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Abstract: This study aims to determine the views of teachers, school administrative staff having
educational leadership roles, and faculty members on integration of technology and the role of
educational leadership for sustainable inclusive education. The study group included 38 teachers
working in Mersin province, Turkey, 11 school administrative staff, and 11 faculty members working
at the Education Faculty. This study was structured employing a “basic interpretive qualitative study
model”. In the study, a semi-structured interview form consisting of open-ended questions was used
as a data collection tool. According to the findings, the faculty members do not consider that inclusive
education practices reach an adequate level of sustainability. Therefore, the participants also suggest
adding a sustainable inclusive education course in teacher education programs. School administrative
staff and teachers have emphasized that technological infrastructures of schools are inadequate for
sustainable inclusive education practices. A majority of teachers have used technology in sustainable
inclusive education practices. Overall, the participants believe that the integration of technology into
sustainable inclusive education has positive effects on students such as ensuring permanent, quick,
and easy learning. This study proves that different stakeholders that have a key role in providing
sustainable inclusive education handle this issue from different perspectives and they have both
positive and negative opinions on the sustainable inclusive education practices.

Keywords: sustainable inclusive education; educational leadership; integration of technology;
lifelong learning

1. Introduction

The educational needs are changing in the 21st century; the concepts of lifelong, inclusive,
equal, and fair education form the basis of education and thereby, teachers should respond to the
needs of children with different characteristics in their educational processes. It is emphasized
that each education system needs to comply with the principles of “non-discrimination, accessibility,
flexibility, accommodation to specific needs, alternative approaches to learning and teaching, equality of
standards, participation, support for meeting disability-related needs, and preparation for the labour
market” [1]. Therefore, a fair-minded understanding of education, where equal opportunities are
created for all students, forms the basis of the concept of inclusive education. Inclusive education is an
educational approach towards the applications of qualified education and training processes, which are
implemented in order to ensure that each student has equal rights in education by creating equal
opportunities abiding by plans and objectives. Inclusive education involves a broad range of strategies,
activities, and processes for the provision of education as the universal right of everyone if it is of good
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quality and relevant to objectives [2]. The target in inclusive education is to minimize discrimination [3].
In inclusive education, all students, regardless of their differences, are a member of the school
community [4]. UNESCO [5] emphasizes that all children and even those in the disadvantaged group
should have access to compulsory and quality basic education as part of education for all educational
processes. Inclusive education aims to satisfy the needs of each student in order to eliminate obstacles
that may arise from individual differences in the educational process [6]. Equal and inclusive education
is one of the most essential tools for a fairer community order [7]. Schools in the education system
can neutralize the differences by creating a school culture that involves everyone with the warmth
and welcoming culture within the school [8]. Situations such as gender, disability status, ethnicity,
poverty, or migration in inclusive education are considered as the versatility of inclusive education.
According to Ira and Gör [9], the inclusive education process should be guided to provide an ideal
education for disadvantaged and migrant children, macro education policies must be developed in
this regard for children in the disadvantaged groups, and adequate resources must also be arranged.

The concept of inclusive education is considered as a sustainable process within the scope of
sustainable development goals. In the United Nations Sustainable Development Summit held in
2015, global goals were discussed and Sustainable Development Goals expected to be achieved
by 2030 were specified [10]. At this summit, 17 themes related to sustainable development were
determined. One of these themes is “quality education”. Under this theme, the emphasis was made
on “providing an inclusive and quality education for everyone and supporting lifelong learning”.
Similarly, Medina-García, Doña-Toledo, and Higueras-Rodríguez [11] have stated that there is a
direct relationship between the process of educational inclusion and the general approach from the
Sustainable Development Goals in order to achieve a sustainable future for all. On the other hand,
Booth [12] emphasized that sustainability was at the core and made great a contribution to establishing
inclusive school structures, procedures, and activities. In this sense, the concept of sustainable inclusive
education emerges as one of the components of sustainable development. Sustainability is a broad
concept that encompasses economic, social, and environmental goals. Environmental sustainability
includes the issues surrounding transport, energy, water, or biodiversity. Economic sustainability refers
to the ability of an economy to support a defined level of economic production indefinitely [13]. On the
other hand, social sustainability includes the issues as health and safety, ethics, inclusive community,
respect, partnerships as well as the ability to work in teams, etc. [14]. In achieving social sustainability,
the level of education has a great potential for successful labor market integration [15].

Creating appropriate conditions to ensure that the educational process covers all children and
their physical needs and so forth in the process is a prerequisite of sustainable inclusive education
for schools to put through such a comprehensive school culture. Studies on sustainable inclusive
education consider recognition and appreciation of diversity in educational settings as an approach
that concerns attitudes and perceptions throughout the society beyond a set of strategies [5]. As can be
understood, sustainable inclusive education has a significant role in keeping up with the changes of
the 21th century.

There are important stakeholders who contribute to providing and ensuring sustainable inclusive
education successfully at schools. Multiple stakeholders should be involved in the process for a
successful inclusion. For this purpose, students, parents, teachers, educational leaders, and specialists
must fully follow the principles and procedures required by inclusion. Therefore, stakeholders
must work together to ensure inclusive education [16]. Teachers and school administrative staff

have some responsibilities such as organizing and guiding the education process as well as guiding
students in sustainable inclusive education [17]. In this context, creating opportunities for all students
to benefit from the educational process and to develop their potentials is so important [18–20].
School administrators are one of the key factors in the sustainable inclusive education process.
The school administrator is the person responsible for all kinds of organizations of the school to achieve
education goals at the desired level by means of an efficient and effective organization of teams, tasks,
and processes [21]. They are responsible for meeting the needs of the society in a broad sense, and the
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individual in particular, increasing the level of school outputs and the readiness of students [22]. On the
other hand, teachers are one of the stakeholders in providing sustainable inclusive education. They need
to have training and specific knowledge on the issues handled within sustainability. In addition,
the training that will be given to the teachers on the questions of sustainability is an indispensable part
of this process [23].

Today, individuals who are critical, problem solvers, knowledgeable about world culture,
and that adhere to multiculturalism are needed due to rapid and radical socioeconomic changes,
globalization, and the impact of advanced technologies on every aspect of life. These new demands
have made the duties of the school administrators more comprehensive and multicomponent [24].
School administrators are also expected to use their educational leadership role effectively in the
process of managing the capacities of teachers, students, and parents in terms of achieving the
common educational goals [25]. They have to ensure that everyone equally benefits from inclusive
programs, by highlighting the benefits and the overall approach to social justice they contribute to.
Additionally, they have to create opportunities for all students to have maximum access to the program.
Hence, they have to collaborate with other people involved in the sustainable inclusive education
team at school. According to Stegemann and Jaciw [26], school administrators have to perform
activities that get and give support for participants involved in the education process of the community
(i.e., teachers, students, and families) and encourage them in this regard. In addition, they must
focus on developing firm relationships with their staff to increase teachers’ inclusive practices [27].
Wagner and Katsiyannis [28] argue that if the school administrators are well equipped in terms of
educational leadership, they will be better prepared for protecting students’ rights and for ensuring
that students can get sustainable educational benefits. It is understood that educational leaders are
expected to have an understanding of their responsibilities and the roles related to the inclusive
education, which provides a successful inclusion [29]. In addition, educational leaders should have
positive attitudes and perceptions towards inclusive education [16]. As a result, it is seen that school
administrators are at the core of ensuring sustainable inclusive education as educational leaders.

Wong et al. [30] have stated that the educational and information communication technologies
play a significant role in creating an effective and adaptable learning environment, especially in the
teaching–learning processes carried out for students with special educational needs in sustainable
inclusive classrooms. Learners can get more opportunities to understand the learning process via
information and communications and media technologies (ICMT) enhanced learning environments
than the learning process in face-to-face classroom settings [31]. Technology has a great potential for
students in terms of providing access for all learning. Especially, an assistive technology (AT) is a
broad concept that covers virtually all things that may be used to meet the needs of those with lack of
certain abilities [32]. In this regard, various studies emphasizing the importance of using technology in
special education within sustainable inclusive classrooms have been conducted in the literature [33–38].
Therefore, it is required for teachers to have a suitable school environment and school climate in schools
to use technology effectively in sustainable inclusive education. In this sense, school administrative
staff who have educational leadership roles have important duties and responsibilities in order for
teachers to use technology in sustainable inclusive education activities in their schools.

Today, the use of information communication technologies has been insufficient in sustainable
inclusive and special needs education. At this point, Starcic [39] has highlighted that competencies
of teachers related to using technology and sustainable inclusive education are poor. According to
Starcis [40], it is important for prospective teachers to understand that educational technology helps
students with special educational needs and teaching process in sustainable inclusive classrooms.
In this context, the school administrator is expected to take educational leadership role and provide
technological leadership [22]. At this point, educational leaders are expected to ensure the sustainability
of inclusive education activities in schools, to take all kinds of precautions and measures, and to
provide a technology infrastructure and environment in accordance with today’s student expectations
and needs. In this sense, the integration of technology into education and the approaches of school
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administrators having an educational role towards both sustainable inclusive education and the use of
technology for sustainable inclusive education are essential.

Based on the information in the literature, it is seen that technology has started to be used
intensely in today’s educational environments. It is now almost impossible to evaluate education
independently from technology [41]. Education has been one of the areas affected by the pandemic
process that emerged in 2020. In the context of sustainable inclusive education, efforts have been made
to make arrangements to ensure that every child can benefit from access to education equally and fairly.
In the context that emerged as a result of pandemic process, it is seen that some environments and
arrangements such as live lessons organized within distance education activities, technology classes in
schools for students who do not have internet access at home, etc., are vital for the sustainability of
inclusive education.

Faculty members, teachers, and school administrative staff are seen as important stakeholders in
the preparation of programs, organization, and implementation of sustainable inclusive education
activities [16]. Therefore, this study tried to determine the approaches, opinions, and suggestions
of the stakeholders for the role of the educational leaders responsible for sustainable inclusive
education, the integration of technology into sustainable inclusive education, and the technology-based
organization of sustainable inclusive education activities in order to realize sustainable inclusive
education activities and to reach a judgment. Considering the literature in inclusive education,
most studies are conducted for the education of disabled students [42–45] and the diversities caused
by language, religion, ethnicity, and migration, which are considered as the versatility of inclusive
education [3,8,18,46–52] in recent years. However, there are almost no studies analyzing and interpreting
the opinions of teachers, school administrative staff, and faculty members on the integration of
technology and the role of educational leaders in sustainable inclusive education through a qualitative
research design.

Addressing this research gap makes up the significance of this study. Therefore, this study is
considered important in determining the views of participants, having duties and responsibilities in
sustainable inclusive education activities, on the use and integration of technology into sustainable
inclusive education and the role of educational leaders; and to develop suggestions for the integration
of technology into sustainable inclusive education programs accordingly.

This study aims to determine the views of teachers, school administrators and faculty members
related to the integration of technology into sustainable inclusive education and the role of educational
leaders to contribute to the field by developing suggestions regarding sustainable inclusive education
programs. The main problem statement of the study was determined as “what are the views of teachers,
school administrative staff, and faculty members on the integration of technology into sustainable
inclusive education and the role of educational leadership?”

In this respect, answers to the following sub-problems were sought in the study.

1. What are the views of faculty members on sustainable inclusive education, integration of
technology into sustainable inclusive education, and the role of educational leadership?

2. What are the views of school administrative staff having educational leadership roles on sustainable
inclusive education, integration of technology into sustainable inclusive education, and the role
of educational leadership?

3. What are the views and suggestions of teachers on sustainable inclusive education, integration of
technology into sustainable inclusive education, and the role of educational leadership?

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Research Model

The basic interpretive qualitative study model was employed in this study, which is the most
common form of qualitative research used in the field of education [53]. In a basic interpretive qualitative
study, the researcher is interested in how people make sense of and interpret their experiences [54].
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In this sense, the term “basic” is used for distinguishing this study from other specific forms of
qualitative studies such as phenomenology, ethnography, and grounded theory, while also bearing an
additional meaning that distinguishes this study from “applied” research [55]. Researchers conducting
basic qualitative studies are interested in how people interpret their lives, how they build their world,
and what meanings they add to their experiences. Basic qualitative studies reveal detailed accounts of
a phenomenon, interpretations of the phenomenon (relationships between the conceptual categories
and previous research), and new insights [53]. Therefore, it was decided to use a basic interpretive
qualitative research design in this study in order to obtain in-depth and detailed views and comments
about sustainable inclusive education, integration of technology into sustainable inclusive education,
and the role of educational leadership. In addition, such a study is needed to guide applied research.
The basic qualitative studies can guide the applied research in a meaningful way.

2.2. Study Group

Of purposeful sampling methods, the criterion sampling technique was employed in the study to
determine the study participants. Purposeful sampling consists of the selection of a small number
of subjects from a particular population or culture with regards to specific criteria determined by
the nature of the research question [56]. The criterion sampling technique involves the inclusion of
individuals who serve the purpose of a particular study as criteria [57]. In this study, active involvement
in the process of sustainable inclusive education practices was determined as the convenience sampling
criteria. The study group of the study consisted of 38 teachers working in Mersin province, 11 school
administrative staff, and 11 faculty members working at the Education Faculty. Besides information
about independent variables such as gender, age, title, professional experience, and department in
the personal information form, “knowledge of sustainable inclusive education, having education for
sustainable inclusive education, and providing training for sustainable inclusive education” were also
questioned. The information about the study participants is given in Table 1.

Table 1. Personal information regarding participants.

Variables

Faculty
Members

School
Administrative

Staff
Teachers

f % f % f %

Gender
Female 7 63.6 3 27.3 28 73.7
Male 4 36.4 8 72.7 10 26.3

Age

21–30 - 2 18.2 2 5.3
31–40 5 45.5 5 45.5 12 31.6
41–50 6 54.5 3 27.3 18 47.4

51 and above - 1 9.1 6 15.8

Title
Dr. Faculty Member 4 36.4 - - - -
Associate Prof. Dr. 6 54.5 - - - -

Prof. Dr. 1 9.1 - - - -

Professional Experience
1–10 years 2 18.2 7 63.6 4 10.5
11–20 years 5 45.5 3 27.3 20 52.6

21 years and above 4 36.4 1 0.1 14 36.9
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Table 1. Cont.

Variables

Faculty
Members

School
Administrative

Staff
Teachers

f % f % f %

Department

Curriculum and
Instruction 6 54.5 - - - -

Measurement and
Evaluation in

Education
1 9.1 - - - -

School Counseling
and Guidance 2 18.2 - - - -

Computer and
Instruction
Technology

2 18.2 - - - -

Primary School - - 10 9.1 6 15.8
Kindergarten - - 1 90.9 32 84.2

Knowledge of Sustainable
Inclusive Education

Yes 11 100 10 90.9 30 78.9
No 0 0 1 9.1 8 21.1

Having Education for
Sustainable Inclusive Education

Yes 2 18.2 9 81.8 31 81.6
No 9 81.8 2 18.2 7 18.4

Providing Training for
Sustainable Inclusive Education

Yes 1 9.1 4 36.4 22 57.9
No 10 90.9 7 63.6 16 42.1

2.3. Data Collection Process

Researchers reviewed relevant studies in national and international literature. In line with these
studies, the decision was made on which measurement tools to use. The “personal information
form and open-ended question forms” used in the study were prepared by researchers for teachers,
school administratiors, and academic staff. In each questionnaire form, there were six questions
on the views’ of teachers, school administrators, and academic staff on some aspects of sustainable
inclusive education. While determining the questions to be asked, a detailed literature review was
made regarding sustainable inclusive education, and the related studies were examined. In addition,
the opinions and suggestions of a specialist in the field of curriculum development were taken.
Great attention was paid to prepare the questions in a way to reflect the purpose of the study in the
best way. The questions were also checked in terms of suitability, clarity, and comprehensibility.

Before collecting the data, the participants of the study were informed about the context and the
purpose of the study. The prepared questionnaire was sent to some of the participants via e-mail due
to pandemic process, and they also sent their replies through e-mail. On the other hand, face-to-face
interviews were conducted with most of the participants. The data collection process lasted nearly one
month. The interviews were conducted one by one and lasted nearly half an hour.

2.4. Data Collection Tools

A personal information form was used in this study to collect participants’ personal information,
and an open-ended question forms were used to determine views of participants about sustainable
inclusive education.

2.4.1. Personal Information Form

The personal information form prepared by researchers examining the measurement tools used
in the literature, included questions about gender, age, school type, education status, title, and work
experience of teachers, school administrative staff, and faculty members. The personal information
form also included questions intended for obtaining information about the participants’ “knowledge of



Sustainability 2020, 12, 10354 7 of 24

sustainable inclusive education, having education about sustainable inclusive education, and providing
training for sustainable inclusive education”.

2.4.2. Open-Ended Question Forms

The data in the study were collected using open-ended question forms. Reja et al. [58] asserts
that it provides individuals an opportunity to give natural and honest responses to open-ended
questions independent of the researcher, and this allows the researcher to reach the truth. In this
context, three forms including six open-ended questions were prepared to determine the views of
teachers, school administrative staff, and faculty members. In the first phase, 10 open-ended questions
were prepared by the researchers. These questions were then given to two faculty members working
at the Department of Curriculum and Instruction and five Ph.D. students studying in the fields of
educational sciences for expert opinions. In line with expert opinions, open-ended forms consisting of
six different questions were determined for teachers, school administrative staff, and faculty members
in the study group.

2.5. Data Analysis

Data from open-ended questions were analyzed using the content analysis method.
Content analysis is a scientific approach that assists systematic analysis of the data. The main
purpose of content analysis is to find the concepts and relationships that facilitate explanation of
collected data and to reveal the themes that enable organizing and making the collected information
comprehensible [59]. The basic procedure in content analysis is to aggregate similar data within the
framework of specific concepts and themes and to organize and interpret them in a way that the reader
can understand [60].

2.6. Validity and Reliability

The views of teachers, school administrative staff, and faculty members on sustainable inclusive
education and the integration of technology into sustainable inclusive education were independently
evaluated by two different experts. Subsequently, two experts determined the common categories and
codes by discussing the views they analyzed according to different themes. Moreover, the inter-coder
compatibility values concerning the codes and categories identified by experts were examined.
The Miles–Huberman reliability formula was used to compute the reliability of the study. According to
Miles–Huberman’s coder reliability formula, the reliability percentage is derived from the “reliability
percentage = agreements/(total number of agreements + disagreements) × 100” formula, and achieving
at least 80% of reliability is expected [61]. The reliability value is reported in percentage ranging
between 0 and 1 (e.g., reliability percentage = 80%; reliability value = 0.08). As a result of calculations,
the reliability values in all sub-questions of the study were found to be above 0.80. Thus, the coder
reliability was ensured based on coder reliability calculations in this study. The Miles–Huberman
reliability values obtained from the content analysis are presented in Tables 2–4, below.

Table 2. Miles-Huberman reliability values for the content analysis of faculty member views.

Opinion Form Qualitative Data Content Reliability Values

1 Views of faculty members on sustainable inclusive education practices in Turkey 0.91

2 Views of faculty members on sustainable inclusive education in teacher
education programs 0.90

3 Views of faculty members on methods, techniques, strategies, or educational tools
and activities related to sustainable inclusive education 0.85

4 Views of faculty members on the use of technology in sustainable
inclusive education 0.94

5 Views of faculty members on the integration of technology into sustainable
inclusive education 0.85

6 Views of faculty members on the role of educational leadership 0.87
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Table 3. Miles–Huberman reliability values for the content analysis of school administrative staff views.

Opinion Form Qualitative Data Content Reliability Values

1 Views of school administrative staff on the role of sustainable inclusive education 0.89

2 Views of school administrative staff on the conditions that schools should have in
terms of using technology in sustainable inclusive education 0.90

3 Views of school administrative staff on the suitability of schools for technology use
in sustainable inclusive education and the technological equipment conditions 0.85

4 Views of school administrative staff on the effects of using technology in
sustainable inclusive education 0.91

5 Views of school administrative staff on the support they provide for effective use of
technology in sustainable inclusive education 0.89

6 Views of school administrative staff on the role of educational leadership 0.93

Table 4. Miles-Huberman reliability values for the content analysis of teacher views.

Opinion Form Qualitative Content Data Reliability Values

1 Views of teachers on sustainable inclusive education practices 0.93

2 Views of teachers on principles, methods, techniques, strategies, and educational
tools in sustainable inclusive education 0.88

3 Views of teaches on the integration of technology into sustainable
inclusive education 0.90

4 Views of teachers on the effects of integrating technology into sustainable
inclusive education 0.91

5 Views of teachers on problems related to the use of technology in sustainable
inclusive education 0.87

6 Views of teachers on the role of educational leadership 0.90

3. Results

3.1. Findings on the First Sub-Problem

In the first sub-problem of the study, perspectives of faculty members on the adequacy of
sustainable inclusive education practices in Turkey, and their reasons are given in Table 5 below.

Table 5. Views of faculty members on the adequacy of sustainable inclusive education practices in
Turkey and their reasons.

Category f % Codes f %

Inadequate

11 100 Lack of quality in sustainable inclusive education 5 33.3

Inefficient use of supports provided by UNICEF,
ministry of national education (MoNE), social support

program (SSP), and development agencies
3 20

Teacher-related factors (lack of awareness, not taking
responsibility, not receiving pre-service and

in-service training)
3 20

Failure to achieve standardization in physical
conditions (regions, schools, and classrooms) 2 13.3

Lack of business schools for sustainable
inclusive education 1 6.7

Lack of supervision 1 6.7

Total 15 100

Adequate - - - - -
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According to Table 5, it was found that faculty members did not consider the sustainable inclusive
education practices to be at an adequate level in Turkey (f = 11; 100%). They stated that this was due to
the lack of quality in sustainable inclusive education program (f = 5; 33.3%); inefficient use of supports
provided by UNICEF, MoNE, SSP, and Development Agencies (f = 3; 20%); and factors related to
teachers such as lack of awareness, not taking responsibility, not receiving pre-service and in-service
training (f = 3; 20%).

The findings related to the views, justifications, and suggestions of faculty members on the
importance of learning outcomes related to sustainable inclusive education in the teacher education
programs are given in Table 6 below.

Table 6. Views, justifications, and suggestions of faculty members on the importance of learning
outcomes related to sustainable inclusive education in teacher education program.

Category Codes—Reasons f % Codes—Suggestions f %

Important

Providing equal
opportunities 7 70

Sustainable inclusive education
courses should be opened

(Preliminary preparation process for
acquiring knowledge and skills,

application, preparation,
communication, concentration,

and awareness training)

15 94

Meeting
community needs 2 20

Preliminary
preparation
process for

students with
different

characteristics for
the future

1 10

Professional development systems
should be established 1 6

Total 10 100 Total 16 100

Unimportant - - - - -

According to Table 6, all faculty members considered the learning outcomes related to sustainable
inclusive education important in the teacher education programs (f = 10; 100%). They considered
these learning outcomes important since sustainable inclusive education provided awareness on equal
opportunity (f = 7; 70%). Thus, faculty members proposed opening sustainable inclusive education
courses in undergraduate programs in education faculties (f = 15; 94%).

Findings related to the perspectives of faculty members regarding the appropriate methods,
techniques, strategies, educational tools, and activities that teachers can use while organizing lessons
in sustainable inclusive education are given in Table 7 below.

As shown in Table 7, the views of faculty members on the appropriate methods, techniques,
strategies, educational tools, and activities that teachers could use when organizing lessons in
sustainable inclusive education were analyzed under “organizing classroom climate, out-of-school
support, and activity types” categories. In the category of organizing classroom climate, the faculty
members (f = 2; 50%) underlined the importance of creating rich learning environments considering
the principle of functionality. In the out-of-school support category, they emphasized the importance
of family involvement and family guidebooks (f = 2; 50%). In the activity types category, the faculty
member emphasized that student-centered activities (f = 13; 100%) such as group work, cooperative
learning, individualized teaching, and drama activities are important and effective activities in
sustainable inclusive education.
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Table 7. Views of faculty members on appropriate methods, techniques, strategies, educational tools,
and activities that teachers can use while organizing lessons in sustainable inclusive education.

Category Codes f %

Organizing
Classroom Climate

Rich learning environments created based on the principle
of functionality 2 50

Creating a classroom atmosphere that prioritizes empathy 1 25
Creating flipped classroom model 1 25

Total 4 100

Out-of-School
Support

Family involvement—family guidebooks 2 50
Functional psychosocial support program 1 25

Support rooms 1 25
Total 4 100

Activity Types

Group work activities 2 15
Cooperative learning activities 2 15

Individualized teaching activities 2 15
Drama activities 2 15

Case study activities 1 8
Discussion activities 1 8

Game-based activities 1 8
Computer-assisted teaching 1 8
Interactive–flexible activities 1 8

Total 13 100

Findings related to the views of faculty members regarding the effective use of technology in
sustainable inclusive education are given in Table 8 below.

Table 8. The views of faculty members on the effective use of technology in sustainable
inclusive education.

Category Codes f %

Effective Use

Interactive technology portals (edmodo, edpuzzle, etc.) 6 37
The use of digital story 3 18

Mobile technology applications 3 18
Computer-assisted materials and applications 2 13

Flipped classroom applications 1 7
Social media 1 7

Total 16 100

As shown in Table 8, the faculty members were of the opinion that technology can be effectively
used in sustainable inclusive education through interactive technology portals (f = 6; 37%), digital stories
(f = 3; 18%), mobile technology applications (f = 3; 18%), computer-assisted materials and applications
(f = 2; 13%), flipped classroom applications (f = 1; 7%), and social media (f = 1; 7%).

Findings related to the views of faculty members regarding the integration of technology into
sustainable inclusive education, and its advantages and disadvantages for teachers and students are
presented in Table 9 below.

As seen in Table 9, the views of faculty members on the integration of technology into sustainable
inclusive education and its advantages and disadvantages for teachers and students indicated that they
considered reducing workload and encouraging active participation (f = 2; 25%) as primary advantages
and the infrastructure inadequacy as a primary disadvantage (f = 3; 37.5%). Faculty members stated
that some advantages of integrating technology into sustainable inclusive education for the students
were being more enjoyable, encouraging active participation, increasing retention, and being motivated
and innovative (f = 2; 13.3%), while cost and infrastructure inadequacy were considered as primary
disadvantages (f = 2; 40%).
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Table 9. Views of faculty members on integration of technology into sustainable inclusive education
and its advantages and disadvantages for teachers and students.

Category Codes (Advantages) f % Codes (Disadvantages) f %

Teacher

Reducing workload 2 25 Infrastructure inadequacy 3 37.5
Encouraging active

participation 2 25 Workload in preparation for
information equipment 2 25

Being a facilitator 1 12.5 Cost 2 25
Being conspicuous 1 12.5 Encouraging laziness 1 12.5

Being more enjoyable 1 12.5
Enabling social
transformation 1 12.5

Total 8 100 Total 8 100

Student

Being more enjoyable 2 13.3 Cost 2 40
Encouraging active

participation 2 13.3 Infrastructure inadequacy 2 40

Increasing retention 2 13.3 Preventing socialization 1 20
Being motivated 2 13.3
Being innovative 2 13.3

Being comprehensible 1 13.3
Offering equal

opportunity 1 6.7

Making one feel special 1 6.7
Providing rich stimuli 1 6.7
Being independent of

time and space 1 6.7

Total 15 100 Total 5 100

Findings related to the views of faculty members regarding the roles of educational leaders in
integration of technology into sustainable inclusive education are presented in Table 10 below.

As shown in Table 10, the views of faculty members’ on the roles of educational leaders in
integration of technology into sustainable inclusive education were analyzed under “competencies
and responsibilities” categories. In this context, competencies expected from educational leaders are
sustainable inclusive education competencies (f = 9; 29%), educational leadership competencies (f = 8;
25.8%), knowledge of technology competencies (f = 8; 25.8%), and pedagogic competencies (f = 6; 19.4%).
Responsibilities expected from educational leaders are providing opportunities and environment
for sustainable inclusive education (f = 8; 27.6%), having the ability to be technological leadership
(f = 8; 27.6%), organizing technology equipment and infrastructure (f = 7; 24.1%), and supporting the
development and training of teachers (f = 6; 20.7%).

Table 10. Views of faculty members on the roles of educational leaders in integration of technology
into sustainable inclusive education.

Category Codes f %

Competencies

Sustainable inclusive education competencies 9 29
Educational leadership competencies 8 25.8

Knowledge of technology competencies 8 25.8
Pedagogic competencies 6 19.4

Total 31 100

Responsibilities

Providing opportunities and environment for
sustainable inclusive education. 8 27.6

Having the ability to be technological leadership. 8 27.6
Organizing technology equipment and infrastructure. 7 24.1
Supporting the development and training of teachers. 6 20.7

Total 29 100
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3.2. Findings on the Second Sub-Problem

As part of the second sub-problem of the study, views of school administrative staffs having
the role of educational leadership were investigated. The findings related to the views of school
administrative staff on the role of sustainable inclusive education in the integration of migrant and
inclusive students are presented in Table 11 below.

Table 11. Views of school administrative staff on the role of sustainable inclusive education in the
integration of migrant and inclusive students.

Category Codes f %

Benefit

Making positive contributions to the teaching–learning
process (developing connectedness, creating awareness,

generating empathy, developing harmony)
7 50

Creating equal opportunity 3 22
Minimizing social differences 3 22

Providing an integrated classroom climate 1 6
Total 14 100

According to the findings in Table 11, school administrative staff expressed that integration of
migrant and inclusive students through sustainable inclusive education positively contributed to the
teaching–learning process (f = 7; 50%), created equal opportunities (f = 3; 22%), minimized social
differences (f = 3; 22%), and provided an integrated classroom climate (f = 1; 6%).

Findings related to the school administrative staffs’ views on conditions that schools should meet
in terms of using technology in sustainable inclusive education are given in Table 12 below.

Table 12. Views of school administrative staff on conditions that schools should meet in terms of using
technology in sustainable inclusive education.

Codes f %

Smart and interactive boards 5 29.4
Internet and web tools (web 2.0, etc.) 4 23.5
Audio and visual video-presentations 3 17.6

Computer and projector 2 11.8
Technological tools and materials 2 11.8

Consideration of sustainable inclusive education in technological
physical conditions and infrastructure 1 5.9

Total 17 100

As seen in Table 12, school administrative staff emphasized that smart and interactive boards
(f = 5; 29.4%), internet and web tools (f = 4; 23.5%), and audio-visual video-presentations (f = 3; 17.6%)
were the basic tools and conditions that schools should meet in terms of using technology in sustainable
inclusive education.

Findings related to the school administrative staffs’ views on the suitability of their schools for the
use of technology in sustainable inclusive education and the technological equipment and conditions
their schools meet are given in Table 13 below.
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Table 13. Views of school administrative staff on suitability of their schools for the use of technology in
sustainable inclusive education and the technological equipment and conditions their schools meet.

Codes f %

Adequacies

Projector 4 30
Smart board 4 30
Computer 3 24

Internet 2 16
Total 13 100

Inadequacies

Shortage of interactive boards 3 37.5
Shortage of technological infrastructure 3 37.5

Shortage of internet 1 12.5
Shortage of projectors 1 12.5

Total 8 100

As shown in Table 13, school administrative staff considered the number of projectors and
smart boards in schools adequate (f = 4; 30%), but they found the number of interactive boards and
technological infrastructure inadequate (f = 3; 37.5%).

Findings related to the school administrative staffs’ views about the positive effects of using
technology in sustainable inclusive education are given in Table 14 below.

Table 14. Views of school administrative staff on the positive effects of using technology in sustainable
inclusive education.

Codes f %

Active and permanent learning 3 17.6
Direct access to information 3 17.6

Behavior change in self-understanding and self-disclosure 3 17.6
Supporting multiple intelligence learning 2 11.8

Effective use of visual media 2 11.8
Effective use of time 1 5.9

Using technology-assisted programs and developing mastery 1 5.9
Minimizing social differences 1 5.9

Providing technology-based communication 1 5.9
Total 17 100

As seen in Table 14, the school administrative staff stated that using technology in sustainable
inclusive education had some positive effects such as allowing students’ active and permanent learning
(f = 3; 17.6%), direct access to information (f = 3; 17.6%), and behavior change in self-understanding
and self-disclosure (f = 3; 17.6%).

The findings related to the school administrative staffs’ views on how they support teachers and
students for the effective use of technology in sustainable inclusive education as educational leaders
are given in Table 15 below.

Table 15. Views of school administrative staff as educational leaders on how they support teachers and
students for the effective use of technology in sustainable inclusive education.

Codes f %

Providing technological technical support 6 37
Directing to the education information network platform 3 18

Creating project–course and activity 3 18
Being a role model—guiding 2 13

Encouragement 1 7
Providing teaching materials 1 7

Total 16 100
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According to the findings in Table 15, to enable students and teachers to make effective use of
technology in sustainable inclusive education, the school administrative staff claimed that they provided
some opportunities such as providing technological technical support (f = 6; 37%), directing students
to the Education Information Network platform, and creating project–course activities (f = 3; 18%).

3.3. Findings on the Third Sub-Problem

Within the scope of the third sub-problem of the study, the teachers’ perspectives were investigated.
Findings related to the teachers’ views on sustainable inclusive education practices are presented in
Table 16 below.

Table 16. Views of teachers on the use of sustainable inclusive education practices.

Use f % Category Codes f %

Yes

21 55.3 Technique-Based
Practices

Individualized teaching
practices 9 40

Group work practices 5 22
Educational game

practices 3 13

Family involvement 3 13
Computer-assisted

practices 2 8

Peer tutoring practices 1 4
Total 23 100

Principle-Based
Practices

Active participation
practices 6 66.7

From concrete to abstract
practices 3 33.3

Total 9 100

Method-Based
Practices Creative drama practices 3 100

Total 3 100

No
15 44.7

Total 36 100

According to Table 16, it was found that teachers mostly included sustainable inclusive education
practices in teaching–learning processes (f = 21; 55.3%), but some of teachers did not include these
practices (f = 15; 44.7%). Practices used by teachers were analyzed by dividing them into the categories
of “technique-based practices, principle-based practices, and method-based practices”. Teachers who
claimed that they applied sustainable inclusive education practices reported that they mostly used
individualized teaching (f = 9; 40%), group work (f = 5; 22%), and educational game practices (f = 3;
13%) as technique-based practices. On the other hand, they stated that they applied active participation
(f = 6; 66.7%) in principle-based practices, while applying creative drama practices (f = 3; 100%) in
method-based practices.

The findings related to the teachers’ views on principles, methods, techniques, strategies,
and educational tools appropriate to use in sustainable inclusive education are given in Table 17 below.

As shown in Table 17, it was found that teachers mostly used the active participation principle
(f = 3; 60%), demonstration–performance method (f = 3; 34%), and group teaching technique (f = 13;
40.6%) in sustainable inclusive education. As educational tools, they preferred audio/visual materials
(f = 7; 87.5%).
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Table 17. Views of teachers on principles, methods, techniques, strategies, and educational tools
appropriate to use in sustainable inclusive education.

Category Codes f %

Principles
Active participation 3 60

Functionality 2 40
Total 5 100

Techniques

Group teaching 13 40.6
Computer-assisted teaching 8 25

Individualized teaching 7 21.9
Educational game-based teaching 3 9.4

Out-of-school teaching 1 3.1
Total 32 100

Methods

Demonstration–performance 3 34
Creative drama 2 22

Case study investigation 1 11
Discussion 1 11

Problem-solving 1 11
Direct instruction 1 11

Total 9 100

Educational Tools
Audio/visual materials 7 87.5

Educational videos 1 12.5
Total 8 100

The findings related to the views of teachers on the integration of technology into sustainable
inclusive education are given in Table 18 below.

Table 18. Views of teachers on integration of technology into the sustainable inclusive education.

Category Codes f %

Practices Assisted by Technological Tools Smart board 9 20.5

Computer 8 18.2
Internet 6 13.6

Educational video 6 13.6
Projector 4 9.1

Technological materials 4 9.1
Educational portals 3 6.8

Educational games and
animations 3 6.8

Tablet 1 2.3
Total 44 100

New Instructional Technologies Robotic coding applications 2 40
STEAM applications 1 20
Technological puzzle 1 20

Web tools 1 20
Total 5 100

According to Table 18, teachers stated that they mostly used a smart board (f = 9; 20.5%),
computer (f = 8; 18.2%), internet (f = 6; 13.6%), and educational videos (f = 6; 13.6%) as practices
assisted by technological tools in integration of technology into sustainable inclusive education. As new
instructional technologies, teachers stated that they used robotic coding applications (f = 2; 40%),
STEAM applications (f = 1; 20%), technological puzzles (f = 1; 20%), and web tools (f = 1; 20%).

The findings related to the views of teachers on positive and negative effects of integrating
technology into sustainable inclusive education are given in Table 19.
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Table 19. Views of teachers on the positive and negative effects of integrating technology into sustainable
inclusive education.

Category Codes f % Codes f %

Student

Positive Effect Negative Effect

Permanent learning 7 26.9
Encouraging laziness

(inhibiting research–inquiry
skills)

5 50

Quick and easy learning 6 23.1 Causing distraction 2 20

Developing technological
skills 5 19.2 Misusing 2 20

Enabling active
participation 4 15.4 Reducing socialization 1 10

Addressing multiple
sensory organs 4 15.4

Total 26 100 10 100

Teacher

Positive Effect Negative Effect

Developing technology
utilization skills 5 45 Increasing workload 4 45

Being able to use different
methods and techniques 3 28

Encouraging laziness
(inhibiting research–inquiry

skills)
2 22

Reducing workload 2 18 Reducing teacher—student
interaction process 2 22

Increasing professional
satisfaction 1 9 A professional obligation 1 11

Total 11 100 9 100

According to Table 19, teachers emphasized that integration of technology into sustainable
inclusive education had positive effects on students such as enabling permanent learning (f = 7;
26.9%), enabling quick and easy learning (f = 6; 23.1%), developing technological skills (f = 5; 19.2%),
enabling active participation (f = 4; 15.4%), and addressing multiple sensory organs (f = 4; 15.4%).
However, teachers highlighted the negative effects of integrating technology in sustainable inclusive
education on students such as encouraging laziness (f = 5; 50%), causing distraction (f = 2; 20%),
misusing (f = 2; 20%), and reducing socialization (f = 1; 10%). They stated that integration of technology
into sustainable inclusive education had positive effects on teachers such as developing technology
utilization skills (f = 5; 45%) and being able to use different methods and techniques (f = 3; 28%) and
negative effects such as increasing workload (f = 4; 45%) and encouraging laziness (f = 2; 22%).

The findings related to the views of teachers regarding the problems encountered concerning the
use of technology in sustainable inclusive education and their solution recommendations are given in
Table 20 as follows.

According to Table 20, the problems teachers mentioned are addressed in the categories of
“problems caused by technological inadequacies, educational leaders, and physical conditions”.
Teachers indicated that the major problems in technology utilization in sustainable inclusive education
were due to inadequacies of technological equipment (f = 15; 34.1%), technological infrastructure
(f = 15; 34.1%), insufficient number of educational leaders (f = 24; 61.5%), and overcrowded classrooms
(f = 5; 62.5%). Under the category ‘’solutions”, they proposed improving technological infrastructure
(f = 3; 34%), making classroom sizes manageable (f = 2; 22%), and increasing technology education
quality in sustainable inclusive education (f = 2; 22%).
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Table 20. Views of teachers on problems encountered concerning the use of technology in sustainable
inclusive education and their solution recommendations.

Category Codes f %

Problems Caused by
Technological
Inadequacies

Inadequacy of technological equipment 15 34.1

Inadequacy of technological infrastructure 15 34.1
Inadequacy of access to out-of-school process 4 9.1

Inadequacy of teachers’ technology utilization skills 4 9.1
Indifference and negative attitudes towards technology 3 6.8
Inadequacy of technological software and applications 3 6.8

Total 44 100

Problems Caused by
Educational Leaders

Insufficient number of educational leaders 24 61.5
Negative attitudes of educational leaders 15 38.5

Total 39 100

Problems Caused by
Physical Conditions

Overcrowded classrooms 5 62.5
Inadequacy of physical conditions of school and

classroom 3 37.5

Total 8 100

Solutions

Improving technological infrastructure 3 33.4
Making classroom sizes available 2 22.2

Increasing the quality of technology education for
sustainable inclusive education 2 22.2

Free internet access for teachers and students 1 11.1
Opening technology labs at schools 1 11.1

Total 9 100

Findings related to the views of teachers regarding the roles of educational leaders in integration
of technology into sustainable inclusive education are presented in Table 21 below.

Table 21. Views of teachers’ on the roles of educational leaders in integration of technology into
sustainable inclusive education.

Category Codes f %

Responsibilities

Encouraging sustainable inclusive education 9 23.7
Creating a technology-friendly school climate 9 23.7

Supporting the use of technology 8 21
Contributing to teacher development 6 15.8

Providing necessary infrastructure and
arrangements for technology 6 15.8

Total 38 100

As shown in Table 21, the views of teachers on the roles of educational leaders in integration of
technology into sustainable inclusive education were analyzed under the “responsibilities” category.
Encouraging sustainable inclusive education (f = 9; 23.7%), creating a technology-friendly school
climate (f = 9; 23.7%), supporting the use of technology (f = 8; 21%), contributing to teacher development
(f = 6; 15.8%), and providing necessary infrastructure and arrangements for technology (f = 6; 15.8%)
are expressed as responsibilities of educational leaders by teachers.

4. Discussion

This study aims to determine the views of teachers, school administrative staff, and faculty
members on integration of technology and the role of educational leadership for sustainable inclusive
education. Within the sub-problems of the study, it is concluded that faculty members do not consider
sustainable inclusive education practices to be at an adequate level in Turkey. They emphasize that
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this is due to the lack of quality in the sustainable inclusive education program. This result suggests
that there are deficiencies in the content and implementation processes of the current sustainable
inclusive education program in Turkey, and efforts should be made to improve the quality of the
content and implementation process of the sustainable inclusive education program. In the study
conducted by Sánchez, de Haro-Rodríguez, and Martínez [62], it is obtained that lack of teacher
training is considered as one of the biggest barriers for the successful inclusive education. Lpez Torrijo
and Mengual-Andrés [63] have pointed out that teacher training is important for the successful
inclusion process. Abdelhameed [64] has stated that negative attitudes and lack of awareness on
inclusive education across stakeholders and limited teacher and specialist/leader preparation and
training are among the most important barriers for sustainable inclusive education. Barnhill, Polloway,
and Sumutkaet [65] have stated that teachers are lacking abilities and knowledge for inclusive education.

Faculty members have emphasized that the learning outcomes related to sustainable inclusive
education are important in the teacher education program. The findings show that there are
deficiencies in the teacher education programs in Turkey in having prospective teachers acquire
learning outcomes related to sustainable inclusive education. In this context, it is thought that the
inclusive education course content and practices should be integrated into the teacher education
program. At this point, it is concluded that integration of sustainable inclusive education courses into
teacher education programs and the effective and quality guidance of their content and application
process are essential. Teachers occupy an important position in the sustainable inclusion education
practices. The effective implementation of sustainable inclusive education is largely depended on
the high quality of professional preparation of teachers. Therefore, teachers should be trained about
sustainable inclusive principles, and they should take training both at pre-service and in-service
stages [66]. Similarly, Jones et al. [67] have emphasized that teachers should be provided with
professional development for successful inclusive education. In Ira and Gör’s [9] study, it is emphasized
that sustainable inclusive education process of faculty members must be guided in a way that enables
the provision of the best education to disadvantaged migrant children and that macro education
policies must be developed for children in disadvantaged groups in this regard. The result obtained in
this study is in parallel to those of Ira and Gör’s [9] results.

Faculty members have emphasized the necessity of establishing rich learning environments
based on the functionality principle. They have pointed out that student-centered activities such as
group work, cooperative learning, individualized teaching, and drama are important and effective
activities in sustainable inclusive education for teachers while organizing lessons in sustainable
inclusive education. They have also emphasized conducting family involvement activities and creating
family guidebooks during the out-of-school periods for the families. These findings may stem from
the fact that faculty members consider the in- and out-of-school processes important for the success
of sustainable inclusive education and believe that the educational processes must be organized
accordingly. Many studies in the literature indicate positive effects of in- and out-of-school activities on
students [68–72]. In this study, it is found that teachers’ sustainable inclusive education competencies
are not at the expected level according to the opinions of faculty members and teachers. Similary,
in the study conducted by Starcic [39], it is concluded that teachers’ information and communications
technology (ICT) competencies and sustainable inclusive education competencies levels are low.
According to Starcic [40], it is important for prospective teachers to understand the potentials of
educational technology, which helps students with special educational needs and teaching process
in inclusive classrooms. In this context, it can be said that learning outcomes regarding sustainable
inclusive education competencies related to ICT, which are included and expected to be in the teacher
training program for sustainable inclusive education and technology use, are very important for
prospective teachers to be successful in future sustainable inclusive education practices.

According to another finding obtained in the study, it is seen that the faculty members have
emphasized the importance of using interactive and interactive technology portals effectively for
effective use of technology in sustainable inclusive education. In terms of information, media and
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technology skills, “information literacy, media literacy, information, and communications technologies
literacy” are important 21st century life skills. In this context, technology-based program needs have
arisen in order to facilitate and support educational environments, and interactive technology portal
applications have become popular. At this point, it is thought that the integration of interactive
and interactive technology applications into the education and training process will provide positive
contributions in order to achieve desired outcomes in the sustainable inclusive education process and
to support the teaching–learning process.

Faculty members have also emphasized that integration of technology into sustainable inclusive
education has a number of advantages such as “reducing workload and encouraging active
participation” for teachers. The mobile learning concept, which has entered every field of our
lives along with technology, and the principle of learning everywhere at any time are thought to have
led to this. It is possible to make the teaching–learning process more flexible and enjoyable through
applications such as flipped learning, augmented reality, and second life via mobile learning. This way,
the teacher’s workload will be reduced as well as the lessons will become more enjoyable during the
education process. Faculty members have emphasized that the inadequacy of infrastructure at schools
can be a disadvantage for teachers in the process. Technological infrastructure must be perfect and
satisfactory to use technology effectively in sustainable inclusive education. This view is thought to
be due to the present major deficiencies in schools. Moreover, the emphasis has been made that the
integration of technology into sustainable inclusive education can lead to achievements like making
the process more enjoyable, increasing retention, and being more motivated. The fact that today’s
K–12-level students, whom we call the digital generation, are keen on using digital technologies and
familiar with computer software and hardware is thought to be the reason behind this. There are
many studies in the literature showing the positive effects of digital technologies on students [73–75].
Faculty members evaluated the roles of educational leaders in the integration of technology into
sustainable inclusive education in terms of competencies and responsibilities. The competencies
expected from educational leaders are defined as inclusive education competencies, educational
leadership competencies, knowledge of technology competencies, and pedagogic competencies. It is
seen that faculty members almost emphasize these competencies. It is thought that educational leaders
who prefer using technology effectively in their school should have sufficient content knowledge of
technology, pedagogy, and inclusive education.

School administrative staff have stated that sustainable inclusive education positively contributes
to the teaching–learning process in the integration of migrant and inclusive students. Teachers put
efforts to create opportunities to have all students make utmost use of the teaching–learning process
and develop their potentials through sustainable inclusive education [18–20], and this is the fact that is
thought to have led to this. At this point, it could be concluded that sustainable inclusive education
contents and practices concerning the teaching–learning processes for students in sustainable inclusive
education groups are of great importance and therefore should not be ignored.

The educational and information communication technologies in sustainable inclusive education
play a crucial role in creating an effective and adaptable learning environment in teaching–learning
processes, especially for students with special educational needs [30,33–38]. In this context,
technological infrastructures of schools are expected to be adequate and class sizes convenient.
The findings of the study have indicated that overcrowded classrooms and inadequacy of technological
infrastructures of schools are the main problems in achieving learning outcomes in the process of
integrating technology into sustainable inclusive education. In this context, no matter how good
the quality of the sustainable inclusive education program is, sustainable inclusive education cannot
achieve its goal unless variables like technological infrastructure of schools and class sizes are feasible.
This result of the study supports the findings of the study conducted by Aksoy [76]. Educational
leaders state that technology is an important factor for sustainable inclusive education activities in
schools, and they are making efforts in this direction. They state that the problems related to the
integration of technology for sustainable inclusive education of technology arise from reasons such
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as allowance or physical inadequacy. However, teachers think that educational leaders have a lot
of responsibilities in this regard, but some of them are not fulfilled. It is thought that this is due to
the fact that educational leaders do not observe teachers, who are practitioners, and do not question
their demands and expectations sufficiently. Teachers have emphasized that integration of technology
into sustainable inclusive education enables permanent learning, while it can also have a number of
negative effects on students such as causing laziness with access to ready-made information, inhibiting
research–inquiry skills, and leading to technology addiction. According to Aksoy [76], educational
institutions should guide the education process well in order to deal with the types of addictions in
individuals and institutions created by new technologies and consider contributing to the utilization
and development of technology as a goal.

5. Conclusions

In this study, it was aimed to determine the views of teachers, school administrative staff,
and faculty members on the integration of technology into sustainable inclusive education and the
role of educational leadership. Since there are almost no studies analyzing and interpreting the
opinions of teachers, school administrative staff, and faculty members on the integration of technology
and the role of educational leaders in sustainable inclusive education through a qualitative research
design, this study helps to determine the views of participants who have duties and responsibilities in
sustainable inclusive education activities on the use and integration of technology into sustainable
inclusive education and the role of educational leaders; and to develop suggestions for the integration
of technology into sustainable inclusive education programs accordingly.

The results of the study indicate that faculty members do not consider the sustainable inclusive
education practices to be at an adequate level in Turkey. They think that learning outcomes related
to sustainable inclusive education are important in the teacher education programs. Additionally,
the faculty members have emphasized using rich learning environments, empathy-oriented classroom
atmospheres, and flipped classroom models founded on the functionality principle in the category
of “organizing classroom climate”. On the other hand, school administrative staff have expressed
that integration of migrant and inclusive students through sustainable inclusive education positively
contributes to the teaching–learning process, creates equal opportunities, minimizes social differences,
and provides an integrated classroom climate. It is also determined that teachers mostly include
sustainable inclusive education practices in teaching–learning processes, and they mostly use
individualized teaching, group work, educational game practices, and family involvement as
technique-based practices. Thus, this study proves that different stakeholders that have a key
role in providing sustainable inclusive education handle this issue from different perspectives, and they
have both positive and negative opinions on the sustainable inclusive education practices.

The purpose of this study was to address a gap in the literature that failed to examine different
stakeholders’ views on integration of technology and the role of educational leadership for sustainable
inclusive education. The findings showed that the practices conducted to ensure sustainable inclusive
education were not at the desired level, which indicates that there should be improvements on this
issue in Turkey. Therefore, the findings of the study can help policy makers in determining more broad
practices in providing sustainable inclusive education. In the literature, it is seen that the studies on
inclusive education have been conducted with limited stakeholders. On the contrary, in this study,
different stakeholders were included, and therefore more detailed information was attempted to be
obtained, which is one of the superior elements of the study.

However, this study has some limitations. Interview technique was conducted to obtain the
opinions of the stakeholders. However, especially due to the pandemic process, questionnaire forms
were sent to some of the stakeholders via e-mail, and they also sent their replies via e-mail. As a
result, face-to-face interviews could not be conducted with all stakeholders included in the study,
which is one of the limitations of the study. In addition, this study is limited in terms of time period.
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Another limitation of this study was a small sample size. It would be beneficial to conduct exploratory
research with a larger pool of participants.

In the following studies that will be conducted on this issue, a longer time period can be determined,
and some observations can be made at schools to understand what practices teachers apply at schools
in terms of providing sustainable inclusive education. Similar observations can be conducted at
universities. Therefore, it can be better understood whether there are differences between the practices
applied by teachers and academic staff in ensuring sustainable inclusive education. This study is
designed based on the basic interpretive qualitative study model. In the following studies, the effects of
integrating technology into sustainable inclusive education and participants’ views can be determined
by experimental and mixed-methods designs. More in-depth case studies should be conducted with a
larger number of participants. Modern educational programs that integrate technology into curricula
and instruction effectively during the sustainable inclusive education process should be developed.
Opportunities should be provided for stakeholders in the field of education to create awareness about
sustainable inclusive education.

In summary, the study revealed that teachers, school administrative staff, and faculty members
have the knowledge of sustainable inclusive education and have emphasized the importance of using
technology in sustainable inclusive education. In addition, the fact that teacher competencies in
integrating technology into sustainable inclusive education and that technological infrastructures are
not at the required level are among the major problems. Therefore, it is concluded that technological
equipment of schools should be improved and that learning outcomes related to the use of technology
in sustainable inclusive education should be added to the teacher education programs.
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