 

groups and competitions; 7) opinions about the admission of SEN pu-

pils.  

3.2. The questionnaires with the teachers and special teachers of 

mainstream schools  

The questionnaires were compiled with regard to the results received 

from the earlier interviews conducted with the heads of the schools. 

Then a Pilot study was done with the participation of 12 mainstream 
teachers and 5 special teachers. After correction, the questionnaires 

were handed out to the members of the two groups. The two groups 

consisted of the mainstream and special teachers of those schools where 
the semi-structured interviews had been performed with the heads of 

the schools.  The heads of the schools helped to hand out and collect the 

questionnaires. The teachers were informed about the subject and the 
goal of the research. The questionnaires were filled in anonymously. 

Thus, the presentation of the results for research purposes was also 

anonymous. The questionnaire contained closed questions. Apart from 
the yes-or-no questions, the questionnaire also contained multiple-

choice questions which were presented on a four-degree Likert scale. 

This four-degree scale is better than the five-degree one because the 
respondents cannot give neutral answers owing to the so-called forced 

choices. (FÁBIÁN, 2014) The quantitative processing of the question-

naires was performed with the help of the SPSS version 25 program.  
During the data processing, I applied non-parametric methods beside 

descriptive statistics, like Parson’s chi-squared test or in case of the Lik-

ert-scale answers, the groups were compared with the Mann-Whitney 
and Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA tests. The results of the statistical tests 

were considered significant at the value of p<0.05. To analyze the data, 

I used the IBM SPSS v25 program.  
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The questionnaire contained 11 major question groups: 

1. some data about the teacher ‘s school:  the seat  and the maintainer 

of the school, the number of teachers, 
2. some personal details: sex, age, position, type of the diploma, sub-

ject(s) taught, how long the teacher has been working for the 

school and the number of workplace changes,  
3. Participation in tenders, applications,  

4. Opinion about the necessity of integration. In this question group, 

the respondents had the chance to write down their opinions about 
the integrated education, the differentiated teaching or the segre-

gated education,  

5. Trainings, courses. The questions here were about the teacher’s 
SEN pupil-related  training during and after the college or univer-

sity years. There were separate questions on the financing of these 
trainings, the teacher’s future plans and the application of the ac-

quired knowledge,   

6. This question group was related to the place, tools and personnel 
(special teachers, assistants) of the SEN pupils’ improvement.  

7. Questions related to the problems arising from the teaching of SEN 

pupils (inactivity, behavior disorders)  
8. The social contacts between the mainstream and SEN pupils show 

the pupils’ cohesion index. This question group sized up the 

teacher’s opinions about this.  
9. The question group asked about the effects of integration on the 

mainstream students. 

10. The question group asked about the teachers’ source of infor-
mation on the SEN pupils.  

11. The question group focused on the meetings, the lectures that 

aimed to expand the teachers’ knowledge about SEN pupils, orga-
nized inside or outside the schools. 

    The teachers of the special schools deal only with SEN pupils, so a 

modified questionnaire was prepared for them. This questionnaire 
omitted the questions about the co-education of mainstream and SEN 

pupils. In the comparison of the questionnaires, only the responses 

to the common questions (given to both the mainstream and special 
teachers) were taken into account. The quantitative data processing 

of these questionnaires was also performed with the SPSS v25 pro-
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gram. Parson’s chi-squared test and in case of the Likert scale re-

sponses, Mann-Whitney and Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA tests were 

used.  
 

4. THE MAIN RESULTS AND FINDINGS OF THIS DISSER-

TATION  

I consider the presentation of the semi-structured interview results ex-

tremely important.  The research focused on those areas where the 

heads of the schools have the means to make changes in the organiza-
tion process of education. The questionnaire-based study of the teachers 

from ten mainstream schools and ten special schools was also of great 

importance.    

4.1. Change in the organizational culture 

It is among the heads’ tasks to organize the education, to raise the em-
ployees’ awareness and to overcome any possible resistance. In this 

question group, the heads of the schools had the opportunity to charac-

terize their own and their employees’ attitude toward their pupils. Five 
mainstream school heads consider the SEN pupils’ presence more pos-

itively. Four of them are rather neutral in this regard, they consider the 

SEN pupils as a kind of burden imposed on them. They think that the 
schools do not have too much trouble with these children but their pres-

ence does not provide any advantage to the school either. “We have 

always been receptive, we have always had such children, since the pu-
pils have always been mixed. Our teachers know this.” Only one of 

these heads replied that the integration has disadvantages. The heads of 

the mainstream schools state in their responses that the integrated edu-
cation is not perfect. They think there should be some kind of an inter-

mediary institution where such children would study neither among 

mentally healthy children nor among children with moderate mental 
handicaps. “There are not any interim schools for the sane and not 

completely sane children. Many times the experts write in their reports 

that such children can be integrated but this is just not true. The main-
stream teachers have not received any training related to the SEN pu-

pils. Everything that is going on now is a total failure.” One of the heads 

outlined a solution and considered it viable and suggested that it might 
be implemented by others too. “In our school the integration of SEN 

pupils may be successful because we have our own special teachers in 
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full-time jobs. They can help, intervene or calm down the children im-

mediately if necessary.”  Some would suggest a different form of edu-

cation for such children. “There might be segregated classes which 
would consist of only SEN pupils with the same ICD ratings.” Accord-

ing to the results, it can be stated that a kind of resistance can be found 

in case of the mainstream school heads in spite of the fact that the inte-
grated education was introduced more than 20 years ago and it has been 

continuously improved ever since. The responses from the heads of the 

special schools show that the segregated education is not bad but it is 
rather expensive. “Integration is not working, it is pseudo-humanism. 

Admitting a (SEN) child into a mainstream school will not make that 

child sane. Such children can be successfully educated in a segregated 
way but it is extremely expensive. The mainstream teachers are not 

trained for this job and they lack motivation too.” Integration is a kind 
of compulsion which was launched due to the decreasing number of 

children around 2000. The mainstream schools rather agreed to inte-

grate SEN pupils because of the money they received for it. However, 
the teachers in these schools did not have the skills related to such pu-

pils. Several mainstream school and special school heads have almost 

the same opinion, that is, the integrated education is not the best solu-
tion for the SEN pupils.  

4.2. Results from the study of the teachers’ training 

Most of the mainstream teachers did not receive any training related to 
the SEN pupils during their college or university studies. However, the 

educational environment has changed since that time but the continuous 

adjustment, that is, training is essential. With this question, I wanted to 
find out how the heads of schools implement the process of adjustment 

through training. In spite of the fact that only three schools launched 

special training, seven heads stated that between 2006 and 2014 they 
themselves had completed similar courses serving the more efficient 

teaching of the target group. It is more interesting that the employees in 

nine schools completed similar courses from 1998 on. In some of the 
schools, several teachers completed courses. “Yes, 40 or 50 teachers 

out of 61 completed or is taking courses. Due to the great number of 

participants, the training is taking place in our school.” Several heads 
encourage their colleagues to complete courses and in some cases, these 

teachers get new duties.  Again, there was one head who was very pes-

simistic about the courses. “I might as well send my colleagues to 
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courses but if they have to pay, they will not go.” The heads of the spe-

cial schools are special teachers too. They have been continuously com-

pleting courses since 1994. Their employees have also been taking 
courses or obtaining further degrees continuously after their graduation 

since 1999.  “Everyone here completes the autism course, if necessary, 

even at their own expenses.” “I reply inversely: all the teachers work-
ing here have completed the 140-lesson Meixner course. They could not 

teach here without that.”  Of course, the heads in these schools encour-

age the colleagues to complete courses but this is often difficult due to 
the reasons mentioned above. “Yes, but they have to pay for these ex-

pensive trainings themselves. It would be great if the maintainer could 

realize that they should cover these expenses. Of course, they should 
make a study contract which would ensure that the colleagues would 

work here for several years after completing the course.” The heads of 
the special schools report very serious financial problems which impede 

the professional education of the children.    

4.3. Results from the study of the place, tools and teachers of SEN 

pupils 

Every mainstream school provides one or more small classrooms for 

the improvement of SEN pupils. However, in some cases, the teachers 
have to find practical solutions. “Yes, we have turned earlier storage 

rooms and the gym into classrooms for SEN pupils but sometimes we 

have to use the doctor’s room or the technology room for this purpose.” 
The necessary tools are available at every school.    

The special schools have the classrooms needed for the improvement. 

“We are pretty good at this, we have a classroom for each of these ac-
tivities: speech therapy, dyslexia, music therapy, special PE and psy-

chology.  The colleagues are flexible, they can lend these classrooms to 

one another at any time.” The necessary tools are mostly available too 
in these classrooms. Again, one response mentions the lack of method-

ology in case of the mainstream teachers. “In general, I would say that 

the mainstream teachers do not have the required knowledge to deal 
with the SEN pupils.” The heads of both the mainstream and the special 

schools stated that their infrastructure was proper for the improvement 

of SEN pupils. Later, in one response the segregated education was 
praised: “Those in power decide about the education of these children 

but they do not see the reality at all. There are system-wide errors. The 

segregated education is homogenous and it has been working well since 
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the reign of Queen Maria Theresa (the 1700s). This form of education 

should not have been thrown out of the window. Before 2000, there had 

been about 200 pupils in this school, now there are only 106. The inte-
gration is a requirement from the EU, so these children got into main-

stream schools.”  According to two other heads, the special teachers 

have difficulties doing their jobs in mainstream schools. The financing 
of the trainings is also a problem. “The problem does not come from the 

lack of tools but rather from the insufficient level of the teachers’ train-

ing. For example, we are supposed to deal with autistic children and 
the colleagues have to pay for their own trainings. We need a psycholo-

gist and another external mental hygiene expert who could make the 

children’s parents understand and accept what happens to their chil-
dren. It is important that this expert should be external.” The heads of 

the special schools tell about serious problems on several areas. The 
organization of education, the financing and the lack of professionals 

seem to be the most important problems to fix.   

4.4. Results from the study of tender participation 

In the current economic environment, the heads of the schools can op-

erate the schools only by obtaining money from tenders. To do this, it 

is essential to apply project management. The tender objectives can be 
various: to improve the infrastructure and the tools, to ensure the nec-

essary conditions to create high quality education, to organize the pro-

cesses which help inclusive education, to modernize the pedagogical 
methods and the study-organizing procedures or to ensure the special 

ICT tools which help the integrated education.   

The heads of the mainstream schools gave neutral responses to the ten-
der-related questions. They are not aware of the tenders, some of them 

think that there are not any tenders at all. Only one head was aware of 

such tenders. ‘The HEFOP tenders are the ones related to integrated 
education. Fir example, the Híd, Kagyló or Messzelátó tenders.” In 

spite of this, six heads have already entered tenders before. The heads 

formed special groups to write the tenders. The members of these 
groups were the most competent people. In several cases, the heads and 

the team leaders were also the members of these groups. The most fre-

quent response was: “the group included the medium-level leaders and 
the special teachers. I chose them based on their professional compe-

tence.” Only one head hired an external tender-writing firm. The ten-

ders are written by the most competent people. One head replied this: 
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“We seek to include all the specialties. The point is that the tender 

should be written by an experienced and motivated person.” One head 

gave a negative response. “The KLIK tenders require an immense 
amount of administration but provide little money.” Three heads were 

not aware of tenders related to SEN pupils at all and they never entered 

tenders this way.  
The special schools have similar opinions regarding the existence of 

tenders. Six heads firmly expressed their disappointment regarding the 

lack of such tenders. “Our possibilities have narrowed down. We are 
in the region of Central Hungary. Here, the GDP is higher compared 

to other regions. That is why we do not get money. We do not get any 

money from the development fund.” or “I have to say that there have 
been no tenders since the establishment of the KLIK in 2010. Before 

that we had had many EU tenders.” Four respondents stated that  there 
are tenders but they are extremely difficult to access due to various rea-

sons. “Yes, there are quite a few but it takes a tremendous amount of 

time to look for them.” Two respondents were very satisfied with the 
success of the tenders. “I consider them to be very successful since we 

could take the children to Germany and England.” The heads of two 

special schools were not aware of any tenders related to SEN pupils and 
they did not enter any tenders at all. We can state that there are few 

tenders in both the mainstream schools and in the special schools and it 

takes a lot of time to look for them. Neither the heads of the mainstream 
schools nor the heads of the special schools mentioned the composition 

of the tender groups.  

4.5. Presentation of the results from the questionnaire-based stud-

ies  

In the second part of the studies, I compared the responses of the teach-

ers working in the mainstream schools (N= 173) with the responses of 
the teachers working in the special schools (N= 165). The questions of 

the semi-structured interviews conducted with the heads of the schools 

were complemented with six groups of questions about the organization 
and problems of teaching SEN pupils.   

The percentage of SEN pupils in the mainstream schools  
 
Questionnaire item: “The teaching of SEN pupils takes away time 
from the teaching of mainstream pupils.”  
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Figure 1: The percentage of SEN pupils in mainstream 

schools according to the mainstream and special teachers 

(%) N=338 

 

completely agrees, partially agrees, partially disagrees, does not agree 

at all 

Source: The author’s own studies, 2017 

Questionnaire item: “There are more SEN pupils in the classes than 

the number which can be taught successfully.” 

 
58.8% of the teachers agree with the statement, while only 25.0% of the 

special teachers agree (Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA: H=11.344; p <0.045). 

In case of the teachers from the mainstream schools, based on the re-
sponses by the subjects they teach, we can see differences. 72.7% of the 

PE teachers agree, while in case of those teaching other subjects, 40.8% 

agree. (Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA: H=9,068; p <0,028) 
 

Trainings, professional meetings related to the SEN pupils  

Questionnaire item: ”Are you planning to complete any courses re-
lated to the teaching of pupils who require differentiated treatment or 

who have learning difficulties?” 

 
The distribution by sex shows that in case of the teachers from main-

stream schools,  68.6% of the women and 41.2! of the men plan to take 

courses in the future. (χ²=5.126;  p< 0.024) By age, in case of the teach-
ers from the mainstream schools, 90% of the teachers between 20 and 

29, while 50.6% of the teachers over 50 plan future courses. (χ²=15.054; 
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p< 0.001) In case of the employees from the special schools, 94.9% of 

those between 20 and 29 and 35.2% of those over 50 plan to take 

courses in the future. (χ²=40.773; p< 0.00) 
 

Questionnaire item: ”I think it is important to obtain knowledge which 

makes my work with SEN pupils easier.”  
 

The responses of teachers and special teachers are similar here. The 

members of both groups would like to improve their knowledge.  
(Mann-Whitney: U=12753.5; p =0.019). In case of the teachers of the 

mainstream schools, 76.3% of the women and 41.2% of the men; 

Mann-Whitney: U=784.500; p=0.0). The teachers of the mainstream 
schools, by the type of the diploma: special teachers 100% and engineer 

teachers 50%; Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA: H=24.021; p  < 0.0). The teach-
ers of the mainstream schools, by the subjects they teach: those who 

teach arts subjects do not agree – 2.3%, PE teachers – 36.4% ; 

Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA: H=10.002; p  < 0.019). In case of the teachers 
of the special schools, by age: those over 50  disagree (9.3%) rather than 

those between 20 and 29 (2.8%), (Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA: H=7.525; p  

< 0.023) 
  

The place, tools and teachers of SEN pupils’ improvement  

 
Questionnaire item:  “The school has the sufficient number of special 

classrooms.” 

Both the mainstream and the special teachers dismiss the statement 
(65.9% of the mainstream school teachers and 58.7% of the special 

school teachers). We can see a difference in the responses of the main-

stream school teachers by the type of the diploma. Those with qualifi-
cation exams rather agree (39.1%) than the engineer teachers (0%).  

 (Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA: H=13.125; p< 0.022) In case of the special 

schools, there is a difference by the maintainer. 39.5% of the teachers 
of state-run schools dismiss the statement, while in the foundation 

schools this figure is 0%.  (Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA: H=8.731; p  < 

0.013) 
 

Questionnaire item: “All the tools helping the improvement are avail-

able in the special classroom.” 
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The mainstream teachers and the special teachers see the problem of 

improvement tools. In case of the mainstream school teachers, the dif-

ference is by the type of diploma; the special teachers rather agree 
(50%) than the engineer teachers (0%). 

(Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA: H=12.159; p<0.033)  There is a difference 

among the responses of the special school teachers by the maintainer,  
27.1% of the teachers in state-run schools dismiss the statement, while 

this figure is 0% in case of the foundation schools. (Kruskal-Wallis 

ANOVA: H=7.288; p< 0.026) 
 

Communication in the school related to the SEN pupils 

 
Questionnaire item:  “A one-time training for the teachers inside the 

school” 
 

Figure 2: The one-time training related to the SEN pupils in-

side the school, according to the mainstream and special 

teachers (%) N=338 

 

 
I do not remember, No, Yes 

Mainstream school, Special school 
Source: the author’s own studies, 2017  

The mainstream teachers and the special teachers have very similar 

opinions in case of this question. We cannot see any significant differ-
ence here. However, it can be stated that there were internal trainings in 

case of both school types. The responses from the teachers of main-

stream schools by the subjects they teach show some difference. 36.4% 
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of the PE teachers did not remember the training, while this figure is 

0% in case of the teachers teaching arts subjects.  

 (χ²=13.486; p< 0.036) In case of the special school teachers, we can 
see differences in the responses by the change of workplace. Those who 

work at their first workplace do not remember such trainings (23.7%), 

while in case of those who work at their third workplace, this figure is 
2%. (χ²=18.865; p< 0.021) 

Questionnaire item: ”External, one-time training for the teachers” 

Neither type of schools held trainings outside the schools.  
There is some difference in the responses r of the teachers from the 

special schools by the maintainer type. 33.3% of the teachers from 

state-run schools and 5.3% of the teachers from church schools stated 
that there was some training.  (χ²=13.796; p<0.008) The responses 

from the teachers of special schools by age also show some difference.  
(30 to 49: 41.3%, while 20 to 29: 19.4%;  χ²=11.100; p< 0,.25)  

Questionnaire item: “Internal courses for the teachers”” 

Figure 3: Internal courses related to the SEN pupils for 

mainstream and special teachers  inside the schools (%) 

N=338 

 

 

 
 

  

I do not remember, No, Yes 

Mainstream school, special school 

Source: The author’s own studies, 2017orrás: Saját vizsgálatok, 2017 
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cial schools arranged such trainings. The difference is significant be-
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19,7

46,1

66,5

41,8

13,9 12,1

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Többségi iskola Speciális iskola

Nem emlékszem

Nem

Igen



19 
 

( χ²=27.726 p< 0.000). Some difference can be seen in the responses of 

the mainstream school teachers by age. 29.9% of those over 50 have 

some memory of an internal course, while those between 20 and 29 do 
not remember (0%).   (χ²=10.178; p< 0.038) The responses of the teach-

ers from the special schools by the maintainer show some difference 

too (foundation schools: 52.9%, church schools: 21.1%;  χ²=10.054; p< 
0.04) 

Questionnaire item: “External courses for the teachers”  

Neither of the two school types organized courses outside the schools. 
The responses show differences. 36.4% of the teachers from the spe-

cial schools responded that there were external courses, while 24.3% 

of the mainstream school teachers responded so. (χ²=6.129; p< 0.047)  
 

SEN pupil-related tenders  
Questionnaire item: “Are there any tender opportunities for the schools 

to help the improvement of SEN pupils?”  

The mainstream school teachers did not know of the existence of such 
tenders, while the teachers of special schools responded that there are 

such tenders (61.8% vs. 32.4%; χ²=30.933; p<0.000 

 
Questionnaire item: “Have you participated in such tenders as a mem-

ber of a tender team?”  

It is characteristic of both school types that the teachers did not take part 
in tenders. If we look at the responses from the teachers of special 

schools by sex, we can see some difference. More men (33.3%) than 

women (13.5%) worked in tender teams; χ²=5.909; (p <0.015) There is 
also a difference in the responses from the teachers of special schools 

by age: those between 20 and 29 did not participate in tenders at all, 

while 27.8% of those over 50 did; χ²=12.191; p <0.002) 
 

Questionnaire item: “Have the tender opportunities narrowed down in 

the past 6 years (2010 2016)?”  
Neither most special teachers (66.7%) nor the mainstream teachers 

(78.6%) know how much the tender opportunities have narrowed down.   

(Mann-Whitney: U=12689.5; p=0.024) 
 

Questionnaire item: “Since the establishment of the KLIK in 2010, the 

tender opportunities have become more frequent and more accessi-
ble.”  
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Neither most special teachers (69.7%) nor the mainstream teachers 

(77.5%) know whether the tender opportunities have become more fre-
quent or not. We can see some difference in the responses of the main-

stream school teachers by the change of workplace. (16.7% of those 

working at their second workplace agree, while this figure is 0% in case 
of those whose current workplace is more than the third one in their 

careers; χ²=24.104; P <0.02) The responses of the special school teach-

ers by the maintainer were different. Only 4.7% of the teachers in state-
run schools agree, while in the church schools more teachers agree 

(21.1%)  

 (Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA: H=8.477; p < 0.014) 
 

Internal communication in the schools refarding the SEN pupils  

Questionnaire item: “Information received from the head of the 

school”  

We can state that in case of both the mainstream school teachers and the 
special teachers in the special schools, the colleagues did not receive 

the information on the SEN pupils from the heads. The result between 

the two groups is significant.   (Mann-Whitney: U=12531.5; p =0.044). 
There is some difference in the responses of the special teachers in the 

special schools  by the maintainer. 34.2% of the teachers in the state-

run schools do not agree at all, while in case of the church schools this 
figure is 0%.  (Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA: H=9.269; p <0.010).  

 

Questionnaire item: “Information received from the team leader”  
Characteristically, the mainstream school teachers did not receive the 

information from their team leaders. The special teachers of the special 

schools have various opinions.  The result is significant between the 
two groups.  (Mann-Whitney: U=10859.5; p =0) 
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Questionnaire item: “The information came from an expert’s report”  

Figure 4: The information on the SEN pipils received from 

the expert’s report, according to the mainstream and special 

teachers (%) N=338 

 
least, characteristic, not characteristic, most 

mainstream school, special school 

Source: the author’s own studies, 2017 

There is not a significant difference between the responses of the main-
stream teachers and those of the special teachers, more than 70% of the 

respondents receive their information on the pupils’ condition from the 

expert’s reports. There is some difference in the responses from the 
teachers of the mainstream schools by sex (women: 60.9%, men: 

11.8%; χ²=28.56 p< 0.000). 

By the subjects they teach, the responses of the mainstream school 
teachers show that 69.8% of those teaching arts subjects and foreign 

languages agree, while this figure is 9.1% in case of the PE teachers.  

(Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA: H=16.87; p <0.001). The responses of the 
teachers in the special schools by sex show some difference. 59.6% of 

the women agree, while 25% of the men agree. (Mann-Whitney: 

U=1123.00; p =0.004). 

Questionnaire item : “I received information on the pupils from a col-

league”  

There is some difference between the responses of the mainstream 
teachers and the special teachers since the mainstream school teachers 

mostly receive information on the SEN pupils from the colleagues who 

earlier taught these children. The special teachers of the special schools 
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gave definitely less positive responses in this case. (Mann-Whitney: 

U=11645; p =0.002). 

 

5. SUMMARY OF THE NEW AND NOVEL RESULTS OF THE 

DISSERTATION  

The vast majority of the international and Hungarian publications on 
the education of SEN pupils approach the subject from the pedagogical 

viewpoint.  Very few publications bring attention to the organization of 

learning in case of such pupils. The integrated education causes a great 
number of pedagogical and organizing problems for the teachers and 

these pupils do not receive proper care.  

The novelty of my dissertation comes from the fact that I have exam-
ined the integration of the SEN pupils from the viewpoint of manage-

ment science and not the pedagogical approach. I interviewed heads of 
schools, teachers and the children concerned during my research.  

 Another novel result of this dissertation is that I revealed that the 

heads of the mainstream schools do not put enough emphasis on 
tracking the SEN pupil-related tenders, although such tenders do 

exist. The heads of these schools do not actively pay attention to 

the organization of tender-writing groups and they give up signif-
icant amounts of money, tools and programs. The differences 

could be seen in the responses of the teachers of the special 

schools and those of the mainstream school teachers. The main-
stream school teachers are not even aware of the existence of ten-

ders and know nothing of the efficacity of such tenders. On the 

other hand, the teachers of the special schools are just in the op-
posite situation: they are aware of the tenders and their efficacity 

as well.  The mainstream teachers would not enter any tenders 

next time, while the special teachers would do so.  

 I consider it a significant result of my research that I managed to 

confirm that the teachers of both school types would gladly take 
part in the various courses in order to improve their knowledge. 

However, they do not want to pay for these courses themselves. 

In spite of this, the heads of the mainstream schools send only few 
teachers to such courses related to the differentiated education of 

SEN pupils.  

 I consider it a novel finding and result that there is a difference 
between the infrastructural facilities of the two school types. 
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There is not a problem with the special classrooms and the tools 

of the special schools, these are available in the required quanti-

ties. The heads of the mainstream schools do not put enough em-
phasis on the infrastructure, thus, these schools have few special 

classrooms and an insufficient amount of tools. The special 

schools have solved accessibility but the mainstream schools have 
not.  

 I revealed that according to the heads of mainstream schools, the 
teachers do not like to deal with SEN pupils. The teachers of 

mainstream schools think that there are more SEN pupils in the 

classes than the number of such pupils that can be successfully 
integrated. In spite of all this, the heads of mainstream schools 

admit more SEN pupils into their schools than the professionally 

accepted number. Thus, the integrated education cannot be suc-
cessful. 
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6. THE THEORETICAL/PRACTICAL USABILITY OF THE 

RESULTS  

Based on my research results, I suggest that the mainstream heads 
should not admit more SEN pupils than the professionally accepted 

number because it would inevitably be against integration. It would be 

useful for the teachers of the mainstream schools to complete courses 
which are about co-education.  

A higher number of mainstream school teachers should be sent to 

courses and trainings about SEN pupils since the differentiation of the 
lessons does not take place regarding the SEN pupils.  The employers 

should find financial resources to cover the costs of these courses and 

trainings so that the employees would gladly participate.  
The layout, the size of the special classrooms are not adequate in the 

mainstream schools and the tools are incomplete. The heads of these 
schools should consider the ways of improving the material and person-

nel conditions.   

One problematic area in the flow of communication is the insufficient 
relay of information toward the teachers. In my opinion, it is necessary 

to hold meetings and professional trainings inside the schools several 

times a year so that the teachers should be up-to-date regarding their 
pupils.  

Based on the research results, it can be stated that the heads of both 

school types should put more emphasis on tracking and launching  ten-
ders and creating tender-writing groups in order to improve the finan-

cial conditions.  This is particularly true for the  heads of the mainstream 

schools. This way, these schools many more training opportunities, the 
teachers and the SEN pupils could win more programs  

The expert’s report is a document that describes the partial ability dis-

orders of the SEN pupils. his report is issued by an expert committee 

and the child receives improvement or exemption based on it.  It would 

be important if the form teachers presented these reports to the teachers 

dealing with such children. It would be useful to make these documents 

available for all the teachers.  

The collected data might serve as a starting point for further studies. 
These data contain information about the state of the education of SEN 

pupils within the Hungarian education system from the 2010s.  
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This paper has revealed the current problems based on the representa-

tive survey of a Budapest district and it provides suggestions to the res-

olution of these problems. Furthermore, this paper brought attention to 
the importance of the improvement opportunities, primarily from the 

study organization aspect.   
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