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Abstract.  This study aims to examine the views or perceptions of Schools Providing Inclusive Education (SPIE) 
among teachers at the Aru Islands State Special Education School (SES). Through qualitative research using data 
collection methods such as in-depth interviews, observations, and documentation, an overview of the role of the SES 
as a partner for SPIE was obtained. Interview instruments were used to explore SES teachers’ understanding and 
willingness to collaborate across five aspects: a) SES teachers’ understanding of SPIE principles, b) their willingness 
to serve as Special Education Teacher (SETs) at SPIE, c) their willingness to participate in developing curriculum 
modifications, d) their willingness to participate in developing Individualized Education Program (IEP), and e) their  
willingness to lend learning aids to Students With Special Needs (SWSN) at SPIE. The responses were categorized  
into three groups: proactive partners, passive partners, and competitors. Among initiative-driven partners, special 
education teachers demonstrated a willingness to collaborate by proposing concrete ideas or concepts for forms of  
cooperation  with  the  SPIE.  Among  partners  without  initiative,  special  education  teachers  merely  expressed 
willingness without specifying the form of cooperation. Among competitors, special education teachers tended to 
recommend other parties capable of collaborating with the SPIE, held the view that students with special needs would 
be better off receiving their education at special education schools, and were reluctant to engage in cooperation. Based 
on the collection, reduction, and presentation of data, it was found that a) 80% of special education teachers are willing 
to serve as SETs at SPIE, b) 30% are willing without taking the initiative and 30% are willing to take the initiative to 
participate.

Keywords: Inclusive Education; Schools Providing Inclusive Education; Special Education Teachers; Curriculum  
Modifications; Individualized Education Programs.

INTRODUCTION

No longer merely an option, inclusive education is a mandatory educational philosophy that, in principle, 
upholds opportunities for students with special needs (SWSN) to participate in the learning environment 
(accessibility),  transforms  limitations  into  opportunities  (availability),  and  enables  SWSN  to  succeed 
(affordability) through curriculum adaptation based on the needs of SWSN (curriculum adaptation) [1]. The 
obligation for teachers to implement inclusive education is often not clearly defined, particularly in resource-
limited schools [2]. Resource-limited schools face the challenge that inclusive education practices are often 
reduced to mere administrative formalities [3].

Collaboration between regular teachers and Special Education Teachers (SET) can serve as an initial step 
to catalyze the implementation of educational inclusivity [3], [4], [5]. Special Education Teachers (SET) are 
preferably those with academic qualifications in special education; however, professionals from other fields 
may also be considered provided they have completed training provided by the ministry and attained a 
proficient level [6]. Unfortunately, there are currently no teachers or educational staff with qualifications in 
special education in Aru Islands Regency, including at its special education schools, even though the majority 
have earned bachelor’s degrees.

Special education teachers play a strategic role as SETs—or collaborative partners—for subject teachers 
at SPPI. SPPI is a regular, non-special education school that provides educational services for students with 
special needs. A SET is a special education teacher assigned to assist from the parent special education school 
[7]. The primary role of SETs at SPPI is to identify needs, map out learning barriers experienced by students 
with special needs, assist classroom teachers in developing Individualized Education Programs (IEPs), and 
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modify instructional materials, methods, and media according to the students’ abilities. Special education 
teachers support students with special needs during classroom instruction without taking over the primary 
responsibilities of the classroom teacher [8]. Special Education Teachers (SET) serve as a resource for regular 
teachers, parents, and school administrators regarding how to manage student behavior or meet the needs of 
students with disabilities.

According to the 2023 core education data, only 10.244 regular teachers and 4,695 Special Education 
Teachers (SET) have been trained to support students with disabilities [9]. Training is essential for guiding 
students with special needs. In addition to the lack of training, the SET shortage is also caused by the fact that 
only 13 universities in Indonesia offer a bachelor’s degree program in Special Education. To implement 
inclusive education, it is necessary to have qualified special education teachers who have experience or a 
comprehensive understanding of supporting students with special needs.

METHODS

Study area

This  qualitative  study  employed  data  collection  methods  including  in-depth  interviews, 
observation, and documentation. The study utilized an in-depth interview instrument to gather comprehensive 
information. The interview instrument was designed to explore teachers’ understanding of six aspects: the 
meaning of Inclusive Education, Schools Providing Inclusive Education (SPIE), Special Education Teachers 
(SET), curriculum modifications, Individualized Education Programs (IEP), the provision of facilities and 
infrastructure, and special learning aids. The instrument was designed to assess the level of familiarity and  
understanding that special education teachers have regarding these six aspects.

Procedures

After the researchers collected the data, data processing was conducted [10], consisting of three 
steps, namely: Step One, Data Reduction and Coding. After the interview results were transcribed, coding 
was performed based on two major themes: the “Partners” theme, which covered willingness to conduct joint 
training, openness to providing assistance and support to SPIE, and other actions demonstrating openness to 
collaborating with SPIE; and the “Competitors” theme, which covered Respondents’ competition for SWSN 
quotas,  social  jealousy regarding regional  facilities  or incentives,  or  a  lack of communication between 
educational institutions. The other theme is “Competitors,” which pertains to Respondents who exhibited 
competition for  SWSN quotas,  social  jealousy regarding regional  facilities  or  incentives,  or  a  lack of  
communication among educational institutions. Step Two: Data Display, which utilized a contrast matrix in 
tabular form to map the “Partners” aspect in cooperative relationships and the “Competitors” aspect in 
relationships that trigger competition. Step Three: Data Analysis and Drawing Conclusions. Data analysis 
employs data/source triangulation. The same instrument was administered to 10 different informants or 
Respondents. Findings obtained from one Respondent were cross-checked with those from others to ensure 
validity

Data Analysis

Triangulation enhances the validity and reliability of case studies by utilizing various data sources, 
which helps strengthen findings and reduce weaknesses in the data [11]. The type of data triangulation used 
here is source triangulation, in which the same data is examined from various sources. Interviews were 
conducted with 10 educators at the Aru Islands State Special Education School: 1 principal, 1 vice principal 
for academic affairs, 1 vice principal for student affairs, and 7 classroom and subject teachers. The same in-
depth  questions  were  posed  to  all  10  informants.  Questions  were  modified  or  expanded  when  new 
information was obtained.
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Table 1. Key Findings Analyzed Using Source Triangulation

Focus of 
Findings

Principal of the Special 
Education School

Vice Principal of the Special 
Education

Teachers Conclusion

Partners 
Indication
s

A teacher was asked 
to serve as an expert 
witness  for  the 
prosecutor’s office on 
the topic of deafness

The  agency  that  has 
signed  a  memorandum 
of  understanding is  the 
Aru  Islands  District 
Attorney’s Office

The teacher explained 
that  he  had  once 
served as a witness for 
the District Attorney’s 
Office

Valid: Cooperation has been 
established only with the Aru 
Islands Prosecutor’s Office

Competito
r 
Indicators

No training has ever 
been  provided  to 
special  education 
teachers on inclusive 
education,  SPIE, 
SET,  curriculum 
modification, IEP, or 
the  use  of  facilities, 
infrastructure,  and 
learning aids.

There  has  been  no 
training  related  to 
inclusive  education. 
However,  KKG 
meetings  are  held 
regularly once a year to 
discuss how to develop 
teaching modules. KKG 
meetings are  held on a 
regional basis.

Although  no  training 
related  to  inclusive 
education  has  been 
conducted  yet,  the 
teachers  participated 
in a KKG in October 
2025,  which  was 
hosted  by  the  Aru 
Islands  Special 
Education  School 
(SES N) for four days.

Valid: There has never been 
any training on inclusive 
education for special 
education teachers, which has 
led to the perception that SPIE 
poses a threat to the continued 
operation of the Aru Islands 
Public Special Education 
School.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The research results were grouped based on six aspects of data that were collected and analyzed, 
namely: a) understanding of the meaning of Inclusive Education, b) understanding of SPIE, c) understanding 
of  SET and willingness  to  serve  as  a  SET at  SPIE,  d)  understanding of  curriculum modification and 
willingness to participate in its development at SPIE, e) understanding of IEP and willingness to participate in 
its  development  at  SPIE,  f)  provision of  facilities,  infrastructure,  and special  learning aids,  which are 
presented in detail in this section.

Result-1 (Understanding of Inclusive Education)

First,  this  study  yielded  findings  regarding  the  percentage  of  special  education  teachers’ 
understanding of inclusive education, based on various criteria of understanding detailed in the following 
table.
Table 2. Criteria for Special Education Teachers’ Understanding of Inclusive Education

No Criteria for Understanding Inclusive Education Percentage

1 Never heard of it 30%

2 Have heard of it but don’t understand it yet 40%

3 Have heard of it and understand it 30%

4 Have participated in a training session 10%

5 Willing to participate in another training session 100%

Thirty percent of Respondents had never heard of inclusive education, 40% had heard of it but did not 
understand it, and the remaining 30% had heard of it and understood it. Only 10% of Respondents had ever 
participated  in  inclusive  education  training.  All  Respondents  expressed  a  willingness  to  participate  in 
inclusive education training. This indicates that all special education teachers are eager to improve their 
understanding of the implementation of inclusive education.

Result-2 (Understanding of SPIE)

Second, this study measured the percentage of special education teachers’ understanding of SPIE, 
as detailed in the following table.
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Table 3. Criteria for Special Education Teachers’ Understanding of the SPIE

No Understanding of SPIE Percentage

1 Have never heard of it 30%

2 Have heard of it but do not understand it yet 10%

3 Have heard of it and understand it 60%

4 Are not yet willing to teach at SPIE 20%

5 Are willing to teach at SPIE 80%

 Thirty percent of Respondents had never heard of the term SPIE, 10% had heard of it but did not 
understand it, and 60% had heard of it and understood it. Twenty percent of special education teachers were 
not yet willing to become SETs at  SPIE, while the remaining 80% were willing. The reason for their 
unwillingness was limited time and energy. This percentage of willingness indicates that 80% of special 
education teachers are partners with SPIE teachers.

Result-3 (Understanding of SET and Willingness to Participate as a SET)

Third, the study measured the percentage of special education teachers’ understanding of SET and 
their willingness to serve as SETs in the SPIE, as detailed in the following table.
Table 4. Criteria for Special Education Teachers’ Understanding of SET

N
o Special Education Teachers’ Understanding of SET Percentage

1 Have never heard of it 50%

2 Have heard of it but do not understand it yet 20%

3 Have heard of it and understand it 30%

4 Are hesitant to become a SET 20%

5 Are willing to become a SET 80%

Fifty percent of Respondents had never heard of the term “SET,” 20% had heard of it  but did not 
understand it, and the remaining 30% had heard of it and understood it. When asked about their willingness to 
become a SET, 20% of Respondents were hesitant and 80% were willing.  When Respondents were asked 
about the form of collaboration between SES and SPIE, 40% viewed it as a partnership with initiative, 40% as 
a  partnership  without  initiative,  and  20%  as  a  competitive  relationship.  Respondents  who  favored  a 
“partnership without initiative” merely expressed willingness without any specific ideas or concepts for 
collaboration, whereas those who favored a “partnership with initiative” were able to propose forms of 
collaboration. Respondents who viewed the relationship as a “competition” indicated that SWSN is much 
better handled at special education schools (SES).

Result-4 (Understanding of Curriculum Modifications and Willingness to Participate in the Development 
Process)

Fourth,  this  study  measured  the  percentage  of  special  education  teachers’  understanding  of 
curriculum modifications and their willingness to participate in developing them for students with special 
needs at SPIE, as detailed in the following table.
Table 5. Criteria for Special Education Teachers’ Understanding of Curriculum Modifications

No. Criteria for Special Education Teachers’ Understanding of Curriculum Modifications Percentage

1. Have never heard of it 70%

2. Have heard of it but do not yet understand it 20%

3. Have heard of it and understand it 10%

4. Experience sharing information about curriculum modifications with SPIE 10%

A total of 70% had never heard the term “curriculum modification” in the context of inclusive education, 
20% had heard it but did not understand it, and 10% had heard it and understood it. Only 10% of Respondents 
had experience sharing information about curriculum modification with SPIE. When Respondents were 
asked  about  collaboration  between  special  education  schools  (SES)  and  SPIE  regarding  curriculum 
modification,  Thirty percent of  Respondents  demonstrated a “partnership with initiative” attitude,  30% 
demonstrated a “partnership without initiative” attitude, 30% demonstrated a “competitive” attitude, and 10% 
exhibited signs of misconceptions. Respondents who demonstrated a partnership with initiative were willing 
to collaborate and able to propose forms of collaboration regarding curriculum modification. Respondents 
who demonstrated a partnership without initiative were willing to collaborate but under certain conditions or 
suggested  that  another  institution  serve  as  the  implementer  because  they  were  not  yet  ready.  The 
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misconception identified was the mistaken belief that modifications were unnecessary because the school was 
already using the national curriculum.

Result-5 (Understanding of IEP and Willingness to Participate in the Development Process)

Fifth, this study measured the percentage of special education teachers’ understanding of IEP and their 
willingness to participate in developing IEP for students with special needs at SPIE, as detailed in the 
following table.
Table 6. Criteria for Special Education Teachers’ Understanding of IEP

No Criteria for Understanding the Individualized Learning Program Percentage

1 Have never heard of it 50%

2 Have heard of it but do not yet understand it fully 40%

3 Have heard of it and understand it 10%

Fifty percent of Respondents had never heard of the term “Individualized Learning Program,” 40% had 
heard the term but did not understand it, and 10% had heard of it and understood it. None of the Respondents 
had any experience sharing information about the Individualized Learning Program with the School-Based 
Professional  Development  Program.  Sixty  percent  of  Respondents  demonstrated  a  “partnership  with 
initiative” attitude, while 40% demonstrated a “partnership without initiative” attitude. Respondents who 
demonstrated a “partnership with initiative” attitude were willing to collaborate and able to propose specific 
forms of collaboration regarding the development of the IEP. Respondents with a “partnership without 
initiative” attitude merely expressed their willingness to collaborate without specifying the form it would 
take.

Result-6  (Understanding  of  Facilities,  Infrastructure,  and  Learning  Aids  also  Willingness  to  Share 
Facilities)

Sixth,  this  study measured  the  percentage of  special  education teachers’  understanding  of  the 
facilities, infrastructure, and learning aids at SPIE, as well as their willingness to share them, as detailed in the 
following table.
Table 7. Criteria for Special Education Teachers’ Understanding of Facilities, Infrastructure, and Learning Aids

No Criteria for Understanding Facilities, Infrastructure, and Learning Aids Percentage

1. Have heard of the terms “ramp,” “handrail,” and “guiding block 80%

2. Have heard of “Braille” and “hearing aids” 90%

Eighty percent of Respondents had heard of ramps, handrails, and guiding blocks, and 90% had heard of 
Braille and hearing aids. All Respondents stated that infrastructure such as ramps and handrails is very 
important because it helps students learn and communicate effectively. When Respondents were asked about 
the nature of collaboration between special education schools (SES) and the Special Education Teachers’ 
Association (SPIE) regarding infrastructure, 20% of Respondents expressed a “partnership with initiative” 
attitude, 40% a “partnership without initiative,” and 40% a “competitive” attitude. Respondents with a 
“partnership with initiative” attitude proposed collaboration between SES and SPIE, in which SES would 
open its doors as widely as possible to visits from SPIE. Respondents who favored a “partnership without 
initiative”  attitude  showed  reluctance  to  become  overly  involved;  their  support  was  demonstrated  by 
recommending other institutions that might be able to provide facilities and infrastructure. Respondents who 
adopted  a  “competitive”  attitude  were  unable  to  express  any  opinion  when  asked  about  the  form of 
collaboration between SES and SPIE in the area of facilities and infrastructure.

When asked about learning aids for students with visual and hearing impairments—specifically 
Braille and hearing aids—30% of Respondents demonstrated a partnership attitude with initiative, 40% 
demonstrated  a  partnership  attitude  without  initiative,  and  30%  demonstrated  a  competitive  attitude. 
Respondents with a “partnership with initiative” attitude proposed collaboration between special education 
schools (SES) and the Indonesian Association of the Deaf (SPIE) regarding the loan of learning aids such as 
Braille and hearing aids. Respondents with a “competitive” attitude were unable to offer any ideas when 
asked about collaboration with SPIE.

Discussion

In addition to measuring the level of awareness and understanding among special education teachers 
regarding six aspects—namely, the meaning of inclusive education, the role of Educational Institutions 
Providing Inclusive Education (SPIE), the role of Special Education Teachers (SET), the development of 
modified curricula,  Individualized Education Program (IEP), and facilities, infrastructure, and learning aids 
for students with special needs (SWSN), this study also provided insights into special education teachers’ 
perspectives on: a) their views on the existence of SPIE, b) their willingness to serve as SET, c) their  
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involvement in curriculum modification in collaboration with SPIE, d) their involvement in developing IEP 
in collaboration with SPIE, and e) their involvement in the shared use of SWSN learning aids. 

Special education teachers’ views on these aspects were categorized into three groups: partnership with 
initiative,  partnership  without  initiative,  and  competitors.  The  “partnership  with  initiative”  category  is 
indicated by statements that demonstrate a willingness to participate, provide support, and propose ideas or  
concepts for collaboration between special education schools and SPIE. The “partnership without initiative” 
category is indicated by a willingness to participate without any concrete ideas or concepts regarding the form 
of collaboration between special education schools and SPIE. The “competitor” category is indicated by a  
reluctance to actively participate in collaboration between special education schools and SPIE.

Special Education Teachers’ Views on the Existence of SPIE

When asked about their views on SPIE, 30% of special education teachers expressed a partnership 
attitude, while 70% expressed a competitive attitude. Respondents expressed a competitive attitude through 
statements such as: “Other schools, such as junior high schools, senior high schools, and vocational high 
schools, should not admit students with special needs; these students can receive a better education at special 
education schools” (Respondent 1), “Students with special needs will feel more comfortable learning with 
peers who also have special needs” (Respondent 4), “SPIE is not yet able to conduct initial assessments, 
whereas we at the special education school already can” (Respondent 5), “The large number of students at  
SPIE may result in students with special needs not receiving adequate attention” (Respondent 6), “Even SES 
teachers with more experience still face difficulties; SPIE teachers would face even greater challenges” 
(Respondent 7), “Students with special needs are at greater risk of being bullied at SPIE” (Respondent 8), 
“It’s better for students with special needs to study at SES; the teaching methods at SPIE are different and may 
not be a good fit” (Respondent 9). Meanwhile, three Respondents highlighted the connection through the 
following statements: “SPIE plays a role in providing a comfortable learning environment and fostering self-
confidence in students with special needs” (Respondent 2), “SPIE is a school that accepts and supports 
students with special needs” (Respondent 3), “SPIE represents a form of social justice for students with 
special needs” (Respondent 10).

The lack of trust among special education teachers toward SPIE stems from the negative stigma 
that children with disabilities may face [12]. In fact, the principles underlying inclusive education in SPIE are 
to  improve  education  for  children  with  disabilities,  reduce  stigma  against  them,  and  eliminate  their 
marginalization [13]; [14]. We need to understand that an inclusive learning environment is a differentiated 
learning  environment  that  accommodates  diverse  needs  without  discrimination  [15].  Special  education 
teachers have little trust in SPIE because social stigma against students with disabilities remains a major 
concern, particularly in areas with low literacy rates, such as the 3T regions and the Aru Islands [16]. In  
another archipelago region of Indonesia—the Thousand Islands—28% of teachers still do not understand 
students with special needs and score below the ideal level [17]. Intensive outreach is needed to reduce stigma 
and  discrimination  against  children  with  special  needs  [18].  Local  governments  need  to  enact  local 
regulations that align with central government regulations to effectively implement inclusive education [19].

Willingness SES to Serve as a SET

When Respondents were asked about the form of collaboration between special education schools 
(SES) and special education teacher training institutions (SPIE) in the context of SES teachers serving as 
SETs, 40% of Respondents viewed the relationship as a partnership with initiative, 40% as a partnership 
without initiative, and 20% as a competitive relationship. Respondents who viewed the relationship as a  
“partnership without initiative” merely expressed willingness without any ideas or concepts regarding the 
form of collaboration, whereas those who viewed it as a “partnership with initiative” were able to propose 
specific forms of collaboration. Respondents in the “partnership with initiative” category made statements 
such as: “Special education schools can share knowledge on how to handle students with special needs, the 
development of learning programs, and the curriculum used” (Respondent 3), “SPIE can mentor the support 
teachers at SPIE” (Respondent 4), “Special education schools can provide information sessions on the types 
of students with special needs and how to handle them” (Respondent 6), “I am willing to share my knowledge 
once I fully understand the role of the SET” (Respondent 7). Unfortunately, one of the Respondents regarding 
the partnership initiative exhibited a misconception in the form of reluctance to share the initial SWSN 
identification instrument. It would be much better if the instrument could be shared and studied together.

Respondents in the “partnership without initiative” group were unable to articulate their own ideas; 
they merely expressed their willingness to serve as SETs. Respondents in this group made statements such as: 
“Special education teachers can assist with SPIE classes as long as it does not interfere with special education 
classes” (Respondent 1), “SPIE can discuss this with the special education school principal, and the principal 
can assign a teacher to assist as a SET” (Respondent 2), “I’m willing if I’m asked to help teach at some point 
in the future” (Respondent 9), “I’m willing to help teach at SPIE if needed, as long as there’s an official  
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request”  (Respondent  10).  Unfortunately,  one of  the “partnership” Respondents,  who lacked initiative, 
exhibited a misconception in the form of reluctance to serve as a SET because they believed the SES had a  
greater need. The “competitor” Respondents indicated that SWSN is much better handled at the SES.

Respondents who displayed a competitive attitude made statements such as: “Learning activities 
could be organized where some SES teachers visit SPIE, but it would be better if only SWSN students went to 
the SES” (Respondent 5), “Teachers can consult with the Department of Education to coordinate in finding or 
identifying teachers who can assist elementary schools (inclusive)” (Respondent 8).

SETs play a crucial role as needs analysts, developers of Individualized Learning Programs (IEPs), 
and social mediators in the classroom. SETs are responsible for identifying students with special needs, 
conducting initial assessments of their needs, and implementing instruction tailored to their characteristics; 
optimizing assistive devices to provide simple stimuli for these students; and involving parents in the learning 
process [20]. It is reasonable that SETs who do not have a background in Special Education should undergo 
training in inclusive education [7]  as  a  means of  ensuring teacher  competence [21];  [22].  A teacher’s 
professional  background  or  specialized  training  can  support  and  strengthen  their  role  as  a  SET [23]. 
Strengthening the role of teachers can be achieved through certification, collaboration among stakeholders, 
and the provision of adaptive facilities and infrastructure to create an inclusive learning environment [24]. 
Lumajang Regency, for example, has provided training for SET whose academic qualifications are not in 
Special Education or Special Learning Needs (PLB) [14].

SES Involvement in Curriculum Modification with SPIE

When Respondents were asked about collaboration between special education schools (SES) and 
SPIE regarding curriculum modification, 30% of Respondents demonstrated a “partnership with initiative” 
attitude, 30% demonstrated a “partnership without initiative” attitude, 30% demonstrated a “competitive” 
attitude, and 10% exhibited signs of misconceptions. Respondents who demonstrated a “partnership with 
initiative”  attitude  were  willing  to  collaborate  and  able  to  propose  forms  of  collaboration  regarding 
curriculum modification. Respondents in this category made statements such as: “Collaboration can take the 
form  of  sharing  methods  for  creating  general  and  specialized  teaching  modules,  handling  strategies, 
characteristics of students with special needs, and suitable foods” (Respondent 2), “Outreach sessions could 
be held for us, special education teachers and regular teachers, to design a curriculum for students with 
developmental disabilities” (Respondent 6), “One of the special education teachers could serve as a resource 
person, such as Ms. Lia” (the teacher recommended a colleague) (Respondent 9).

Respondents in a partnership but without initiative were willing to collaborate but were not yet 
ready or able to propose forms of collaboration. Respondents in the “partnership without initiative” category 
also recommended other institutions that  have established partnerships with SPIE. Respondents  in this 
category made statements such as: “SPIE should ensure that those handling students with special needs can 
participate in training or workshops organized by the local education office,” (Respondent 1), “I am willing to 
share my knowledge once we are also able to make modifications” (Respondent 4), “The MGMP invited 
special education teachers and SPIE teachers to a meeting” (Respondent 5).

Respondents from competing institutions were unable to suggest ideas for collaboration regarding 
curriculum modification and were reluctant to pursue such efforts. Respondents who exhibited a competitive 
attitude made statements such as: “There has never been any collaboration, so we don’t know” (Respondent 
2), “I don’t know what form the collaboration would take” (Respondents 7 and 10). One of the Respondents 
with a competitive attitude also exhibited signs of a misconception, stating: “Special Education Schools 
(SES) follow the national curriculum, specifically the MBKM based on deep learning, so we don’t need to  
make any modifications.” Meanwhile, Respondents who exhibited signs of a pure misconception made 
statements such as: “Special education teachers can teach at SPIE, but only with the support of regular 
teachers.” In reality, it is the SPIE teachers who need support from special education teachers to assist 
students with learning disabilities—not the other way around.

To adapt to the diverse needs of students with special educational needs, teachers must have an 
understanding of an adaptive curriculum [23]. There are at least several forms of curriculum modification: 
duplication, modification, substitution, omission, and acceleration [25]. Duplication involves using the same 
curriculum for both regular students and students with special educational needs; modification involves 
changing part of the content, process, or assessment of the regular curriculum; substitution involves replacing 
some material or activities with more functional alternatives; and omission involves removing certain parts of 
the regular curriculum because they are not feasible for students with special educational needs [1].

SES Involvement in the Development of the IEP in Collaboration with SPIE

When asked about the involvement of special education schools (SES) in the development of the 
IEP in collaboration with the SPIE, 60% of Respondents indicated a “partnership with initiative” attitude,  
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while 40% indicated a “partnership without initiative” attitude. Respondents who expressed a “partnership 
with  initiative”  were  willing  to  collaborate  and  able  to  propose  forms  of  collaboration  regarding  the 
development of the IEP. Respondents in the “partnership with initiative” group made statements such as: “We 
will first improve teachers’ understanding at the SES through workshops led by local experts. After that, we’ll 
try to understand the cases at  SPIE” (Respondent 1),  “Collaboration can take the form of seminars or 
workshops on curriculum modification for SPIE students, led by special education schools” (Respondent 3), 
“conducting joint discussions or training sessions related to the IEP” (Respondent 4), “The most needed 
forms of collaboration—such as workshops, seminars, and training—are getting to know each student and 
developing teaching modules in accordance with IEP” (Respondent 5), “We can hold meetings and work 
together on development because special education schools also still need training” (Respondent 7), “Special 
education  schools  and  IEP  can  conduct  joint  training”  (Respondent  9).   Unfortunately,  two  of  the 
Respondents regarding partnerships with initiatives showed signs of a misconception, interpreting IEP as a 
learning activity involving one student and one teacher in a classroom. Respondents in partnerships who lack 
initiative are willing to collaborate but only under certain conditions, or they suggest that another organization 
take the lead because they are not yet ready.

Respondents in the “partnership without initiative” category merely expressed their willingness 
without  specifying  the  form of  collaboration.  Respondents  in  this  category  made  statements  such  as: 
“Collaboration can take place as long as the principal is aware of it and provides instructions” (Respondent 2), 
“I’m willing to participate in training and share once I fully understand IEP” (Respondent 6), “I’m willing to 
participate if training on IEP development is ever conducted” (Respondent 8), “I’m willing to share once I 
fully understand IEP” (Respondent 10). Unfortunately, one Respondent from the partnership group exhibited 
signs of a misconception, believing that a teacher might not create a IEP if they lack sufficient time—provided 
the teacher creates teaching modules and learning materials that can be used by every student in the classroom 
by designing learning materials that capture each student’s attention. This is because creating a separate 
learning  material  for  each  student  would  be  exhausting.  In  this  regard,  no  Respondents  exhibited  a 
competitive attitude.

The teaching styles and strategies of Special Education Teachers are outlined in the IEP, which is 
based  on  the  results  of  the  curriculum  modification  framework  assessment  [26].  Teaching  styles  are 
differentiated to meet the diverse needs of students with special needs [3]. Effective inclusive education 
strategies are needed for children’s learning programs that are specialized, unique, and diverse [27]. The IEP 
helps teachers develop learning strategies tailored to each individual’s needs, thereby creating differentiated 
instruction [5], [15]. Personalized and specifically designed learning programs, such as those in IEP, can 
influence long-term learning outcomes [28].

SES Involvement in the shared use of SWSN learning aids

When Respondents were asked about the form of collaboration between SESs and SPIEs regarding 
facilities and infrastructure, 20% of Respondents indicated a “partnership with initiative,” 40% a “partnership 
without initiative,” and 40% a “competitive” attitude. Respondents in the “partnership with initiative” group 
proposed a collaboration between SESs and SPIEs in which SESs would open their doors as wide as possible 
to SPIE visits. 

Respondents who favored a “partnership with initiative” made statements such as: “SPIE can visit SES to 
see what the facilities and infrastructure for SWSN look like” (Respondent 6), “SPIE can borrow resources 
from SES” (Respondent 9). Respondents who favored a “partnership without initiative” were unable to 
propose ideas for collaboration and recommended other institutions as collaboration partners for SPIE rather 
than themselves.

Respondents in the “partnership without initiative” category showed reluctance to get too deeply 
involved; their support was demonstrated by recommending other institutions that might be able to provide 
the necessary facilities and infrastructure. Respondents in the “partnership without initiative” group made 
statements such as: “We don’t know yet; perhaps SPIE can submit a proposal to the agency” (Respondent 3), 
“Perhaps SPIE can ask the agency to handle the procurement” (Respondent 5), “We don’t know yet; once 
we’ve coordinated with SPIE, we’ll be able to determine the form of collaboration” (Respondent 7), “The 
school can submit a request to the department for procurement” (Respondent 8). Competitor Respondents had 
no ideas regarding the form of collaboration.

Competitor  Respondents  were  unable  to  offer  any  opinions  when  asked  about  the  form  of 
collaboration between SES and SPIE in the area of facilities and infrastructure. One competitor Respondent 
offered the following opinion: “There hasn’t been any cooperation yet, and we haven’t thought about what 
form it might take” (Respondent 10).

When asked about learning aids for students with visual and hearing impairments—specifically 
Braille  and hearing aids—30% of  Respondents  expressed a  “partnership  with  initiative”  attitude,  40% 
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expressed  a  “partnership  without  initiative”  attitude,  and  30%  expressed  a  “competitive”  attitude. 
Respondents with a “partnership with initiative” attitude proposed collaboration between special education 
schools (SES) and the Indonesian Association of the Deaf (SPIE) regarding the loan of learning aids such as 
Braille and hearing aids. Respondents who adopted a partnership attitude with initiative made statements such 
as: “collaborate with parties that can manufacture or provide them” (Respondent 3), “collaborate with parties 
that  can manufacture or  provide  them” (Respondent  7),  and “SPIE needs to  strive to  procure  devices 
appropriate for students’ specific disabilities; it is acceptable to borrow from SES as long as there are students 
who use such devices within that SPIE” (Respondent 9).

Respondents in the “partnership without initiative” category are willing to collaborate with SPIE 
but not at this time because they are not yet ready, and they recommend other institutions that could facilitate 
such  collaboration.  Respondents  from  the  “partnership  without  initiative”  group  made  the  following 
statements: “Schools submit reports to the department to request assistance with procurement” (Respondent 
1),  “No SPIE has borrowed equipment yet,  but  if  it’s  needed at  some point in the future,  that’s fine” 
(Respondent 2), “SPIE can submit a proposal to the relevant department” (Respondent 5), “It’s possible that 
someday  they  might  borrow  special  assistive  devices  if  needed  and  we  have  them”  (Respondent  8).  
Competitor Respondents were unable to offer any ideas when asked about collaboration with SPIE.

Competitor Respondents provided the following statements: “I don’t know” (Respondent 4), “I’m 
not sure yet because equipment procurement depends on BOS funding” (Respondent 6),  “It  has never 
happened, but I could envision what it might look like if there were a meeting with SPIE” (Respondent 10).

Educational infrastructure, such as the availability of classrooms, is a key factor in assessing the success of 
contextual learning implementation for SWSN teachers [23]; [29]). Inadequate or incomplete infrastructure 
must be addressed immediately to achieve effective inclusive learning [30]. Strengthening infrastructure can 
also enhance support for the identification of children with special needs [12]. The identification process for 
children with special needs requires a comprehensive understanding of the challenges faced by children in 
general.  Identification  steps  include  behavioral  observation,  assessment,  and  interviews  with  parents, 
psychologists, and therapists [31]. Together with special education schools (SES) and the Department of 
Education,  the  SPIE  needs  to  pay  attention  to  the  condition  of  primary  infrastructure  (classrooms, 
playgrounds, and libraries) as well as supporting facilities (cafeterias, restrooms, and parking areas), which 
should be equipped with handrails and guiding blocks to ensure they are accessible to children with special 
needs.

CONCLUSION

Some special education teachers exhibited a competitive attitude toward the existence of SPIE. The 
majority of special education teachers demonstrated a partnership attitude regarding their willingness to 
become  SETs.  The  majority  of  special  education  teachers  demonstrated  a  partnership  attitude—both 
proactively and passively—in collaborating with SPIE on curriculum modifications; however, the number of 
teachers  exhibiting  competitive  attitudes  and  misconceptions  cannot  be  considered  small.  All  special 
education teachers demonstrated a partnership attitude toward developing the IEP with SPIE, although some 
of them still lacked a clear idea of what form this collaboration would take. Most special education teachers 
demonstrated a  partnership  attitude  regarding  collaboration on  the  use  of  facilities,  infrastructure,  and 
learning aids, although the number of special education teachers who viewed themselves as competitors was 
also significant.

Essentially, special education teachers serve as partners or SET for SPIE. This role is crucial because SPIE 
teachers generally require specialized support to work with students with special needs. Forms of partnership 
can include: a) jointly developing identification, observation, and assessment tools; b) designing modified 
curricula and IEP for students with SWSN at SPIE; and c) providing recommendations on adaptive learning 
models and instructional media so that learning materials can be optimally absorbed by students with SWSN. 
Unfortunately, this role often conflicts with the competencies of special education teachers, which still need 
to be developed. Therefore, comprehensive training for special education teachers is necessary so that they 
can optimally fulfill their role as partners of SPIE. 
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